INTELLIGENT DESIGN, SCIENCE, AND SEXUAL POLITICS

Sharon Emily Woodill

Submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

at

Dalhousie University
Halifax, Nova Scotia
August 2014

© Copyright by Sharon Emily Woodill, 2014



To my daughters, Tanaka and Kagan.

il



CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt sttt sttt e vi
ABSTRACT ...ttt ettt et e st e b e e te e st e bt enseeneesseenseeneenseenseeneens vii
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED .....ooiiiiiiiieieeeeeie ettt viii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..ottt ettt sttt ix
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION ...ttt 1
L1 INEEOAUCTION . ..ttt ettt e st st e st et e saeeeneeas 1
1.2 DiSSErtation StIUCTUTE. .....cc.uerteiiiriiertieteeit ettt ettt ettt eat e s e b eaees 2
1.3 Methodological APPTOACK ........eiviuiiieiieeiee e 4
1.4 Context and COntribULIONS ........cooiiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt s 9
1.5 Chapter SUMMATIES ......ccoueeriieeiieriieeiteeie et eeite et et e eteesteeeaeesseeenbeeseessseesaessseenseennns 10
CHAPTER 2 STRATEGIC INTERDISCIPLINARITY ..coeeiiiiieiieieeeeeeee e 15
2.1 INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt et et e st et esiteeabeesaeeens 15
2.2 Disciplinary ConsSiderations..........c.eecuierirerieerieeitienieeieesteesiteseeesseesreeseessneesseessseens 16
2.3 INterdiSCIPIINATIEY ... vvieeiieeeiie ettt ettt et e et e e et e e eta e e esaeeenraeeenseeeenseees 26
2.4 Strategic INterdiSCIPIINATILY ....ccvvieiiiieeiieeciee ettt eree e e e eavee s 34

2.4.1 Strategic Interdisciplinarity in ProCESSs .........ccccveeeiieniieiiieiiieiieiie et 34

2.4.2 Strategic Interdisciplinarity and the Object of InqUIry ........cccceevvvevcieenciienieens 36

2.4.3 Strategic Interdisciplinarity and Emergent Insights...........ccccceevviieiiiieniieencinnn, 37
2.5 Academic TOOIS USCd.....cccueriiriiiiiiiiiieieeieeeteee e 40
2.0 CONCIUSION ..ttt ettt ettt et e st e bt e sat e et esateeabeesaeeens 46
CHAPTER 3 THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN ............... 48
3.1 INEEOAUCHION ...ttt ettt ettt sttt 48
3.2 Darwinian-era Critiques and the Seeds of Antievolutionism ...........ccceeeveeviieencneens 53

3.2.1 Darwinian-era Critiques: Methodological ............cccveeviiieniiiiiiiieciieceeeee e 54

3.2.2 Darwinian-era Critiques: Theological............cccceeiieiiiiniiiiiiniieieceeee e 59

3.2.3 Darwinian-era Critiques: Biological..........cccceeeiiiiiiiiieniieeeeceeeeeeeeee 62

3.2.4 SECHION SUIMIMATY ....uvvieeeiieeiieeeiieeeeiteesteeesteeesaeeesseeessseeassseeassseesssseesssseesssesennses 70
3.3 Early AntieVOIUtIONISIN.....c..eeiuiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt eae e e e 72

3.3.1 Evolution as Social PrOGIess. .......cccueriiiiieriieiieniieeieeeie ettt 73

3.3.2 The Emergence of the Early Antievolutionist Movement .............cccceeevveerveennee. 81

il



3.3.3 Developing Antievolutionism: CreationiSm ..........cccueereeerieerveerieenieesieeneeeneenens 87

3.3.4 SECHION SUIMIMATY ....uvveeeiiieeiieeeiieeeeiteesteeesteeesseeesseeessseeasseesssseesssseessseessseeesnses 95
3.4 From Creation Science to Intelligent Design..........ccccveeviiieiiieeniieeiee e 97
3.4.1 Creationism and the Law ..........ccccciiiiiiiiiiiieiieciecee e 98
3.4.2 The DiSCOVETY INStITULE.....cccuvieeiiieeiiieciie ettt et e et e e eeenbee e 104
3.4.3 The DOVeEr Trial.....cc.coiiiiiiiiiee et 107
3.5 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt ettt et enees 111
CHAPTER 4 INTELLIGENT DESIGN.......c.coiiiiiiieiieieeeeie et 113
4.1 INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt ettt et et et e it e b e saeeeaeeas 113
4.2 Science as a Conceptual TOOIDOX .......cecuieriiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt 115
4.2.1 An Overview Of ID Tenets.......cccueeuiiiiiiiiiiieeiee e 116
4.2.2 ID and the Critique of EVOIULION ........cooiiiiiiiiieiieeieeeeeeeeee e 128
4.2.3 Discussion of the Conceptual TOOIDOX .........c.cccvieriieiiieiiieiieieeieeeeeeee e 134
4.3 Science as a Source of AUthOTItY .......cccvveiiiieiiiicie e 135
4.3.1 Appeal to Scientific Authority via Academic ASSOCIation...........cccvveervveennnenn. 136
4.3.2 Appeal to Scientific Authority via Technical Language and Formats............... 139
4.3.3 Appeal to Scientific Authority via the Creation of an Alternative “Science” ... 141
4.4 Science as DEfenSe. .. ...eeiuiiiiiiiiiiiiee s 143
44,1 POSIHIONING ...eeuviieiiieiieeiieeiie et eeite et e site et e stteesbeessaeeseesaaeesbeessseenseessseenseessnesnseas 145
4.4.2 UNAErlYINg ISSUES. .....eeeiieiieeiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt eb e sae et eseaeebeesnaeennees 151
4.4.3 TMPICALIONS. .. ueieiiiieeiieeeiieeeieeeeteeesteeesteeesteeeseaee e taeeeaaeeessseesnsseessseeesnseeensseens 162
4.5 CONCIUSION ...ttt et et ettt b et ettt et sae e b enees 166
CHAPTER 5 THE ID FRAMEWORK ......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiinieneeeteeeesee s 168
5.1 INETOAUCTION ...ttt ettt et e ettt e st e bt e sabeebeesareens 168
5.1.2 Chapter OVEIVIEW ....cccuviiiiieiiieiieeiieeieeeteettesteeteeseteesbeeseeeseesnseesseessseensaesssaens 172
5.2 Epistemologies of IZNOTance...........cceecuieriieiiienieiiieiieeieeee ettt 175
5.2 ID and The Bible—Creating an Epistemic Space..........cccveevvieeriieeiiieeiieeeieeeeneenn 180
5.2.1 ID and an Informational Ignorance..............ccccueevieriieniieniiiiiecie e 181
5.2.2 ID as Biblical NarTatiVe .......c.cccueeriieriieniieiiesie et eieeiee e eieeseeesieeseaeeeeeseneens 186
5.2.3 SECHION SUMIMATY ....uvvieeiiieeiieeeitieeeitteesteeesteeesteeessseeessseeensseeesseesssseessseeessseeenns 191
5.3 Structuring the EpiStemic SPacCE ........cccveviieiiieiieiiieieeieeie et 192
5.3.1 ID as a “Thing” Deemed Special.........ccccoeviriiiiiiiniieiieeieeeeeie e 193
5.3.2 ID and the Ascription of AUthOTity .......cccevviiiiiiiiieiiiecieeeeee e 198
5.3.5 SECtION SUMMATY .....eiiiiiiiieeiieiieeieeiee et tte et e e e e seaeesbeesbeeteesaseesbeessseensaesnseens 202

v



5.4 ID and the Construction 0f @ COlIECHIVE ......ooviiiiiiiiiiiiii 203

5.4.1 ID and the Creation of Cognitive/Emotional Dissonance..............ccceeevveernennns 204

S54.2TD AN FEAT ....oooniiiieiiie ettt e ae e et e et e e et a e e ba e e enrae e 208

5.4.3 The ID ReMEAY .....ccueiiiiiiiieiieiieeie ettt ettt sate et eseseesaesaaeens 210

5.4.5 SECHION SUIMIMATY ...uvvieeiiieeiieeeiteeeitteestteesteeesteeessseeessseeessseesssseesssseessseeessseeenns 212

5.5 CONCIUSION ..eeueviieiiieeiiieeiee ettt e et e e et e e st e e steeesteeesaaaeesseeensseeessseessssaessseeensseeenns 213
CHAPTER 6 ID AND ITS MISSION .....ooitiiiiieiieie ettt ettt ens 215
6.1 INtTOAUCTION ... .viiieiie ettt et e et e et e e et e e essaeeensaeesasaeennseens 215
6.2 ID and the CR ....ooeiiiiiiceee ettt ettt beebe e e ebeebaeeaaeens 218
6.3 ID and Natural LaW ........c.cooieiiiiiiieiecieeee ettt et et ebaesanaens 224
6.4 ID and Sexual POIItICS. ....cccuiiiiiiieiiiecieece ettt e 229

6.4.1 ID Capitalism and the Traditional Family .............ccccoeeiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecieeeees 230

6.4.2 Survey of Sexual Politics in ID DISCOUISE.........cccveriieriieriieiieeieeieeere e 238

6.4.3 Discussion of ID Sexual PolitiCS........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiieciieeieeeeeee e 249
6.5 CONCIUSION ..eeouvviieiiieeiiie et et e et e e et e e e teeesteeeebeeessbeeesseeessaeessseeessseesnsseessseeennseens 266
CHAPTER 7 ID IN CANADA ... .oi ottt ettt ettt seseesaesaseens 269
7 B 113 (0T L1 Lo 1o ) BRSPS 269
7.2 Antievolutionism in Canada ...........ceecveeeiiiieiiieeciie e 269
7.3 ID and Education in Canada ..............eoouieriieiienieiieeiieeieeiee et ens 272
7.4 CR/ID Activism in Canada .........c.coovieiiieniieiienie ettt eve e saneens 274
7.5 CONCIUSION ..eenvvieeiiieeiiee et e ettt e ettt e et e e s te e e steeeestee e sbeeesseesnssaeesssaeessseesnsseessseeensseens 281
CHAPTER 8 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ......oooiiiiiiieeieeee ettt 282
8.1 INITOAUCTION ......eiiiiieiie ettt ettt et e st eebeesaaeenbeessseensaesnseens 282
8.2 PTOJECT SUMMIATY ....cciuviiiiiiieeiieeeieeectee ettt e et e et e e st eesteeesabeeesaeeesseessaeesssaeesnseeenns 282
8.3 Limitations and ConSIdETations ...........c.eeeueerieeriierieeriienieesiieeieesieesaeeseesereeseesnseens 288
8.4 Some Pragmatics and CONCIUSIONS .........ccueeruiieiiieriieiieeie ettt ens 291
BIBLIOGRAPHY ..ottt ettt ettt et et esaaeebeesssaenneas 292
APPENDIX A ..ottt ettt et s e et e st e bt e e abe e bt e naaeebeeenteenneeenns 321



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: ICV Anti-transgender Ad. ........cccoooiiioiiiiiiieeceeeeeeeee e 6
Figure 2: Ngram Chart for “creationism, and “intelligent design.”........c..ccoceevvevvenuenne. 110
Figure 3: Cover Images of Popular ID BOOKS. ......c.ccoeevierieniiiiiiinieiceceeseeen 140
Figure 4: Cover Image of Expelled. .......cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiieieee e 205
Figure 5: Opening Credits of Expelled. .........ccooooviriiniiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeen 205
Figure 6: Ngram Chart for “feminist theory” and “intelligent design.” ..............c......... 205

Vi



ABSTRACT

In this project, a strategic interdisciplinary approach is utilized to examine the
connections between Intelligent Design (ID), science, and sexual politics. I argue that
despite its scientific appearance, ID is best understood as a conceptual framework for
motivating collective beliefs and actions in regards to policing gender and sexuality.
This project has three stages. First, I challenge the scientific status of ID by
establishing its continuance with earlier antievolution movements that were primarily
focused on social, not scientific, elements. I query the function of science in ID
discourse and argue that it is used symbolically as a source of authority and as a tool
for both attack and defense. The second stage of this project focuses on examining the
epistemological landscape of ID. I suggest that ID entails a Christian framework in a
stronger but more subtle way than its antievolutionary forerunners by showing that
key ID tenets are best understood as scientized versions of the Genesis story of
special creation and Logos theology from John’s Gospel. I also examine various ID
media to argue that ID discourse entails an epistemology of ignorance in which
“ignorance” is not simply a lack of knowledge but is a substantive practice that
creates and maintains a pliable collective. The third stage of this project addresses the
references to gender and sexuality that permeate ID discourse. I discuss how ID
revives a simplified version of natural law to assert a strict gender dimorphism,
compulsory heterosexuality, and gender-specific moral obligations. I conclude with a
brief survey of ID-inspired activity in Canada and suggest possible sites for future

research.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This dissertation is set at the intersection of science, religion, and sexual politics.
More specifically, the concern of this project is the theory of intelligent design (ID), its
place within the worldview of the Christian-right (CR), and its connections to the power-
structured relationships enacted in social-organizing practices centered on and depicted in
the biological and social categories of sex and gender. The CR, in this project, can be
understood as a conglomeration of conservative evangelical Protestant groups committed
to the belief that The Bible is the authoritative word of God, inerrant in meaning and
content, and committed to belief in the imminent return of Christ to Earth (Herman
1997). The CR is most often depicted as a formidable presence in the US that is
intricately interwoven with Christian nationalism and motivates large swaths of the
voting public to pursue conservative Christian interests. While this depiction is present in
this work, the contention here is that there is also an active and important faction in
Canada. Christian nationalism in Canada is not entirely new (Wagner 2012, 349 KL),
though its visibility has become more pronounced and its political influence seems to be
growing (McDonald 2010, 7).! The political targets of the CR in Canada appear to align
with the overarching objectives of a CR worldview within a global context; thus, there is
a great deal of overlap both conceptually and practically between the US and Canadian

groups (Herman 1994; Herman and Buss 2003). This dissertation is not an ethnographical

! “K1” indicates a Kindle location reference.



study of the CR, however, but will focus on the conceptual elements visible in the ID
discourse as they relate to the connections between ID and sexual politics.

ID is the view that the natural world is best explained as the product of an
intentional designer rather than undirected natural forces. It is motivated by a critique of
evolution and is offered by advocates as an alternative science. It will be argued in this
dissertation, however, that ID is not really about science in any conventional way but is
best understood as a conceptual framework that grounds the CR worldview and is utilized
to motivate collective beliefs and actions, particularly, though not exclusively, in regards
to policing gender and sexuality. Furthermore, ID is not merely one element among
others of importance to the CR; rather, it is foundational to the CR worldview in that it
supplies the conceptual tools necessary for their position on other social issues and
functions as a mechanism that shapes the epistemological landscape in ways conducive to
their political agenda. Scholarly work in regard to this topic has been mostly focused on
the status of ID as a scientific theory and its potential uptake in science education, but

very little attention has been paid to its connections to sexual politics.

1.2 Dissertation Structure

This dissertation will proceed in several stages, moving towards the discussion of
gender and sexuality in the final chapters. The roadmap of my argument is as follows: ID
is not really about science; it is a tool based on epistemologies of ignorance that is used
for motivating collective beliefs and actions; and it essentially structures a constrictive
view of gender and sexuality in the interest of furthering a broad political agenda. Each of

these claims will be addressed in sequence.



The first stage of this project seeks to establish that despite a sophisticated
scientific appearance, ID is not really about science. I make this argument in two ways.
First, I trace the historical roots of ID to show that ID is a product of an earlier
antievolution movement that was motivated by social, not scientific, concerns, and that it
retains many of the basic elements. Second, I take a closer look at what ID advocates
assert as the science of ID to show that in this context “science,” or rather the appearance
of science, is utilized as a political tool, not as an epistemological support of their
theoretical claims. Science is commonly understood as a realm of human activity
pertaining to knowledge and discovery of the natural world, but this understanding is
challenged within the context of ID.

The second stage of this project seeks to examine what, if not science, ID is about.
At this stage, through a comparison of key ID tenets with key Christian doctrines, I
suggest that ID theory purports a decidedly Christian framework despite claims of ID
proponents to the contrary. With this suggestion in hand, I take a look at ID from a
religious studies perspective to show that the theory of ID is better understood as a
religious doctrine that does the crucial job of conceptually creating and organizing a
Christian collective. Looking at ID through a religious studies lens reveals how ID
utilizes epistemologies of ignorance to conceptually create and manage a cohesive
collective.

The third stage will bring to the fore what appears to be a primary concern of the
ID discourse—gender and sexuality. In this section, I bring out the connections among
ID, gender and sexuality, first, by providing a brief overview of natural law and morality

in ID discourse and then examining how natural law is utilized to assert and advocate for



a system that binds faith, family, and free-market capitalism into one natural (as ID
proponents claim) social-organizing structure that is said to be a product of the intelligent
designer. The traditional family is heralded as the fundamental social unit of this system,
and as such, it is the fulcrum of sexual politics in ID discourse. ID advocates posit a
biological essentialist perspective to ground their assertions and promote restrictive and
regressive sexual politics by asserting normative ideological positions on such issues as
marriage, sexuality, and gender roles. This phase will examine these claims in detail.

ID is harnessed, both explicitly and implicitly, by institutions and organizations to
justify their political positions and action. This project will be supplemented with a
sample of such activities within Canada. This sampling is by no means a comprehensive
examination of specific activist projects; rather, it is intended to suggest a platform for

further investigation with the insights from this project in hand.

1.3 Methodological Approach

In this project I adopt a non-disciplinary approach which I call “strategic
interdisciplinarity.” With this term I seek to capture the idea that my approach involves a
type of wandering around the issues and selecting a variety of tools that allow me to show
what I “see.” I have adopted and developed this approach to explore this issue in ways
that traditional disciplinary structures cannot accommodate, and I will expound on this
claim shortly. “Interdisciplinarity” has the added bonus of being, as of yet, relatively
unscripted within the academic domain which permits me to sidestep the polemics that

this topic typically entails. In the following chapter, I flesh out my approach in greater



detail, but at this point I would like to explain why one might want to look at ID in terms
of gender and sexuality rather than the more usual ways of science and education.

The story of the introduction of a new sexual health curriculum in Ontario serves
as a helpful example of how ID and sexual politics might be linked. On September 24,
2011, the National Post ran a nation-wide advertisement that read “Please, don’t confuse
me” (See Figure 1). This ad was placed by the Institute for Canadian Values (ICV), a CR
organization based in Toronto, Ontario. The target of this ad was an updated elementary
school curriculum in Ontario that would have included classroom discussions on gender,
sexuality, and lesbian/gay/bisexual/transgender (LGBT) rights. According to the ICV,
homosexuality is a sin from which one must seek forgiveness and deliverance, and
teaching tolerance of diversity in this regards amounts to an endorsement of unnatural
sexual practices and unfettered immorality that undermines the very fabric of society.>

As part of this ad, the ICV solicited action by the general public against the
Ontario provincial government. They encouraged people to sign a petition by going to
their website entitled “stopcorruptingchildren.ca,” and they encouraged the public to
contact officials at various levels of government responsible for the education update.
The updated curriculum was introduced and was to be adopted by the provincial Liberal
government of the day, and the controversy fuelled by the ICV opposition was utilized by
opponents to the Liberals in the subsequent election that took place several weeks after

the appearance of this ad. In light of this controversy, the provincial government withheld

2 An episode of Charles McVety’s television show from 2010 called “The Word,” in which he makes these
views explicitly can be found here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NI1z498m2X6Y. McVety also
articulates these ideas explicitly on a political talk show called the Agenda with Steve Paiken, also from
2010. This episode can be found here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=I1JajAFCZPM4. Last accessed
June 27, 2014.



the changes.* While surely other factors contributed to this outcome, there is a clear trail
to be found among the ambitions of the ICV, public action, and this major educational
policy decision.

ICV is a CR organization in a constellation of institutions and political actors that
now punctuate the Canadian horizon in a growing network of affiliated organizations.

The ICV had also made headlines several years earlier when its leader, Charles McVety

75 SHE 1S NOT ALLOWED TD WITHDSEW NE FROM CLASS.

. MR. HUCAKX AND WS HORWATH. FLEASE TELL ME YOU WiLL
\CHERS FROM CONRUSING ME

B v iaTe ir the patiion air | v Conrupting CRiMIREaY

Click here to read the curriculum

Figure 1: ICV Anti-transgender Ad. This
is an image of an online version of the ad
that was placed in the National Post on
September 24, 2011.

(president of ICV and high-profile CR leader) led the promotional drive for the ID

3 News coverage of this story can be found on the following websites:
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/story/2010/04/23/ontario-education.html,
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/sex-ed-opponents-claim-victory-in-ontario-1.899830, and
http://www.thestar.com/life/parent/2010/04/26/ontario_to_start over with sexed curriculum.html. Last
accessed June 27, 2014.



documentary Expelled, No Intelligence Allowed (Frankowski 2008). This movie was
promoted via an extensive advertising campaign, strategic showings in mainstream
theatres across the country, and showings in various religious and political settings
(including a special showing for members of Parliament) organized and hosted by
McVety (McDonald 2010, 206).

In viewing this ad and reading various media bits in relation to it, it became clear
that ICV and similar groups were advocating for both ID and gender essentialism—the
idea that one’s biology is the predominant dictator of one’s place and function in society.
What do these two topics have to do with each other, and how does one get from ID to
the sexual politics of this ad? It was apparent that this group was asserting that
“unnatural” sexual practices and gender identities were somehow misaligned with human
design and human nature. In this way, the connections between ID and gender and
sexuality stood out as an object of interest.

The challenge of this type of project is to develop a means of making sense of
what one finds, particularly when the connections are widely dispersed. As the
“wanderer” in this case, I draw on the tools that I already have at my disposal and seek
out new ones as necessary. For example, in chapter three I adopt an historical approach to
trace the roots of ID and establish its continuity with earlier Christian creationist
movements. In the sixth chapter, however, I utilize a feminist lens to examine various ID
media and identify the ways in which ID is instantiated in its articulation of issues of
gender and sexuality. The point to be made here is that the methodological approach, to
which I refer to as “strategic interdisciplinarity,” constitutes a kluge of academic tools

helpful in bringing to light the various elements of the objective of interest.



Strategic interdisciplinarity also has a political advantage for this project. The
discourse surrounding the topics of ID and evolution is primarily adversarial, particularly
within individual disciplines, which tend to be marked with a specific consilience of
perspectives either for or against—typically against. Parties on either side of the issue are
mainly concerned with adjudicating truth claims, but while many important insights can
be derived from analyzing ID in these contexts, the polarized structure elides significant
complexities. Furthermore, this dispute is extremely contentious, not simply within
academia, but within the general public as well. Indeed, it appears that the topic is so
controversial that academics by and large are hesitant to tackle the issue at all, which has
left academia somewhat silent on a very prevalent concern.* In this way, traditional
disciplinary approaches, to the extent that they take up on one side or the other of this
issue, create significant gaps that require an alternative strategy. Strategic
interdisciplinarity allows me to avoid the dichotomous script associated with the
established disciplines and probe the negative spaces that they create.

“Interdisciplinarity” is a term in flux. Under this heading a variety of intellectual
projects are transpiring, and some familiarity with the context of its employ is required to
determine its meaning. Minimally, what one can ascertain from the term is that multiple
domains of knowledge are being utilized. The ambiguity associated with
interdisciplinarity is beneficial to this project, however, because it allows for the
establishment of a context involving multiple knowledge sources without identifying with

any one source in particular. This allows one to garner insights from relevant disciplines

4 This claim is unpacked and supported in the following chapter.
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without necessarily adopting one or the other side of the polarized discourse that a
specific discipline might embrace.

The term “strategic interdisciplinarity” developed for this project thus does double
duty. The “strategic” element of this methodology connotes both the selection of various
epistemic tools and the political concerns associated with this topic. Disciplinary
structures tend to involve adversarial perspectives and ignore knowledge claims and
approaches to inquiry that do not resonate with their established positions and
commitments. It is therefore necessary to adopt a migratory technique that allows for
traversing disciplinary structures and boundaries while still utilizing some of the insights
and approaches that they offer. The strategic element is reflected in the sources being
utilized and the analytical approaches that are taken.

This approach seeks to accommodate the messiness of a work that incorporates
the seemingly ambiguous elements of activism and acceptance. On one hand, a
commitment to challenge and change the impact of ID on policy and politics motivates
elements of this dissertation, but on the other hand, a realization of the unresolvability of
this issue motivates a pragmatic acceptance of the conflict. This acceptance, in turn,
motivates descriptive elements that serve the greater paradoxical ideal of moving forward

given the impasse.

1.4 Context and Contributions

As noted in the opening of this introduction, there appears to be a global rise in
religious-nationalist politics. In Canada, this movement has been identified as the CR,

and within this movement are a constellation of themes and issues of importance to its



members: gay marriage, homosexuality, abortion, and gender identity are prime
examples. In keeping with these concerns, the CR is exerting substantial political
pressures to direct public/social policy and shape the Canadian social landscape
(McDonald 2010), and the Stop Corrupting Children campaign is a compelling example
of this movement. This dissertation is relevant and significant in the Canadian context
because it will demonstrate that ID is crucial to the CR worldview as a prerequisite for
their position on such issues, and it will, in the end, identify some ways in which the CR
promotes political activism in Canada that is coherent with this worldview.

In Canada, the issue of ID is sometimes shrugged off as being uniquely American,
represented by the highly publicized and emotionally charged legal contests over public
education, but such a gesture is naive (Wiles 2006b; McDonald 2010). Certainly Canada
has not seen litigation on a scale comparable to that in the US (Baumeister, Dale,and
Murave 2000; Wiles 2006a), but the lack of visibility in the Canadian context speaks not
to the absence of ID but rather to the stealth of its growth. Within the constellation of CR
organizations is a growing network of high-profile politicians, policy advocates, and
institutions that endorse and promote ID (McDonald 2010). While this dissertation will
not constitute a detailed overview of the CR in Canada, it will contribute a novel
perspective that may be beneficial to researchers delving into the role of religion at the

interface of science and public policy.

1.5 Chapter Summaries

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter Two addresses the method employed

in this work in greater detail. In this chapter I revisit the terms “strategic” and

10



“interdisciplinary” to explain how and why I choose the tools I do. In this chapter I also
discuss how ID is currently situated within relevant academic disciplines and the impact
of this situatedness on the methodological approach of this work.

Chapter Three addresses the initial element of the claim that ID is not really about
science. The objective of this chapter is to show the Christian creationist heritage of ID. I
show this continuance by querying the persistence of antievolutionist thought as it
surfaced during the time of Darwin and developed into a more formal antievolutionist
movement that expanded in the decades following. I suggest that key to this persistence
and central to ID is the development and refinement of an effective antievolution
methodology. I pursue this query by examining responses to Darwin’s theory of
evolution, the development of antievolutionism in the Protestant Christian context, and
the eventual appearance of ID. What becomes apparent is that religion, not knowledge, is
the primary driver for the creation of ID.

Chapter Four will provide an overview of the tenets of ID theory. In this chapter,
two key tenets—irreducible complexity and specified complexity—are examined. I take a
closer look at what appears to be the science of ID to argue that science in ID discourse is
used as a repository of evolutionary critiques (though these are used for rhetorical
purposes, not for engaging in the practices of knowledge and discovery), a source of
epistemic authority, and as a defense mechanism. By examining various ID media it
becomes apparent that science is used symbolically in this discourse primarily as a
mechanism of influence and persuasion.

Chapter Five shifts the focus from what ID is not about to what it is about. To this

end, this chapter seeks to examine the conceptual framework of ID. I conduct a close
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reading of key tenets of ID and suggest that ID entails a Christian perspective in a much
stronger but more subtle way than its creationist forerunners. In the process I also suggest
that ID employs epistemologies of ignorance that function to create, structure, and
populate a collective epistemic space. An epistemic space is created by positioning ID in
opposition to evolution such that one must “choose” a spot, and this space is
hierarchically structured by ID proponents who occupy a superior position within the
movement in that they claim to possess insight into the mystery (as they deem it) of the
origin of the world. What becomes apparent, however, is that ID discourse proffers
epistemologies of ignorance that veil actual scientific knowledge and that create and
exploit fear of the unknown as a means of gaining and maintaining support. ID is offered
as the antidote to the uncertainty of random undirected natural forces that ID advocates
associate with evolution.

Chapter Six arrives at the issue of gender and sexuality in ID discourse. In this
chapter, I discuss the concept of natural law posited by ID advocates. Based on this
concept, ID advocates postulate a system that brings together family, faith, and free-
market capitalism as the “natural” social-organizing structure best able to promote the
flourishing of both individuals and society. The ideal traditional family is said to be the
fundamental social unit of this system, and as such it is the fulcrum of sexual politics in
this discourse. This discourse posits that human beings are intentionally designed in a
gender-dimorphic heterosexual way, and it argues that conceiving of gender and sexuality
in any other way equates to the transgression of design, impedes functionality and is
detrimental to individuals and societies. In this chapter I provide a general overview of

these ideas as depicted in ID discourse. I then provide a sampling of how this ideology is
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instantiated into a rather coherent but broad set of positions on issues related to gender
and sexuality. I conclude this chapter with a discussion of the potential impact of ID
ideology with reference to some fundamental feminist texts. This chapter will expose the
deep-seated and crucial connections between ID and regressive sexual politics.

Chapter Seven will conclude this project by returning to ID in a Canadian context.
A brief overview of the development of antievolutionism in Canada sets the stage for a
sampling of several CR organizations and projects in Canada that utilize ID, both
explicitly and implicitly, to ground activism that seeks to undo progressive political
advances. The objective of this chapter is to point out that research on Canadian
antievolutionism is small, though the potential political influence of ID in the hands of
the CR is great. This chapter seeks to suggest and open space for future work with the
insights of this project in hand.

Chapter Eight will summarize this project. In this chapter I review key
discussions and comment on their significance. I also discuss some limitations and
considerations for moving forward given the impasse apparent in creation-evolution
debates.

In this project I seek to provide a new way of looking at ID—how it is portrayed
and how it is utilized. ID is heavily steeped in scientific garb, but this appearance has
largely distracted audiences from its most potent utility. In this thesis I will show that ID
is not about science per se but is about legitimating a CR worldview that involves the
assertion of regressive sexual politics through a policing of gender and sexuality. This
thesis is not an ethnography of the CR in Canada, and an explicit Canadian focus only

bookends my work. The work that is done in between, however, is a necessary first step
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to delving more deeply into the specifics of ID in a Canadian context. My hope is that

this project will lead the way in this direction.
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CHAPTER 2 STRATEGIC INTERDISCIPLINARITY

2.1 Introduction

Examining the relationship among ID, gender, and sexuality requires seeking out
patterns and relationships that traverse multiple disciplinary domains, and as such, an
interdisciplinary approach is necessary. Furthermore, ID is controversial both within the
academy and among the general public, and so this project requires some academic
diplomacy. In this chapter, I propose strategic interdisciplinarity as a means of examining
this topic. This term is coined here to capture what might best be described as a
meandering through ID discourse, and the scavenging of a variety of tools to interpret the
connections and patterns that become apparent. In other words, in this dissertation I
review and analyze ID discourse from various academic perspectives and at various
epistemic sites pertinent to the guiding question: What is the relationship between ID and
sexual politics? Strategic interdisciplinarity is also meant to construct a political neutral
zone, of sorts, away from the constraints of the disciplinary structure that, in this case,
limit analytical effectiveness rather than enhance it.*

It is difficult to describe an iterative non-linear process of investigation in a
structured linear way, but that is precisely the aim of this chapter. I attempt to accomplish
this by: providing an overview of the relationship of ID with traditional disciplinary
structures in order to explain why an interdisciplinary approach is necessary; drawing on

the interdisciplinary studies literature to assert the virtues of epistemic wandering; and

5 T use the term “political” both in the title of this dissertation and throughout to refer to the power
dynamics involved in social-organizing ideals and practices. Unless otherwise stated, I am not referring to
an official governing body. In this particular case, “political” refers to the power-relationships and social-
organizing practices that are inherent in the disciplinary structure of the academy.
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highlighting the various academic perspectives that I adopt throughout this dissertation. I

take this chapter to be a reasonable facsimile of my approach and not a precise contract.

2.2 Disciplinary Considerations

In this section, a general overview of some disciplinary perspectives in regards to
ID is presented in order to show that an interdisciplinary approach is necessary. Typically
ID is addressed within the domains of science, science studies, philosophy, and/or
religious studies, and though each area offers some different insights, there often seems
to be an agreement on the “proper” location from which to study ID: “not here,”
wherever “here” might be. The characteristic approaches of these fields of study are at
times helpful, but they also erect barriers to inquiry by defining ID by exclusion and/or
neglect in an apparent bid to disassociate from the topic in general.®

The scientific community is very clear: ID theory is not science.” Proponents of
ID argue that the natural world is too complex to have arisen without the intentional
action of an intelligent designer (Behe et al. 2000; Dembski 2001; Wells and Sjogren
2002; Meyer 2009; Johnson 210). ID is presented as a legitimate scientific alternative to
evolution, but within the academic realm, ID is not considered a science at all. Academic
science adheres to the dictates of methodological naturalism—the limiting of science to

natural phenomena discerned via empirical evidence, explainable by regularities in

® This statement is not intended to imply a judgment as to whether or not such exclusion is justified. I am
merely attempting to present a layout of the land, so to speak.

7 There is, of course, no definitive “scientific community.” However, what I intend this term to loosely
encapsulate is a sense of a group of scientific practitioners that generally adhere, if only in theory, to the
traditional understanding of science as pertaining to the natural world and accessible through empirical
inquiry. Also implied in this term is the group of science practitioners that would constitute a peer group
such that they guard and establish the standards and practices of their knowledge domain.
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nature, and subject to verification and falsification (Pennock 2001; Shanks 2007; Ehrlich
2006; Miller 2007; Sarkar 2011; Ravitch 2010; Rieppel 2010). ID is excluded from
science because by definition it refers to something outside of the natural world. As such,
science cannot speak to the validity of its claims, and consequently, ID cannot be
included under the “science” label. Because ID is deemed as not science, science is
technically precluded as an applicable disciplinary domain.

ID does garner some attention within science studies. Steve Fuller (2007), for
example, argues that science, its definition and interpretation, is socially constructed and
empirical evidence is understood within specific conceptual frameworks that shapes how
one sees and interprets the world. Differing conceptual frameworks can thus lead to
differing perspectives and theories derived therefrom. The conceptual context in which
empirical evidence is interpreted, and the social context of those who do the interpreting,
largely determine what science is and what it means. In this account, throughout the
history of science, reference to the divine has provided a fruitful conceptual backdrop
(Fuller 2007, 11). In the specific case of ID, Fuller argues that religious motivations are
insufficient grounds for barring a proposed scientific theory, and furthermore, ID is
concerned with salient phenomena that evolution fails to adequately address (127). Fuller
bolsters his position by bringing to bear insights from the history of science to argue that
belief in a monotheistic God, in whose likeness and image many believe humanity has
been created, provided an epistemological gateway into the inner workings of nature and
a window into “the mind of God” (13). This belief, or some version of it, was highly
influential in initiating and sustaining scientific inquiry throughout history (16). Fuller

accuses modern science of being progressively restrictive as to what claims count as
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scientific and historically ignorant of the large role that religion has played in the
development of science (160). On these grounds, Fuller provides support for ID as a
legitimate scientific project and suggests that it is beneficial for educational purposes
when it opens the door to inquiry beyond the constraints of contemporary hegemonic
scientific discourse (Corbyn 2006, np). Fuller’s ideas, however, have met with great
resistance and harsh criticism, and it does not seem that his position resonates with many
other science studies scholars (Corbyn 2006, np). Fuller recounts the intensity of
resistance he has encountered, and he recommends for those working within the field of
science studies that it is best not to undertake work on this topic at all unless their
academic tenure is very secure (Corbyn 2006, np).

Any project seeking to investigate ID and/or its network of ideas, however, will
inevitability draw on the tools and insights of science and science studies. ID advocates,
for example, raise issues that may pose legitimate challenges to established knowledge
and scientific institutions. ID advocates evoke the notion of Kuhnian paradigms to
characterize naturalism as only a relatively new paradigm and suggest that its durability
is in question.® They claim that empirical observation need not be tethered to naturalism
and that the pervasiveness of a naturalistic worldview occludes the possibility of an
overlap of religion and science which differs from the current dominant notion of the two
being separate and distinct domains (Lambert 2006, 839). A successful methodological

strategy must explore and evaluate such claims, which are clearly situated within a

8 ID advocates assert that distinctions in science studies between methodological and philosophical
naturalism are irrelevant because methodological naturalism is so pervasive that it leaves no room for a
distinction in any practical way (Johnson 2001, 72). The concept of naturalism is discussed in more detail
in Chapter Four.
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science studies context, but it must push beyond evaluation into an understanding of the
context and political agenda from which such claims emerge.

ID does not fare well within philosophy either. ID advocates make strong
epistemological claims, and so one might expect that philosophy is well suited to explore
its tenets. Within a philosophical context, however, ID is often banished to the archives
as an outdated and uninteresting subject for contemporary conversations and/or
disregarded as a philosophical subject entirely.® Michael Ruse (2007), for example,
argues that “arguments from design” are nothing new and should command little
philosophical attention (38). Ruse explains that such arguments date back to antiquity and
reappear throughout history as variations on a theme: the world is too complex to be a
product of chance, and by extension, is the product of a creator (37). Ruse urges his
readers not to take the ID movement too seriously: “Been there already. Done that
already” (39).

On one hand, Ruse makes a valid point, but he neglects an important element.
Arguments from design, though present throughout the ages, have not prevented the
proliferation of science and technology. With the current “strength of findings and deep
thinking,” as Ruse puts it (25), it would seem that such ideas should now be bankrupt and
powerless. What Ruse neglects, however, is the extent to which the concept of ID is
present in popular, religious, and political culture, and the impact of these domains on

rational discourse and public policy.

% This is actually an interesting phenomenon because philosophers overwhelmingly discredit the
philosophical significance of ID, yet, it appears that the majority of articles written on ID come from
established philosophers working squarely within the discipline of philosophy. This seems odd for a
supposedly unworthy or uninteresting philosophical topic. See Appendix A for a disciplinary overview of
ID-related peer-reviewed publications.
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Philosophers Daniel Dennett and Barbara Forrest take ID a little more sternly, but
still disregard it as a philosophical issue. Forrest (2001) sees ID as a threat to science and
the legacy of Darwin’s “hard-won place in the scientific enterprise” (43).The concern is
not so much with the philosophical tenets of the theory; rather, the concern is with the
methods whereby ID is being articulated to a more general public. More specifically,
Dennett (2006) calls the proliferation of ID “a hoax” and “coup for a well-organized
group of conservative religious activists who are intent on persuading the American
public that there is a significant controversy within biology about the status of the theory
of evolution by natural selection” (34). In this account, it is the medium and the audience,
not the message itself, that is worthy of note.

The problem with Dennett’s assertion is that to distinguish between the message
and medium misses entirely the emergent properties not visible in either individual
element. ID, along with a number of other creation-based stories, constitutes a
fundamental belief of a substantial number of people (Newport 2014), and if indeed it
poses a threat to the stature of science, then to reduce philosophical positions and
epistemic disputes to public relations strategy is to dismiss too lightly some deep-seated
discrepancies at the heart of this matter. As we will see in later chapters, ID constitutes a
fundamental element of the CR worldview that engenders social values and ideals that
are held to be founded on absolute truth. Dennett’s position ignores the fact that ID
represents a formidable reality to many people, and to dismiss the philosophical basis of
ID suggests that he paints a great number of people with a broad brush of intellectual
naiveté and dismisses a large population as fundamentally irrational. George Lakoff

(2010), however, argues convincingly that most people operate very rationally, but within
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a specific conceptual framework. Communication between people who do not share a
common frame of reference can often appear unintelligible or illogical, but to simply

dismiss another’s perspective is to miss an opportunity to broaden understandings of

unfamiliar epistemic domains and their potential impacts in the world.

What many scientists and philosophers do agree on is that ID is a religious
perspective and not a scientific matter. Even so, within religious studies, scholars
contribute to the controversy by focusing on truth claims and/or ignoring the issue almost
entirely. Ignoring this topic contributes to the controversy in that it seems to render it an
unimportant religious topic when to many it is a very important topic. Religious studies
as a discipline is rooted in an interdisciplinary heritage with a wide spectrum of
methodological approaches that, broadly understood, seek to examine religious beliefs,
institutions, and practices (Capps 1995, x; Taves 2009). Minimally, ID entails belief in a
more-than-natural Designer and it would seem that religious studies is the most
appropriate place to situate this research.

Recent scholarship addressing arguments from design, however, and ID
specifically has been relatively scarce. What is available can be generally distilled into a
bifurcated structure: scholars tend to either describe ID as merely an event of recycled
history or adopt an apologetic position. This is generally the case even though religious
studies involves various approaches such as conceptual analysis, historical analysis, and
ethnography, for examples.

There are some notable exceptions, however, as there is some scholarship that has
made an important contribution to understanding this issue. Arthur McCalla (2013), for

example, uses an historical approach and suggests that the contemporary resurgence of
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arguments from design stems from a cultural inheritance of reactionary biblical
interpretation that resisted the undermining of biblical authority by science. He argues
that in order to understand the prevalence of such a perspective it is necessary to consider
the ways in which biblical interpretation was influenced by the development of science
and technology, especially in the seventeenth-century scientific revolution (12). Of
particular importance was Newton’s commitment to the unified harmony between the
Bible and the natural world (11). That such a fusion could lead to an unprecedented
expansion of knowledge and invention seeded a cultural affinity of science and religion
bolstered by empirical validation, but the successes that science afforded demarcated it
from religious belief and science and religion were later split into separate categories of
experience.

The majority of work on ID by religious studies scholars, including McCalla,
even when it provides essential insights, easily falls into one of the two camps: for or
against. Apologetic stances, for the most part, tend to diminish accepted scientific
evidence as being but one plausible perspective (see Macchia 2006, for example). Other
apologetic-like literature deals with rather abstract conceptual issues such as tensions
between ID and Western theodicy (see Corabi 2009, for example) or ID and charges of
anthropocentricism (see Manson 2009, for example). The bifurcated structure is
replicated at a secondary level because taken together, both sides in religious studies
validate ID as essentially religious, but ID advocates strongly object to this
characterization. They insist that ID is a valid scientific theory (Behe 2001; Dembski

2006; Meyer 2013).
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Scholarly work on ID is, understandably, often concerned with law and public
policy as ID advocates seek to insert ID theory into the traditional science curriculum.
Certainly, there are a few forays into the social nature of this issue such as Freeman and
Houston’s (2009) analysis of public opinion polls or the study of public opinion among
university students on the origins of life question (de Souza et al. 2010). But there seems
to be a great degree of caution surrounding this discourse in that there is little talk of the
conceptual framework of ID and little exploration and evaluation of the social dimensions
of this theory and its affiliated social movement. This neglect is despite the fact that
advocates draw on the concepts of ID to explain and justify a wide range of issues
including morality, sexuality, the economy, and even climate change (see Steiner 2012,
for example).

Although religious studies seems like an ideal location from which to examine ID,
it too has serious shortcomings. Most significantly, the literature on ID within religious
studies is surprisingly small which suggests a pointed lack of attention to an important
contemporary issue. There is an intense controversy surrounding the debate that no doubt
provides some explanation for this state of affairs.

The lack of attention to ID in religious studies may reflect a broader uneasiness
within the academy. At the post-secondary level, universities have been at odds over
where to place this debate—in science or elsewhere— as seen in a boisterous controversy
that erupted after a conference on ID was held at Cornell in 2005. Scientists and other
academics from the university were dismayed with the notion of Cornell being associated
with and seen to endorse the theory of ID. The president, Hunter R. Rawlings III,

publicly responded to this controversy in his 2005 State of the University Address by
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saying that ID should be taught and studied in various disciplines, but that it does not
qualify as science.'® Such comments put the university in the national spotlight and
inspired criticisms of intolerance (York 2005).!" Decisions concerning the teaching of ID
in post-secondary institutions typically involve substantial, and at times harsh, media
coverage, as in the case of the University of Kansas’ decision to teach Intelligent Design
in conjunction with mythology.'?> More recently, Ball State University in Indiana received
a rash of negative publicity after it came to the public’s attention that one of its professors
was teaching ID in a science class and that a well-known ID advocate had recently been
hired (Kingkade 2013, np). The publicity prompted Ball State president, Jo Ann Gora, to
publicly announce that the university would no longer teach ID, and she reiterated that
Ball State University is in line with the majority of the scientific community opposed to
ID and views it as non-science (Kingkade 2013, np).

Not only are the disciplinary decisions politically tricky, so too are associated
funding issues. In Canada, for example, the controversial decision by a federal funding
agency that rejected the proposal of a project aimed at investigating the rise in popularity
of the Intelligent Design theory, according to one reporter, reflects a specific concern
with the political implications for religious segments of the population (Boswell 2006).
This is probably not the entire story as it is more likely the case that the proposed project

lacked the quality required by the funding body, but the details of this case are beside the

10 The full transcript of Rawlings’ address can be found on the university website:
http://www.cornell.edu/president/announcement 2005 1021.cfm. Last accessed June 28, 2014.

' News coverage can be found here: http://www.nytimes.com/2005/10/22/nyregion/22cornell.html? r=0.
Last accessed July 1, 2014.

12 See here for the full article: http://www.livescience.com/3923-university-teach-intelligent-design-
myth.html. Last accessed June 26, 2014.

24



point. The point is that many research project proposals are rejected each year without
remark by the media, but this topic attracts negative controversy, not only in the academy
but in the general public as well. The volatility of this topic no doubt impedes inquiry.

That such controversy abounds, however, should not deter academic exploration;
rather, it should serve to flag the issue as particularly germane. If academic institutions,
religious studies departments in particular, cannot accommodate these types of
intellectual projects, it would appear that they cannot stay relevant in the fast-paced
cultural dynamics exemplified by this controversy. Attitudes and sentiments of avoidance
are not helpful but feed into the controversy by leaving the issue veiled in a type of
academic mystique. The key to navigating this matter beyond the current constraints is to
find a suitable location for analysis.

In this section, I have attempted to show the shortfalls of a disciplinary approach
for this project. While the academic areas discussed have important tools and insights for
this project, they come with preset disciplinary orientations and methodological norms
that seem to bracket off this topic. Foucault (2003) describes disciplinarity as an exercise
of power whereby academic communities produce and govern knowledge and
practitioners that both creates and sustains conventions necessary to maintain advantage
in an adversarial environment. Disciplines determine the boundaries of knowledge by
classifying, including, excluding, and meting rewards and punishments that quarantines
and mediates epistemic conflict. Foucault writes that “disciplines will define not a code
of law, but a code of normalization” (2003, 38).

This is not to say that disciplines are in any way static, and it is the dynamism of

disciplines that creates spaces for new knowledge. Dispersion, fragmentation and
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hybridization all characterize the history of disciplinarity. One must become aware of the
knowledge, methods, social values and norms of a knowledge domain at specific times
and places in order distinguish between other knowledge domains (Chettiparamb 2007,
6). This awareness is important for this project because I am interested in the boundaries
of knowledge domains and the gaps created by their differentiations in regards to the
issue of ID. Traditional disciplinarity has been, and is, effective in many ways, but to the
extent that, at this time, my topic is problematically situated in relation to disciplinary

structures, it is insufficient for this project. It is to those gaps that I must turn.

2.3 Interdisciplinarity

Given the status of ID within the disciplinary structure of the academy, it seems
that the possibility for examination of this issue requires an alternative location.
Minimally, I will need to employ an interdisciplinary approach that draws on multiple
disciplines, but I will need to add something further because I not only need disciplinary
insights, but extra-disciplinary insights as well. I discuss the “extra” in the following
section on strategic interdisciplinarity, but first there is some foundational work to be
done in this section. In this section I will establish what I mean by and how I use the
concept of interdisciplinarity. Interdisciplinarity offers both political and epistemic
advantages, as will be seen through a sorting of terminology and a discussion of
complexity theory within the interdisciplinary studies literature. In this way I will lay the
foundation for the strategic interdisciplinary approach that I develop in the next section.

A sorting of terminology here is necessary to show the political advantages of

interdisciplinarity. The term “interdisciplinary” saturates academia, symbolically flagging
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the academy’s relevance in a complex contemporary landscape, but what the term
actually means remains elusive. Likely, such vagueness is accounted for, in part at least,
by the diversity of academic projects in a variety of academic locations claiming ground
within this categorization. Interdisciplinary projects come from all corners of academia,
and so “interdisciplinarity” on its own may signify little to nothing in terms of content or
context.

Efforts to define “interdisciplinarity” have, as of yet, not been particularly
successful. Especially in relatively recent areas of academic interest, such as women and
gender studies, environmental studies, or cognitive psychology, for example, scholars
often preface their work with interdisciplinary disclaimers of sorts that demarcate a
position extending beyond the usual parameters of a single discipline. Undoubtedly such
work draws on multiple disciplines, but often the interdisciplinary disclaimer functions
mainly to license a departure from disciplinary confines while still giving one discipline a
dominant role. The most one can know about such work is that it utilizes something from
more than one discipline, but what that something is not always obvious—is it theory,
method, assumptions, results, or something else?

Confusing the matter even more is an apparent interchangeability between the

29 ¢

terms “interdisciplinary,” “multidisciplinary,” and “transdisciplinary.” For example, in an
article in the journal Environmental Science & Policy, one author describes
“transdisciplinarity” as: “the overall coordination of science, education and innovation
towards a specific societal purpose” (Pohl 2008, 46). Other authors in the same journal

utilize “interdisciplinary” and “transdisciplinary” together, explaining that

“interdisciplinarity” refers to “crossing disciplinary boundaries” and “transdisciplinarity”
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equates to interdisciplinarity plus “the crossing of professional cultural boundaries
between practice and research” (Harris and Lyon 2013, 110). Yet, within the fields of
health sciences and education, “interdisciplinary” is often used to describe a team-based
approach to addressing complex but specific problems. In this context, “interdisciplinary”
is simply multidisciplinary or “the collaboration of researchers from various disciplines
to solve a common problem” (Lakhani, Benzies, and Hayden 2012, E260). The utilization
of the term “transdisciplinary” in the earlier context of environmental studies seems
virtually identical to the term “interdisciplinary” utilized in health studies, which leads
one to conclude that the distinction to be made in regards to the definition used is not
based on the type of practices that are actually taking place but on the knowledge domain
in which they are taking place. Such ambiguity makes the task of definition somewhat
cumbersome, perhaps even pointless, but the ambiguity itself is not necessarily
problematic and may even be beneficial in some cases.

The interdisciplinary approach, whatever that is, has been valuable for a number
of contemporary problems that involve intricate relationships among various elements,
particularly at the intersections of natural and social sciences. Its uptake in studies of
climate change, (Lynch, Tryhorn, and Abramson 2008), bioengineering, and education
(Handler 2013) provides numerous examples of interdisciplinarity as an effective means
to address complex problems and glean insights and solutions not found in a single
disciplinary context.

Interdisciplinarity is valuable for this project as well because the ambiguity of
interdisciplinarity is utilized to disrupt disciplinary classification that may tacitly confer

limiting attitudes and perspectives of the disciplines. Simeon Dreyfuss (2011) writes that
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“we humans are constantly recording, sorting, classifying, and passing judgments on
things. We are pattern-seeking animals” (73). While this impulse toward order and
classification has been essential to much of the survival history of humans, it seems that
there is a tendency to extend the knowledge of a known category to one’s novel
experience as a type of comprehension economization. The problem is that this process
involves an assumption that the properties of the known category are applicable or
transferable to the new experience. This can elide interest and epistemic investment in the
complexities of issues and hamper the possibilities of new insights and ideas. The origins
debate in general, ID specifically, is a highly dualistic discourse, and so when one intends
to write on this subject, one might expect that it is likely that readers will look for clues
as to which camp the project belongs and then intuit the ensuing arguments and insights
based on a preset series of ideas generally associated with each side of the discussion,
perhaps without even proceeding beyond the preliminary remarks. Utilizing
“interdisciplinarity” to symbolize an unmarked space to disrupt the dualistic structure can
indeed be helpful to the extent that it cannot be readily assimilated into the familiar
categories and encourages a second look.

Along with the political advantages of interdisciplinarity, and largely driven by
the debates over meaning and applications, interdisciplinary studies has coalesced into a
rather distinct discourse over the last few decades, and there is a theoretical strand within
this literature that is quite helpful for this project. Bill Newell (2001) writes that
“interdisciplinarity is necessitated by complexity. The nature of complex systems
provides a rationale for interdisciplinarity” (1). Along similar lines, Angelique

Chettiparamb suggests complexity theory as an effective means of epistemological
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bridging of disciplines and domains of knowledge (2007, 24). It is this element that I seek
to tailor to the present context.

In Newell’s work, “complexity” is defined rather distinctively and refers
specifically to complexity theory as derived from the natural sciences that embraces a
systems perspective and seeks insight into how complex systems develop and function
(2001, 4). Complex problems are multi-faceted and multi-layered such that they may
have different appearances from different perspectives, and different perspectives often
reveal different sets of relationships (Newell 2001, 2). A problem modeled as a complex
system suggests that there are multiple components within a definable space or context
that interact via dynamic non-linear relationships enabled by contextual feedback loops
that produce emergent or novel properties that are more than the sum of the individual
constituent components (Newell 2001, 9). Newell’s approach seeks to view phenomena
from a systemic perspective, meaning that it seeks to address the synergy between
various components of a complex phenomenon. The economy, for example is made up of
consumers, businesses, and regulators (among other things), and the interaction of these
components leads to behaviors and properties that are not visible from the focused study
of any one of these individual components (Manson 2001, 406). It is the role of the
interdisciplinarian, according to Newell (2001, 13), to look for and inquire into the
relational aspects of such a system and foster perspectives from a more abstracted level,
or more holistic level.

Newell’s argument for complexity as interdisciplinarity has garnered some
responses significant to this project. Meek (2001) argues that Newell’s proposal is

particularly helpful for modeling community issues and deriving responses and solutions
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for multi-dimensional problems. Mckey (2001) critiques what she sees as a too generic
presentation of complexity that does not distinguish between complexity as representing
the phenomena and complexity as representing the method. Mckey writes that Newell’s
theory “does not clearly distinguish systems and processes that produce phenomena and
the system and process that produces knowledge of phenomena” (65). Mckey proposes
instead that interdisciplinarity be understood as an incremental iterative process, which
means that interdisciplinarity is best understood as a methodology that reflexively repeats
and incorporates new knowledge into the scholarship process thus leading to innovative
knowledge. Welch (2007) takes up complexity to model and explain the role of intuition
as a cognitive process involved in the emergence of interdisciplinary insights. Klein
(2001) suggests that complexity is best understood as a metaphor within the
interdisciplinary context. I have selected the comments most relevant the
interdisciplinarity that I have in mind for this project, and their relevance should become
apparent shortly.

The issue of whether “complexity” refers to phenomena or method is reflective of
interdisciplinary scholarship more generally, but this issue is not a problem for my
project. Within the interdisciplinary studies literature, complexity is taken to refer to two
different targets: either the phenomenon itself or the knower’s practices (McMurtry

2009)." In other words, sometimes “complexity” is used to describe the object of

13 Like “interdisciplinarity” itself, “complexity” boasts a variety of definitions both in and beyond the
interdisciplinary studies literature. There are a number of similar but different formulations of complexity
theory employed throughout a wide range of academic areas, and this can make it difficult to identify and
assess its implications. In a review of complexity theory from a wide range of contexts, Steven Manson
(2001) draws several helpful distinctions. “Algorithmic complexity” refers to a mathematical context based
on information theory and addresses the problematic of mathematically representing complex systems
(405). “Deterministic complexity” is closely related to chaos theory and deals with the interaction of
variables based on simple rules that can lead to large scale stable web-like systems that are highly
vulnerable at their densest connective nodes (405). “Aggregate complexity” deals with the interaction and
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investigation and other times it is used to describe the process of investigation. A
complexity lens can sometimes help to expose various aspects of complex phenomena,
and sometimes it helps explain “disciplinary boundaries and interdisciplinarity in terms
of the sociocultural dynamics among the ‘knowers’ doing the studying” (6). In this
framework, complexity is employed as a means of exploring the social interactions such
as communication, competition, or cooperation, for examples, which can be seen as
emergent properties that arise from dynamic discursive relationships, but are not
reducible to individual entities. Angus McMurtry (2009) points out that each approach
has certain benefits, and though the two are generally utilized in distinct ways, a more
fruitful form of interdisciplinarity would integrate the two, and this is precisely what I
intend to do in the strategic interdisciplinary approach that I will develop in the following
section.

Complexity thinking as employed in this work is adopted as a means of “seeing”
the living world—its organization and dynamics—and in this way it provides a helpful
metaphor, as Klein (2001) suggests. Although there are a variety of ways in which
complexity theory has been taken up in the humanities and social sciences, Chettiparamb
(2013) suggests a framework of “generalized discourse” as a basis of widely applicable
use (7). Systems can be understood as “any two or more interacting components” of
which the components and the interactions can “also be recognised as an entity with

respect to a larger whole: the ‘environment’ (Chettipraamb 2014, 8 emphasis in

synchronization of multiple elements that produce complex systems with emergent properties—such as
system specific behaviors (405). “Most importantly, all three kinds of complexity are concerned with how
the nature of a system may be characterized with reference to its constituent parts in a non-reductionist
manner” (406). This being said, it is primarily the aggregate theory of complexity that is most relevant here
and does not reference a mathematical concept in any intentional way.
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original). A boundary, either open (material, energy, and/or information is exchanged
between the system and its environment) or closed (a static relationship between the
system and its environment), demarcates the system from its environment (6). Also key
to the system is the observer (7): the clouds may be a jumble of shape-shifting wildlife to
the lazy summer afternoon gaze but a complex system to the environmental scientist
interested in the various elements of their constitution and their role in the atmospheric
system. The cognitive investments of the observer, as Welch (2007) suggests are, in this
case, significant. Chettiparamb (2013) also notes that “systems can be material (e.g. the
ecology), conceptual (e.g. theories) or semiotic (e.g.texts)” (7).

Complex systems are nested systems of relationships, or webs of interaction that
develop through the process of self-organization. Webs, which may be seen as consisting
of individual systems or individual entities, cohere into larger systems: they self-organize
into complex adaptive systems generally conceptualized as networks (Barabasi 2003).
For example, cells interact to form an organ, organs interact to form a body, bodies (at
this level now understood as people) interact to form communities, and so on (Woodill
2009). This nested structure or web-like systems constitute complexity.

The origins debate, as this dissertation proposes, is not simply an issue of material
causation, or the history of the material world, or the ideological beliefs of some religious
groups. Disciplinary approaches have addressed these elements and found little of interest
in this topic, but monodisciplinary approaches tend to focus more narrowly on individual
elements of phenomena and miss the bigger pictures. It is the “bigger picture” that
provides a view of various relational patterns of elements and variables that span

disciplinary boundaries.
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2.4 Strategic Interdisciplinarity

In the previous section I explained why I use interdisciplinarity as the general
framework for this project. I also explained that within the interdisciplinary studies
literature complexity theory is helpfully utilized to conceptualize interdisciplinarity. In
this section I propose the concept of strategic interdisciplinarity to encompass complexity
as both object and process. To do this, I will consider strategic interdisciplinarity in the
contexts of method, object of inquiry, and emergence (i.e., the thesis or finished product).
In this way, it should be clear that for this project, interdisciplinarity must be wide-

ranging and flexible—it must be strategic.

2.4.1 Strategic Interdisciplinarity in Process

The research process itself can be helpfully understood as a dynamic complex
adaptive system, particularly when research is conceived of as a learning process. Brent
Davis (2004) describes complexity (science) as: “the study of adaptive, self-organizing
systems—or more colloquially, the study of living systems—or, more educationally, the
study of learning systems” (211). “Learning,” in this context can be understood as a type
of self-organization—a type of grassroots organization that develops from
communication or interaction between entities in close proximity—with each other and
their collective environment. In the case of this dissertation, the “entities” can be
understood as such things as the texts, concepts, ideas, and the interdisciplinarian (i.e.,

me).
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These communication processes are described as feedback loops. Positive loops
amplify and negative loops restrict the development of a system. As I interact with texts
and ideas in repetitive and reflexive ways, new insights emerge that can then be fed back
into the research (read: learning) process. In this way, the research process is a dynamic,
spiraling excursion that communicates a journey as much as a destination (Alhadeft-
Jones 2013).

Strategic interdisciplinarity involves a degree of unpredictability, but it is not
stochastic. Learning, the emergence of new insights, stems from causal interactions, even
if causal mechanisms are inaccessible.'* Complex systems are driven by both positive and
negative feedback loops. Positive feedback loops push a self-organizing system’s
development to a critical point at which novelty—a movement, an organism, a pattern—
appears. This is called “emergence” (Waldrop 1992, 152). Learning is guided by a set of
parameters, natural laws, common interests or values, or any other element that directs
the interaction of entities (Gleick 1987). The guiding element(s) or limit(s) of a system is
sometimes represented as the “strange attractor” (Gleick 1987, 140).

In this project, the “strange attractor” or the guiding principles are my interests
and concerns: my guiding question(s) about the implications of ID for gender and
sexuality. Interactions are governed by the structure of the system which is an in-the-

moment embodiment of its history—its process of development. Thus, my interactions

14 What I mean to say can be illustrated by the following example: I could flip a coin and that coin could
land on ‘heads.” The reason why it would land on ‘heads’ rather than ‘tails’ depends on various starting
conditions such as the way it was placed on my finger, the amount of forced used to flip the coin, perhaps
the degree to which I turned my hand as I flipped, and who knows what all else. The coin flip is not
stochastic, it is not uncaused; however, it is virtually impossible to specify what all the variables were in
that toss let alone come up with reasonable measurements thereof. Causation is there, but the details are
largely inaccessible.
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with texts, concepts, ideas, and so on are governed by my structure, or my historical
process of becoming—that shapes my interests and capabilities. And so the sources
selected and the ideas pursued are determined by my interaction with the texts of this
topic—which is in turn determined by what texts, ideas and concepts are available in my

travels.

2.4.2 Strategic Interdisciplinarity and the Object of Inquiry

Strategic interdisciplinarity refers to the object of inquiry as well as a
methodological approach. Strategic interdisciplinarity is a methodology that is driven,
shaped and constrained by the research question(s), the resources available, and the
interdisciplinarian. The research question(s), however, can also be thought of as a
complex adaptive system that involves multiple levels. In this case, the distinction
between complexity as process and complexity as phenomena is somewhat arbitrary
because one entails the other. In other words, a complexity problem requires a
complexity approach and differentiating between the two is a matter of perception.

The object of investigation in this project is the relationship between ID and
sexual politics, and it is multi-layered and multifaceted: it is complex. On one level, there
appears to be a degree of stability in creationist ideas as they developed over time, as |
show in Chapter Three by looking at what I have called an “antievolution methodology”
that emerged from this movement and is embodied in ID. One can also zoom in to look at
ID more exclusively as a sub-system at a different level. In this picture we can see what
types of relationships are enacted between ID advocates, their audiences, and their texts,

as I do in Chapter Four by examining the function of science in ID discourse and showing
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how it is used as an instrument of influence and persuasion. My object of inquiry
involves looking broadly at antievolutionism at one level, then more specifically at the ID
movement on another level, and then at the epistemological framework of ID theory itself
in Chapter Five. The patterns identified at the historical level come into focus much more
acutely in the movement between levels because what becomes crucially apparent is that
ID does not have a scientific agenda, but is driven by a political agenda. It is not until
Chapter Six, once these pieces are in place, that it is feasible to inquire into the nature of
that agenda, and so gender and sexuality is relatively absent from the discussions until
this point. However, the view from each level enables me to support the central claim of
this work: ID is largely concerned with policing gender and sexuality and not asserting
the facts about origin(s) of the cosmos and the entities within it.

Complexity thinking is also appropriate for this project because the complex
system I am interested in, the relationship between ID and sexual politics, is not found in
a single knowledge domain. A key aspect of interdisciplinarity as it is used here involves
a wandering or moving between perspectives or levels. While the overall trajectory is
towards a discussion of specific translations of ID into political action, the path is
somewhat curvy because the object itself is somewhat curvy. This project takes the
origins debate as a truly complex system and adopts a migratory tactic to explore its

various dimensions.

2.4.3 Strategic Interdisciplinarity and Emergent Insights
The final product of this project, the thesis itself, is best understood as the

emergent property (or “properties”) of the strategic interdisciplinary process. The
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emergent pattern can be understood as a visual or conceptual representation of the
system’s strange attractor. This thesis is marked by the strategic interdisciplinarity in
several ways: the parts, the tensions, and the tools. Let me explain.

Emergent properties are properties of the whole that stem from relational
perspectives and so are not visible in the individual elements of the system. This is not to
say that entities are not individuals, but rather, it is to say that entities are not isolated,
reducible, or abstract. Entities are highly entangled in webs.

This thesis will contain several “parts” that are best understood from an overhead
perspective. Though each part contains something of value in and of itself, one cannot see
how it pertains to the overall argument on its own. For example, in Chapter Three I
examine the roots of antievolutionism. The connection to sexual politics is not obvious in
that chapter. I do, however, make a case for the development of a robust antievolution
methodology as being at least somewhat responsible for the persistence of
antievolutionism in the face of increasing evidence for evolution. Thus, Chapter Three
may be interesting on its own, but it is its contribution to the process of lifting the veil of
science in ID discourse that connects it to the issue of sexual politics that I discuss in later
chapters and is a main concern of this project. It is therefore important to be
simultaneously mindful of both local and global viewpoints.

Emergence happens under a set of specific conditions or tensions. Emergence is
said to be most abundant at “the edge of chaos” (Waldrop 1992, 11), which is to say that
that novelty and discovery are most active when there is a mixture of randomness and
order. Order is provided by the physical or material configuration (and consequential

limitations representable as the strange attractor) of the system and chaos is provided by
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an abundance of possibilities available to said system. Together, the two lead to new and
creative things.

Within a strategic interdisciplinary approach such that I propose here, insights
emerge from the interested and informed wandering of the interdisciplinarian. Simeon
Dreyfuss (2011) argues that interdisciplinary work requires several important skills on
the part of the interdisciplinarian. These skills include being able to think relationally,
which he describes as “holding in relationship different ways of knowing” (67). The more
I wander in this topic the greater the resources I encounter and the greater the potential to
“discover” something new.

One prominent tension saturates this project: there is an element that seeks change
and redress of the influence of ID on the political cultural front, but there is also a
resignation that such resolution is idealistic and unreasonable thus seeking some means of
living with the problem, so to speak, is the best guiding principle. Dreyfuss (2011)
suggests that holding such tensions, contradictory feelings, an assortment of notions and
ideas about phenomena, is key to interdisciplinary work. This project then, does not seek
to move in spite of the tensions, but it seeks to utilize these tensions to build conceptual
bridges and germinate explanatory richness.

The strategic element, apart from the political concerns, is in the selection of
academic tools to help me develop and articulate insights and perspectives, and so this
thesis is a process. The selection is determined by tools or bodies of knowledge that I
already know and that already comprise my epistemic history, the resources available,
and my ability to use them. There are numerous lenses that I will have “tried on”

throughout this process and consequently discarded. While certainly not the most
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economical approach in terms of time and energy, it is extremely productive, and the
things that will be pruned away might well be understood as being as constructive as the
elements that will be retained. Strategic interdisciplinarity in action then, at least for this
project, can be seen in the mix of academic areas upon which I draw.

Strategic interdisciplinarity is in some ways a scattered methodology, and the
tools that I use are an eclectic mix, but the finished product, the thesis itself, is not merely
a subjective rendering of the object of interest. By drawing on a wide range of tools, I
engage a cloud of witnesses, so to speak, in that [ examine and look from a variety of
situated locations. Feminist epistemologists often suggest that objectivity is not
accessible in an isolated view from nowhere but rather is achieved incrementally by the
incorporation of a diversity of perspectives from a variety of locations. Donna Haraway
(1988) writes that “rational knowledge is a process of ongoing critical interpretation
among ‘fields’ of interpreters and decoders” and that “the only way to find a larger vision
is to be somewhere in particular” (590). What binds the disparity of perspectives is that
they are representative of the strange attractor that emanates from my overarching
question and sub-questions, and which roughly equates to my “somewhere in particular.”
Taken together, the process, the phenomena, and the product forcefully show that ID is
powerful tool for policing gender and sexuality. The subjective element is most

prominent in the fact that I believe this is an important issue to address.

2.5 Academic Tools Used

It is important to note that the disciplinary perspectives and academic tools I use

are not clear-cut and discrete. Rather, there is a great deal of overlap and interconnection.
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That being said, the following is a general overview of some of the specific areas of
importance.

Feminist Theory: Feminist Theory is the principal framework that guides this
project. As such, it is utilized as a domain in its own right and in conjunction with other
academic areas from which I draw. This project was motivated by an observation that
many of the forums upon which ID advocates are engaged also host numerous elements
of familiar CR discourse. For example, interspersed throughout the various ID-related
articles and websites is a plethora of anti-abortion rhetoric, anti-feminist sentiments, and
much explicitly homophobic content.'s The questions that I began to grapple with, almost
immediately, were: Why am I finding this repeated pairing of ID with issues of gender
and sexuality? How are these two seemingly disparate topics connected? Further
investigation brought to the fore a number of tensions: It seemed strange that this
“science,” as sophisticated and “scientificish” as ID seemed, was rejected by and largely
unplugged from most of the mainstream scientific community. It seemed strange that ID
advocates were challenging scientific authority yet attempting to harness it for their own
project at the same time; it seemed strange that ID “science” was coupled with an
apparently conservative social agenda; and it seemed strange that proponents of ID, a
supposedly scientific matter, were promoting public policies consistent with the ideals
and objectives of the CR.

The reason that the pairing of ID with gender-sexuality caught my attention was

in no small way due to a feminist perspective that I endorse. As a feminist observer there

15 “Homophobic” can here be understood in comments that suggest that homosexuality is unnatural and/or
morally wrong. A generic definition of “homophobic” as “prejudiced against homosexual people” is
sufficient here. http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=homophobic. Last accessed July 8, 2014.
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are some intellectual orientations that I favor over others. For example, I hold it to be true
that Western societies have historically entailed a system (or systems) of oppression
structured by an ideology of the supremacy of white heterosexual masculinity that
structures conceptual, material, and social realms. This ideology renders a set of norms
and values that privilege those who fit within and adapt to the dominant framework and
proliferates a supposedly common sense or self-evident understanding of an
irreconcilable differences between the sexes (among other axes of differentiation). This
difference is often understood as a natural phenomenon that cannot (and often should not)
be modified. Feminist sensibilities challenge this “normalcy” in numerous ways,
including showing ways in which other states of affairs are possible and indeed more
desirable. In relation to the problem at hand, my quest to bring out the said connections
in ID is shaped by the values bound up in feminist ideas that spurred (and spur) me to
challenge and resist the oppressive or potentially oppressive (conceptual and/or material)
states of affairs.

Religious Studies: ID is typically associated with evangelical Christianity even
though ID proponents are adamant that ID is not in itself a religious theory. A religious
studies perspective allows me to query if and how ID might be understood as a religious
doctrine apart from the protestations of advocates. Furthermore, a religious studies
perspective allows me to comment on the mechanics of religion that become apparent. In
this view we can see how and why ID makes sense in a Christian context, which allows
me to dampen the adversarial structure of this discourse somewhat and gain a more

nuanced perspective.
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To the extent that ID is a religious concept, as I will attempt to show, this
dissertation is concerned with the role of religious belief manifest in the expression of
religion as science and extended to the construction of public ideas and policy in regards
to gender and sexuality. Undergirding this is a concern with the history of the
subordination and oppression of women under traditional Judeo-Christian social
structures and what appears to be a bid by contemporary CR organizations to undo
progressive political achievements. Closely connected is a concern with threats to
advances in the acceptance of sexual diversity posed by these same organizations. Given
this orientation, any theory—scientific or otherwise—that purports to have something to
say about the nature of gender and sexuality will typically inspire a critical view, and so
for me, any inquiry into ID entails not just a feminist lens but also a religious studies lens.

Epistemologies of Ignorance: At an earlier stage of my academic career I had the
great fortune of encountering a nascent body of literature collectively referred to as
“epistemologies of ignorance,” and this framework, already in my academic toolbox, is
very helpful for this project. I am concerned with the ways that oppression and
domination structure power relationships in specific contexts and the role of knowledge
in these relationships. In other words, within the context of ID, I am interested in how
gender plays into the construction of ID theory as knowledge, how the balance of power
is conceptually structured, and what the actual impact of this balance might be. The
epistemologies of ignorance literature explores the ways that knowledge is pro-actively
ignored—excluded, marginalized, discredited—as a means of creating and reinforcing
dominance. Using an epistemologies of ignorance framework, adapted for my needs in

this project, I am able to show, by looking at the dynamics of epistemic authority in this
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discourse, the ways in ID theory itself furnishes a conceptual framework conducive to
motivating and managing a powerful collective.

Sociology: In ways similar to sociological approaches in general, or what is
sometimes called a “sociological perspective,” (Anderson 2012, 5) the feminist
perspective utilized here asserts that the norms and taken-for-granted understandings of
the world are not natural in any straightforward way. They are neither inevitable nor
universal.

The social construction of knowledge is enabled through discourse, which is to
say that the status quo, or the commonly accepted understandings of the world, is
produced, reproduced, reinforced, negotiated, and contested in the relationships between
people, practices, institutions, identities, texts, and talk (Lazar 2007, 144). One might
think of discourse as fields of influence and organization, such as the law, governance,
family, church and media (Weedon 1997, 34). The utilization of this perspective allows
me to explore the connections between the ways in which gender and sexuality ideology
is manufactured in the claims that ID advocates make.

A social constructionist epistemology has been a very productive framework for
feminist theorists in their quest to challenge gender ideology that has long sustained
imbalances of power. Samantha Frost (2011) writes that constructivism has been the
impetus for seeking the social elements of knowledge claims, “a quest not simply to
identify the social, linguistic, or cultural dimensions of perception but also to specify the
social and political relations, negotiations, and practices through which both subjects and
objects of knowledge come to be constituted as such” (74). In other words, feminist

scholarship has been very good at exposing the ways in which things that are considered
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to be normal and natural have been built up over time by the ways we conceptualize or
understand the world and the ways we act in accordance with these understandings. In
this way, focusing on whether or not the claims that ID theorists make are true or false in
a scientific way distracts us from focusing on how this idea was/is constructed and how it
functions as an element of a social power that simultaneously assumes and prescribes a
constrictive biological essentialism as the basis for an ambitious political agenda.

A sociological perspective also provides some pragmatic tools for this project.
Though the bulk of this work comes from wandering and scavenging, and I place my
approach within a complexity framework, I at times turn to a type of content analysis
approach for organizing and presenting this project. Content analysis is typically a
qualitative research methodology that is generally utilized in the social sciences. In this
approach, various items such as texts, ideas, events, activities of the group or entity being
considered, or forms of communication and/or social activity, are the objects of
analysis—the data (Berg and Lune 2004, 240). The process involves looking at data for
recurrent instances of whatever issue the research is concerned with (Hsieh and Shannon
2005). In this case, I make my way through and around ID material including key
publications about ID, material by key ID theorists, websites, blogs, and many secondary
sources, both academic and general. I also collect relevant mainstream media bits. Very
often, my travels are directed by following links on websites. I utilize these items as
sources for my analysis of ID discourse. Throughout, [ am concerned with where the item
comes from, what the item says (implications and assumptions, for example), and who
the intended audience is (Berg and Lune 2004, 243). In this way, I pull together

observations relevant to the interests of this project.
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History: In this project I utilize an historical approach in Chapter Three. I utilize
this approach in order to establish the roots of ID and give context to various elements
specific to ID that I address later. The historical process in this work draws mainly on the
narratives that have already been told about early antievolutionism, but it repositions

them in order to articulate the ID ancestry more explicitly.

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter I have endeavored to lay out my approach to this project. I began
by reviewing the relationship of my topic to key disciplinary domains in order to show
that that these domains hinder my inquiry. I posited that interdisciplinarity provides a
space that is helpful for sidestepping disciplinary constraints, and further proposed
strategic interdisciplinarity as a means of accessing the gaps created by the disciplines. I
identified the use of complexity theory in the interdisciplinary studies literature and
expounded that theory to formulate strategic interdisciplinarity. In other words, I identify
the complex nature of the object of inquiry—the relationship between ID and sexual
politics, and suggested that this relationship can be made apparent by weaving together
various academic tools. Finally, I introduced a number of the tools that will be used in
this project.

The concept of strategic interdisciplinarity is best understood as pertaining to the
process, the phenomena, and the product. This is to say that the concept of strategic
interdisciplinarity is intended to portray the notion that complex and curvy objects of

inquiry require complex and curvy approaches, and the insights that result, the emergent
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properties, will itself be a complex product. What emerges from this process will not be

entirely predictable, but it will be novel.
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CHAPTER 3 THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF
INTELLIGENT DESIGN

3.1 Introduction

One of the first things one notices in the ID material is that it involves a strong
antievolutionism. For example, a majority of books that explain ID challenge the theory
of evolution in the titles and/or the images on the front covers (see Section 4.3 and Figure
3), and so it seems to me that an exploration of antievolutionism is a sensible place to
officially start this strategic interdisciplinary journey. ID may be rather new, but
antievolutionism is at least as old as Darwin.

In the previous chapter, I explained strategic interdisciplinarity as a type of
wandering that is shaped and constrained by my guiding question(s) or my object of
interest. I also explained that the object of interest is multi-layered, and this chapter
constitutes one such layer. Let me explain how this chapter fits into this framework.

The object of interest for this project as a whole is the relationship between ID
and sexual politics, but to get to this relationship, one must first get a sense of each of
these elements. A good deal of work has been done by scholars on each of these
elements, and I might just as well have started by delving into the history of sexual
politics, but for a myriad of reasons, not the least of which is that the academic program
in which I am situated has brought me into an academic relationship with other scholars
and scholarly communities well versed in evolutionary theory and thought, I begin with
ID. More specifically, I begin with the antievolutionism of ID, because to me, it is the

most obvious feature.
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In focusing on one element of this relationship, ID, it is necessary to level-jump,
or to shift focus from the broad overarching object of interest to a narrower one: the
connection between ID and antievolutionist thought. This narrower focus should help to
provide a sense of what ID is all about. This narrower object of interest might well be
approached in any number of ways. The approach utilized here, the strategic
interdisciplinarity that I employ, is shaped and constrained by my own interested
wandering, the resources available (such as my advisors, the available literature, and
academic authorities on the subject), and my abilities to draw on these resources in such a
way as to produce a coherent and insightful chapter that will provide purchase on the
main object of interest—the relationship between ID and sexual politics. By getting a
better understanding of the connection between the antievolutionism of ID and the history
of antievolutionism, we should gain some insight into what ID is all about that will in
turn help to elucidate the relationship of ID to sexual politics.

I have explained in the previous chapter that strategic interdisciplinarity is reified
in the product (or this chapter, in this case), and the product is helpfully understood as the
emergent properties of my process or my interactions with my resources. This chapter
utilizes a rather general historical approach, but I began by exploring a wide variety texts
and historical sites of interest pertinent to antievolutionism. For example, at one point, I
began to examine connections between early antievolutionism and the women’s
movement, but while this was interesting, the historical resources available in this regard
are thin and not well fleshed out, so I have chosen (prompted by the lack of resources) to
utilize the historical narratives already in circulation. I could have undertaken a project to

ameliorate the historical record, but that would have been itself an arduous task and quite
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a different project (to which I may turn my attention in the future). This chapter,
however, has emerged from the pruning of the diverse resources that I encountered. This
pruning has taken place in conjunction with a number of influences such as my network
of academic advisors, colleagues, and personal insights.

Since the publication of Darwin’s On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural
Selection (1859) to the present day, evolution has been the focus of intense critique,
though early response from the scientific community was largely negative, since the
Modern Synthesis, it has enjoyed widespread acceptance within most scientific
communities. The literature thus far has primarily centered on the polemics of this
critique—why it fails or succeeds and whether such critique is scientific or religious. Less
attention, however, has been allotted to considering the persistence and robustness of
antievolution sentiments despite the overwhelming evidence for the validity and utility of
evolution within the biological sciences.

Antievolutionist thought that emerged in the early part of the 20™ century and
continues in the present is not really about science at all, at least not in a conventional
sense. Its durability is largely attributable to the enormous resistance to evolution by
Christian evangelicals that morphed into a highly effective antievolution methodology. In
this chapter, I seek to show the development of this antievolution methodology and
expose the historical continuity of ID with earlier antievolution initiatives. Showing this
continuity will allow me to highlight the social dimension that this methodology
effectively hides under a veneer of science.

I begin the story of antievolutionism with reviews of Darwin’s Origin by

prominent members of the scientific community in the years following its publication. I
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will refer to this body of literature collectively and loosely as “Darwinian-era critiques.”
These critiques supply the first element of the antievolutionist methodology: a repository
of ideas about how to attack evolutionary theory. A good deal of this critique was severe
enough that it looked for a while like Darwinian evolution would be discarded, but the
story changes once genetics became an accepted and central aspect of biology more than
fifty years later. While much of the Darwinian-era critique was inspired by religious
concerns, some of the critiques were valid in the context of the understanding of biology
at that time. The Darwinian-era critiques continued to be employed by religious
objectors, however, particularly in the US. These objectors distanced themselves from
much of the scientific activity that was transpiring and held tightly to the original
objections. Darwinian-era critiques continue to jangle around in the antievolution
toolbox. I sketch out this story in more detail in Section 3.2.

Next I consider the development of antievolutionism within a religious (Christian)
context in the early part of the 20th century. I will refer to this era as “early
antievolutionism.” Darwinian-era critiques were often motivated by religious and
ideological commitments, but these motivations became less obvious as scientists
continued to challenge and refine evolutionary theory. Something rather different was
transpiring in the social domain, however. Darwinian evolution was largely being taken
up as primarily a social theory, and so antievolutionism, particularly within Protestant
Christianity, focused on the perceived social implications. The antievolution
methodology element that emerged here is the rather tacit substitution of a social theory
for a biological theory. There is no clear distinction between biology and sociology in

Darwin’s theory as it did involve a major social element; however, early antievolutionism
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foregrounds the social to the extent that it practically severs the two. The antievolution
methodology of this segment involves a narrow focus on the social implications of the
scientific theory of evolution. It accentuated the social and ignored the science. I sketch
this story in more detail in Section 3.3.

The final element of the antievolution methodology that I explore developed from
early antievolutionism and was adapted and refined by ID proponents. In an attempt to
redress what many saw to be the negative implications of evolutionary thought on society
and its threat to biblical moral authority, antievolutionists sought to re-insert biblical
creationism into the US public education curriculum. This movement was met by
constitutional challenges that prevented creationism from being taught in public schools
because it was identified as a religious belief rather than science, and so creationists
began to try to make creationism more scientific. “Creationism” generally refers to the
first moves to present the Genesis story of creation as a scientific argument and “creation
science” generally refers to a more developed form of creationism. ID represents a
contemporary creation science, as we will see. The development of creation science was
a gradual process shaped through a series of legal contests over the nature of science and
the science of creationism. This is the short story of Section 3.4.

The purpose of this chapter is to show that ID has an antievolutionist heritage.
This heritage has enabled the development of a robust antievolution methodology that
can, at least to some extent, account for the persistence of antievolutionism in the face the
substantial evidence for evolution. The methodology works well. What holds this
methodology together is a primary concern with changing social and religious norms, and

not scientific inquiry and discovery. This is important, because, as we will see, the social
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and religious norms of ID advocates and subscribers often concern gender and sexuality.
If one is entirely focused on the science question of ID, this connection might not be

visible. In the next chapter, I delve into the details of ID theory more substantially.

3.2 Darwinian-era Critiques and the Seeds of Antievolutionism

In this section, I review the introduction and development of evolutionary theory
within the scientific community from the mid-19™ century to the early years of the 20
century. Darwin’s theory of natural selection met with harsh criticism at the time of its
introduction and was almost discarded completely at the turn of the century, an important
juncture in the history of biology. It was not until several decades later that evolution
took its place of prominence within the scientific world.

The Darwinian-era critiques supply the first element of the antievolutionist
methodology: a repository of ideas about how to attack evolutionary theory. I have
categorized this repository into three main areas of concern: methodological, theological,
and biological. Darwinian-era critiques tended to involve, what I will call, a “doctrine of
certainty,” which is a commitment to the pursuit of knowledge that could be “proven,”
and Darwin’s theory seemed to challenge this doctrine. As such, a number of respondents
rejected Darwin’s methodology as speculative and its social-political implications as
dangerous. Furthermore, a number of respondents pointed out some serious biological
problems with Darwin’s theory of natural selection.

Darwinian-era critiques are reprised in contemporary ID. Many of the technical
biological issues were reinvigorated in successive contexts, but though the earlier

renditions had scientific validity at the time, they were addressed within the scientific
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community and are no longer valid in the contemporary scientific context. Furthermore,
critique from the scientific community of the Darwinian-era was responsive (reluctantly,
perhaps) to the evidence and discourse of science, but antievolutionists that draw on these
outdated critiques are not, a trend that becomes apparent in contemporary antievolutionist
methodology as it involves a “scientific” critique of evolution, but is very much detached
from the scientific enterprise. Antievolution methodology involves the use of scientific

authority without scientific content.

3.2.1 Darwinian-era Critiques: Methodological

The introduction of Darwin’s Origin garnered significant attention, selling out on
the day of its release (Browne 2006, 1).' Evolution, a general theory of the transmutation
of species, had had previous hearing in the works of naturalists such as Jean-Baptiste
Lamarck (Philosophie Zoologique 1809) and Robert Chambers (Vestiges of the Natural
History of Creation published anonymously in 1844), but it was met with great resistance
by the scientific community of Darwin’s era (Browne 2006, 84). Among other things,
critics argued that Darwin’s work was not rigorous, was speculative, and contradicted
accepted understandings of the world at that time. Although the original idea of evolution
cannot be attributed to Darwin, he did introduce natural selection, a theory of the

mechanism of evolution, and its companion thesis of common descent. Darwin’s

16 1t should be noted that Darwin delayed publishing his theory for quite a few years, but made a hasty
decision to publish when he received a paper from Alfred Russel Wallace that contained a very similar set
of ideas (Browne 2006, 58). Darwin’s and Wallace’s papers were presented together at a meeting of the
Linnean Society of London, and published in their journal shortly thereafter (59). Some scholars have
suggested that Wallace might have been denied due credit for evolutionary theory by the dual publication
(60). The discovery of Wallace’s paper compelled Darwin to publish quickly, and thirteen months later,
Origin, a decidedly smaller manuscript than what Darwin had originally intended, was released (66).
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esteemed stature in the scientific community coupled with the controversy and criticism
that surrounded previous theories of evolution likely help to explain the hubbub that
greeted the publication of Origin (Browne 2003).

Darwin was expecting a harsh reception of his work from those factions
concerned with the implications of the theory for the history of humanity, the role of
nature, and the foundations of morality, but he was surprised at the ways in which his
methodology was challenged and found wanting (Hull 1973, 6-7). Darwin’s theory was
painted as methodologically unsound. According to reviewers: it was “—not based on a
series of acknowledged facts pointing to a general conclusion, —not a proposition
evolved out of facts, logically, and of course including them” (Sedgwick [1860]1973,
159); “the chief arguments used to establish the theory rest[ed] on conjecture” (Jenkin
[1867]1973, 338); and his theory contained a disparity between the premises and
conclusions with “the premises being so prudent, so just, and so limited, and the
conclusion on the contrary appearing so extremely speculative” (Pictet [1860]1973, 143).
Arguably the most notorious comment came from John Herschel who, according to
Darwin, said his theory was a “law of higgledy-piggledy” (in Hull 1973, 7). To many,
Darwin’s work was simply not scientific.

This criticism reflects a controversy-ridden discourse concerned with the proper
way of “doing” science that was taking place at the time of Darwin. When Darwin
published Origin, the general consensus among scientists was that proper scientific
methodology was inductive, but what counted as “inductive” was the keystone of the
debate (Hull 1973, 16-36). There was generally an agreement that a rigorous standardized

scientific methodology was necessary, but the discrepancy in how this was to be
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established was marked by the differing positions of William Whewell and John Stuart
Mill. According to Whewell ([1830] 1989), proper inductive method involved the
development of a theory or “explanation” of a phenomenon based on observation of
“antecedent phenomena, or causes” and then the seeking out of relevant facts and/or
analogous phenomena against which the theory can be tested (144). In contrast, Mill
suggested that a truly inductive approach begins with the art of assembling facts or
premises ascending to an accurate encompassing theory. He writes about reaching such
theory that “success is here dependent on natural or acquired sagacity, aided by
knowledge of the particular subject and of subjects allied with it” (Mill [1843] 1950,
172). The question was: Should the battered triangle remain poised on its apex or stand at
attention on its base? Meaning, should the scientific method begin with a single
hypothesis (the point of the triangle) and proceed towards the accumulation of facts and
figures to support/disprove the hypothesis, or should it start with the collection of facts,
figures, and the like (the base of the triangle) and move toward a single statement of fact
or theory? The debate, according to Hull (1973), was decided in favor of Mill, but
Darwin’s approach was neatly couched in the middle and seemed to satisfy neither.

The strength of Darwin’s argument was based on a “consilience of inductions,”
sometimes referred to as “an argument to the best explanation” in contemporary
discourse (Ruse 2006, 37). Regardless of what his methodological approach was—
inductive, deductive, or a combination of both, the key point is that its power as a
knowledge claim resided in its explanatory capacity. Darwin saw his theory as likely true
because it offered a unifying explanation for a wide array of phenomena in areas as

diverse as “instinct, paleontology, bio-geographical distribution, systematics, anatomy,
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embryology, and more” (Ruse 2006, 38). Darwin himself writes that “it can hardly be
supposed that a false theory would explain, in so satisfactory a manner as does the theory
of natural selection, the several large classes of facts above specified” (1882, 421). So
while Darwin did not dispute that his theory was not completely proven, he did attest that
it was probable.

On another level, however, critique of Darwin’s methodology reflects a
philosophical challenge to the doctrine of certainty that pervaded (and seems to still
pervade) Western thought. David Hull (1973, 16) argues that Darwin’s methodology was
dismissed as speculative not because it failed to meet the standards of proof as
established by the philosophers of science at the time, but because the standards were
such that no theory could compel the level of certainty that the standards demanded. For
Hull, the induction debate was a facade for the more crucial issue of “the quest for
absolute certainty in the acquisition of knowledge,” and harkens back to the long-
standing essentialist doctrine that asserts that there is an absolute reality present in the
material world accessible only by a rigorous methodology (1973, 17). Hull writes:
“Bacon, Herschel, and Mill attempt to eliminate it [uncertainty] by trying to make
inductive inferences more rigorous, Aristotle by recourse to intuition, and Whewell by
reference to self-evident truth” (19-20). Although the dispute as to what counted and
what did not count as a valid inductive method continued, the pillars of the philosophy of
science concurred that uncertainty was unacceptable. Evolutionary theory undermined the
entire essentialist doctrine by proposing a worldview in which “things” are processes and
not individual discrete entities, which was a big leap from the geometric and mechanistic

worlds of Newton and Bacon (69).
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In this vein, Darwin incited debate not only in regards to scientific method and
probability/certainty, but also in regards to ways his work challenged the seemingly
obvious understandings of the natural world. Natural Theology, which posits that the
natural world conveys knowledge of the Divine, was the main framework within which
natural science was conducted. In this framework, evident function and order conveys
knowledge of God (McCalla 2013, 12). The teleological argument (sometimes referred to
as the argument from design and often associated with William Paley), draws on
essentialist philosophy with the premise that when purpose or function is detected, then
based on what is known about the design and construction of human artifacts, the logical
inference is that significant foresight was required and therefore the necessity of a
designer is implied. Consequently, when one looks around at the very specific and
delicate harmonies abundant in the natural world, one need not merely assume a creator
but is provided with a window on his character (Hull 1973, 56).

The argument from design figures prominently in reviews of Darwin’s theory.
Frederick Wollaston Hutton ([1860] 1973), for example, writes that “the beautiful
perfection of our bodies—the wonderful adaptations in the forms of animals to render
them efficient for their purposes of like seem so skillfully planned, that it is impossible to
regard them as effects of chance, and not as inapproachably perfect designs” (300). Karl
Ernst von Baer’s review ([1873] 1973) asserts that “it is self-evident that nothing useful
and significant could ever result from chance events” (419), and in arguing for the
acknowledgement of “the intervention of an intellectual power in the diversity which
obtains in nature,” Louis Agassiz ([1874] 1973, 441-4), argues that variations that deviate

too far from the narrow path of standard embryological development are regularly met
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with degeneration and/or sterility thus natural selection is exceedingly far-fetched. For
many, intentional design was the only viable thesis.

In contrast to the argument from design, the theory of natural selection proposed
only the possibility of development, the probability of maldevelopment, and no advance
guarantee of successfully achieving a living world at all. To many, the theory seemed to
be little more than the deceit of the serpent that was propositioning one to take seriously

the ridiculously staggering odds of the coming to pass of such a vastly complex world."”

3.2.2 Darwinian-era Critiques: Theological

In a very general characterization, natural selection in Darwin’s theory implied a
mechanism of struggle and competition that became the basis for the theory of common
descent. As Darwin explains: “The most vigorous individuals, or those which have most
successfully struggled with their conditions of life, will generally leave most progeny.
But success will often depend on having special weapons or means of defense, or on the
charms of the males; and the slightest advantage will lead to victory” (1859 Kindle
Edition, 470). Darwin argued that the origin of species be understood as a tree that,
through the process of mutation and selection, branched as successful competitors led the
development of species in different directions though starting from a common ancestral
source. Many critics found the idea of common descent to be particularly offensive and it
inspired sharp criticism. These criticisms focus on the materialist nature of the theory and

its implications for the natural order and morality. Taken together, this critique voices

7One counter argument to this statement is that any state of affairs would garner the same (or lower)
degree of probability, and that the cosmos are ordered in one way and not another, from a statistical
perspective, says little or nothing about the possibility of design.
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concerns of the possible impact of Darwin’s theory of species on humanity and its
theological heritage.

Embedded in these critiques is a strong discomfort with materialism inherent in
the theory of natural selection. Part of the Darwinist package was a fully naturalized
account of humanity that did not necessarily concede the need for a supernatural creator
and governor. Natural selection contradicted the biblical narrative of special creation,
untethered biology from natural theology, and more broadly, it challenged the necessity
of God in explanations of the natural world (Hull 1973). Not surprisingly one finds those
with a “deep aversion to the theory; because of its unflinching materialism;—because it
has deserted the inductive track, the only track that leads to physical truth; —because it
utterly repudiates final causes, and thereby indicates a demoralized understanding on the
part of its advocates” (Sedgwick [1860] 1973, 164).

In bracketing off the supernatural from scientific explanation, Darwin’s theory
challenged the natural order that positions humanity at the pinnacle of all creation. For
many, there was an obvious and undeniable canyon between humans and animals, and
evolutionary theory would have to provide solid proof if it was to be accepted. William
Hopkins ([1860] 1973), for example, argued that if natural selection is accurate then there
should be evidence of intermediary forms between humans and other animals. He writes
that “there exists at present an enormous gap between the intellectual capabilities of the
lowest race of men to those of the highest race of apes...why should the creatures
intermediate to them—exalted apes or degraded men—have been totally exterminated,
while their less worthy ancestors have successfully struggled through the battle of life”

(270)? St. George Mivart argued that if common descent is true then surely some mental
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capacities at least comparable to that of humans should be visible in other animals.
Minimally, Mivart argued, the higher animals should exhibit such evidence, but they
simply do not ([1871] 1973, 381). Darwin would address this point in full force in his
later Descent of Man,' but the disparity was too obvious for these critics to justify
Darwin’s thesis that humankind and non-human animalkind could be of the same ilk.
Darwin’s theory, for many, was not only sacrilegious but simply ridiculous.

The impact of challenging humanity’s place in nature directly correlates to a re-
imagining of the moral standards in play at the time. Darwin’s theory undermined biblical
authority, so, to those committed to its tenets, it undermined the morality playbook so to
speak. It challenged the traditional Christian concept of human nature as an outgrowth of
the immortal soul that furnishes mental and moral capacities (Bowler 2009a, 128). It also
challenged the hierarchical partition between humanity and other species which, to many,
equated to a lowering of the moral imperatives of social order. Traditional Christian
views held that humans (man, to be more precise), were created in the image of God. As
such, they are naturally superior and were ordained to have dominion over the animal
kingdom. Challenging the divine origin of human nature lowered humanity to the rank of
just another animal. The accepted distinction between humans and animals had come into
question prior to the appearance of Darwin’s theory, which was not unrelated to
developments in other areas of science (Oldroyd 1980, 285). It is widely accepted,
however, that it was Darwin’s theory “that finally convinced most people of the essential

genealogical affinity of men and animals” (Oldroyd 1980, 4). I am not certain who the

Mivart (1871 in Hull 1973, 409) also paved the way for a version of theistic evolution that offered a
distinction between mental and material worlds by arguing that the cognitive or mental is immaterial thus
not subject to evolutionary laws. This preserved a place for the sacred in humankind.
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term “most” quantifies, as there remains yet a fair bit of dissent, but certainly natural
selection unseated the necessity of a divine human purpose, and for many, threatened to
dispel the moral imperative to treat humans differently than animals. Darwin’s theory
seemed to endorse the opening of the floodgates of immorality and social degradation.
In summary, Darwinian-era critiques, in general, address religious/theological
implications of Darwinian evolution, which indicates that the issue of Darwin’s
methodology stretches beyond the mere mechanics of research and scientific discovery.
In his review, for example, Karl Ernst von Baer ([1873] 1973) echoed a charge that the
foundation of Darwin’s theory is “a mire of mere assertions,” and wrote: “I object not
only to the foundations of the Darwinian system but also to the conclusions and
embellishments which top it off. To be specific, the embellishments which I have in mind
are the cynical attacks on religious conceptions which invariably ornament the pinnacle
of the system” (418). In a number of ways, criticisms of Darwin’s methodology were an
outcrop of broader ideological commitments, but even so, it is important to note that just
because ideological commitments motivate criticism, it does not necessarily mean the

criticisms themselves are ill-founded.

3.2.3 Darwinian-era Critiques: Biological

Thus far I have reviewed Darwinian-era critiques as they pertain to how Darwin’s
work was done and the implications for the theological framework that traditionally
accounted for the status and nature of human beings. Along with these concerns was the

identification of some serious technical biological problems with Darwin’s theory, which
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continue to resurface even in the present day.'” Darwin’s theory received a fairly negative
reception at first, and it took some time, debate, and revising before it was broadly taken
up within biology. This section is not just a story of the theory of evolution: It is also a
story about the history of biology. This story is significant to the development of
antievolutionism because it is here where the Darwinian-era critiques begin to fall to the
wayside within the field of biology. The seeds of antievolutionism may have been planted
by the scientific community in the Darwinian era, but the sprouts are largely uprooted in
the development of biology over the fifty years or so after Darwin’s theory was
published. For antievolutionism to persist, those that insist on the invalidity of evolution
from a scientific perspective would have to detach from the world of biology.

I begin this segment of the story with an overview of some of the technical
biological problems with Darwin’s theory that were identified in the Darwinian-era
critiques. I will then trace its rejection and reuptake within the realm of genetics that
paved the way for its acceptance and application in other areas of biology. In this story, a
number of criticisms appear that are specific to the scientific context at the time, but are
no longer valid even though they, or versions of them, continue to get a hearing in later
antievolutionist discourse. The point to be made in this section is that although biological
and religious critiques were tied together, they separate over the course of the
development of biology itself. Religiously-motivated critiques become less and less
engaged with the happenings in biology.

Several reviewers posed formidable technical challenges to Darwin’s theory.

George St. Mivart ([1871] 1973) argued that organisms that are not fully formed with all

I have parsed these critiques into three categories for ease of explanation, but in the literature they are not
separate and distinct but overlap and intertwine.
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their parts intact, or organisms at incipient stages of development, would not function
thus would not be a viable target for natural selection. Fleeming Jenkin’s review ([1867]
1973), for example, drew on the theory of heredity that was prevalent at the time to argue
that even if advantageous variations did appear in an individual, that variation would be
blended with traits from the other parent and the significance of the trait would be diluted
such that its benefits would diminish in a short time. Natural selection could therefore not
work over any extended period of time to favor that trait (312). Furthermore, the blending
problem notwithstanding, Jenkin argued that “the limits of variation” would permit
change only up to a certain point. In other words, “reaction norms,” the term used by Hull
(1973, 348), constrain the degree to which a species can change; thus, natural selection is
subject to the problem of diminishing returns, so to speak, such that even if variation does
occur, true speciation could not (Hull 1973, 348; Bowler 2009a, 201). With the assistance
of Alfred Russel Wallace, Darwin was able to argue that the issue of blending was a
problem only at the individual level of selection; at the population level, one slight
variation could be quickly amplified and natural selection could indeed operate (Bowler
2009a, 201). Bishop Samuel Wilberforce argued that in domestic breeding, it was very
difficult to achieve new breeds capable of reproduction, let alone an entirely new species
(Oldroyd 1980, 133). The limitation of species such as these critics suggested may indeed
be a real problem of speciation, but Darwin pointed out that if species were in flux, or
were dynamic as his theory posited, then the limit would always change granting
opportunity for novelty that could lead to speciation (Bowler 2009a, 199). Even with

these answers, Jenkin’s comments inspired serious reconsiderations of Darwin’s theory
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that undoubtedly played a part in a turning away from Darwinian evolution in the early
part of the 20™ century.

Biologists struggled with the implications and empirical value of natural
selection. The notion of evolution in a very limited sense was rather widely accepted, but
full acceptance of Darwinism was resisted as scientists first reacted against the
materialism of natural selection, the notion of purposelessness it endorsed, and later
against its negative public image (Bowler 2009a; Larson 2008; Ruse 2006). Evolutionism
itself was rather enthusiastically taken up, but by the turn of the century, most biologists
had turned to alternative versions.

Darwinian evolution, it seemed to many, was a short-lived idea. German naturalist
Eberhard Dennert (1904) wrote: “Darwinism will soon be a thing of the past, a matter of
history; that we even now stand at its death-bed, while its friends are solicitous only to
secure for it a decent burial” (28). To support this claim, Dennert enlisted agreement by
citing a host of other scientists who discredited natural selection as purely mechanical
and wrong. Many adopted a form of Lamarckism, the theory of the inheritance of
acquired characteristics. To its credit, this theory accommodated the basic notion of
evolution as a change in response to environmental pressures, but in contrast to the
Darwinian version of evolution, Lamarckian change could be underwritten by moral
purpose and orderly development (Bowler 2009b, 138). Anti-Darwinian Lamarckism
refused the pervasive materialism that seemed to be packaged in Darwin’s theory, and
instead, many adopted an explanation of natural processes as infused with moral purpose
(138). “Many of them [Darwinian opponents] were openly vitalist in their view of life,

insisting that living bodies were animated by a life force that could produce purposeful
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effects beyond the capacity of any material structure. To these thinkers, the Lamarckian
effect was a sign that living things could control not only their own destinies, but also the
future evolution of their species” (138). At the beginning of the 20™ century, non-
Darwinian evolutionary research programs were in full swing.

It is the development of genetic theory of inheritance, however, that dramatically
intervenes in this narrative. August Weismann, one of the few exceptions to the anti-
Darwinian revolt, introduced a major advancement in the theory of inheritance just before
the turn of the century. Brandishing the evidence of some mutilated rats and their intact
progeny, Weismann proposed a distinction between a trait and the material that transmits
the trait (germ plasma, as understood at the time) (Bowler 2009b, 151). This was a big
step that resembled an all-or-nothing theory of the inheritance of traits proposed several
decades earlier by Gregor Mendel. Famously, Mendel’s work was neglected until the
work of biologists Hugo DeVries and Carl Correns granted it a place of prominence as a
novel approach to inheritance around the turn of the 20th century (Miiller-Wille 2012).
This advancement, however, was not yet the catalyst for the acceptance of natural
selection.

Early geneticists did not accept natural selection as a necessary theory for genetic
inheritance. Thomas Hunt Morgan, for example, a leading figure in the early genetics
movement, clearly partitions genetics from natural selection. In his A Critique of the
Theory of Evolution (1916, 194) he argues that natural selection is but a representational
statement of the “increase in the number of individuals that results after a beneficial
[genetic] mutation.” In other words, genetic mutation is the source of evolution and

natural selection is little more than a probability heuristic. Saltationism, the leaps-and-

66



bounds theory of evolution, was another alternative to natural selection prevalent in the
anti-Darwinist camp, and the all-or nothing concept of individual genetic inheritance, or
“mutation” seemed to fit into this model. Darwin’s theory of slow gradual change
appeared to be slowly and gradually disappearing and it was not until several years later
when the early geneticists were confronted by shortcomings in mutation theory and
turned to population genetics that they began to reconsider the situation and adopt a
group-based meaning of natural selection (Bowler 2009b).

The rejection of Darwinism by biologists at the turn of the century, geneticists in
particular, differs from earlier dissenters in that their ideological commitments are not
clear, or more appropriately perhaps, they are not coherent, thus cannot overtly account
for their theoretical positions. In Evolution and Adaptation (1903), Morgan dismisses
Darwinian evolution along with variations of Darwinian Theory. Bowler (2009a, 270)
suggests that the moral implications of natural selection soured Morgan on Darwinian
theory, and such may indeed be the case, but upon browsing Morgan’s 1903 work and his
later A4 Critique of the Theory of Evolution (1916), a concern with morality is not
obvious, if at all present. Almost every criticism presented is followed by an explanation
as to why mutation theory (the preliminary genetics theory) provided a more suitable
answer. This suggests that Morgan is primarily concerned with clearing the theoretical
path to allow for his new theory. His concern for morality, if indeed present, is banished
to the background.

In the work of Hugo De Vries as well, ideological commitments are present but
not pronounced. In his Species and Varieties: Their Origin by Mutation (1904), DeVries

suggests the metaphor of the sieve to describe natural selection and argues that its utility
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is limited to the selection of individuals to the status of advantageously fit within the
boundaries of a single species. In this account natural selection is essentially the same as
artificial selection which is to say that change and variation is possible but insufficient a
cause to lead to speciation.

However, one detects hints of the design idea in DeVries arguments. He writes for
example that “continuous or even prolonged improvement of a cultivated race is not the
result of frequently repeated selection, but the improvement of the standard of
appreciation” (1904, 808). It appears that DeVries does see changes in species as leading
towards an ideal or predefined point as though endowed with an innate cause or function
that is inching its way to full expression. The idea that life is continuously moving
towards perfection, however, is much more subtly expressed than in the earlier
Darwinian-era critiques. DeVries’ statement is not followed by expositions on human
uniqueness and purpose in any manner similar to previous dissenters.

William Bateson, credited with coining the term “genetics,” is a major figure in
the history of biology, particularly in the first decades of the 20™ century. Bateson does
seem to have a more specific political inclination than is obvious in the geneticists just
discussed. In his lecture delivered in 1912 entitled “Biological Fact and the Structure of
Society,” he addresses the impact of Herbert Spencer’s philosophy that applies a version
of (non-Darwinian) evolution for sociological purposes and explanations. Bateson
articulates the complexities of the ethical dimensions of the development of genetics
research. He likens society to an organism and makes an aggressive argument for a form
of socialism, quite contrary to the political commitments of Spencer himself (Bannister

1979, 64), though he advocates extreme caution given the newness of the science and the
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abundance of unaddressed problems in Spencer’s philosophy (1912, 12). Bateson writes:
“From these considerations [of the new science of genetics] we may draw a conclusion
that some elements of the doctrines vaguely described as socialism are consistent with,
and indeed are essential to, stability. Society would do well to restrain competition
between its parts so far as to ensure proper food and leisure for the lower grades of
producers” (25). He cautions, however, “Of abstract rights, biology knows little: of equal
rights, nothing” (29) and challenges his audience to participate in re-thinking social the
political structures that delineates power and resources inequitably to the detriment of the
whole.

On this point, Bateson undoubtedly spawned debate, but his political inclinations
are not readily visible in his scientific work. In Materials for the Study of Variation
(1894), for example, one is confronted with a tedious catalogue of comparative anatomy
and a compendium of Latin terminology that would rival the most rigorous of
dictionaries. If Bateson’s work was ideologically motivated, it is well draped. Minimally,
it is not explicit in the manner previously discussed. The works of these geneticists in the
history of biology in the early 20" century indicate that concerns with evolution among
biologists were connected to the science that was being done in biology and was being
separated, at least on the surface, from religious and ideological commitments.

In the first years of the 20™ century, opposition to evolution by natural selection
was not centered on an evolution/religion basis as it was earlier in the Darwinian-era
critiques. This is not to say that matter had been resolved or that the contest had ended.

The epigraph, “‘Darwinism is dead.’- Any sermon’ appears in the opening of J. B. S
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Haldane’s The Causes of Evolution (originally published in 1932),2° and McOuat and
Winsor (1995) suggest that this epigraph pertains rather specifically to a contest of words
between Hilaire Belloc, a Catholic writer unpersuaded by evolution by natural selection
and its associated materialistic perspective, and novelist H. G. Wells who felt quite
differently (228). While no doubt present, in biology at least, it appears that the issue of
natural selection is at least abstracted from religious or creationist discourse in
comparison to earlier reviewers.

The development of early antievolutionism of the 20" century is centered
elsewhere. The elsewhere seems to be in the ideas of Herbert Spencer and Thomas
Huxley in regards to natural selection that undoubtedly spawned a surge in public
resistance and rejection of evolutionary theory, particularly in the Protestant segments of

the US and the Western world at large. This is the focus of the next section.

3.2.4 Section Summary

In this section I have outlined a number of critiques of Darwin’s theory of
evolution from the time his work was published up to shortly after the turn of the 20"
century. These Darwinian-era critiques are important because they comprise a set of
antievolutionist tools that will re-appear in later antievolution discourse. Though valid in
the Darwinian era, the history of biology has by and large rendered them irrelevant.
These critiques, however, form a key element of the antievolutionist methodology: a

repository of ideas about how to attack evolutionary theory.

20This information was taken from the copyright information in the republication of this work in 1990 by
Princeton University Press and available online:
http://www.philoscience.unibe.ch/documents/TexteFS10/Haldane1932a.pdf.
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I parsed these critiques into three categories: methodological, theological, and
biological. In the area of methodology, critics argued that Darwin’s theory was
guesswork and not a proven fact. In terms of theological, critics argued the following:
humans are obviously exceptional within the natural order; evolution relies too heavily on
a materialist understanding of the world and cannot account for natural complexity,
function and purpose; and without a supernatural account the doors are opened to
rampant immorality. In terms of biological issues, critics argued that there is a lack of
evidence—no intermediary forms; that natural selection could not work because
intermediary forms would not be fit thus not available to natural selection, and that
variation can only occur within set parameters—change and adaptation was possible but
speciation was not. These are some of the more common objections to Darwin’s theory in
the antievolution toolbox.

Darwinian-era critiques tended to involve a doctrine of certainty, which is a
commitment to the pursuit of provable knowledge and concrete facts. Darwin’s theory
seemed to challenge this doctrine and this challenge was integral to much of the critique.
The doctrine of certainty will also reappear throughout antievolution discourse and will
contribute to understanding ID discourse in later chapters.

One important point to take forward from this section is that much of the early
criticism came from the mainstream scientific community, which is not the case in later
antievolutionist discourse. Darwinian-era critiques are reprised in antievolution
discourse, but though the earlier renditions had scientific validity at the time, they were
addressed within the scientific community and are no longer valid in the contemporary

scientific context. Furthermore, critique from the scientific community of the Darwinian-
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era was responsive (reluctantly, perhaps) to the evidence and discourse of science.
Antievolutionists that draw on these outdated critiques are not, a trend that becomes
apparent in contemporary antievolutionist methodology. Contemporary antievolutionism
involves a “scientific” critique of evolution, but is very much detached from the scientific
enterprise—a trend that starts in early antievolutionism and is the focus of the next

section.

3.3 Early Antievolutionism

Darwinian-era critiques were often motivated by religious thought, and by the
early part of the 20" century, particularly within Protestant Christianity, science was
perceived as threatening biblical authority and thwarting religious commitments. Within
biology, evolution was slowly gaining acceptance, but within the social domain, it was
being contested. Religion and science were intertwined in the earliest responses to
Darwin, but as Darwin’s theory was taken up in the social domain, a clear distinction
emerged between the two.

In the divergence of religion and science discourse in relation to evolution,
another key element of antievolution methodology becomes evident: in the general
public, a social theory of evolution has trumped the biological theory of evolution, such
as posited by Darwin. I am not suggesting that this substitution was a conspiracy of any
sort, and indeed Darwin himself seems to lead the way in his Descent of Man ([1871]
2004). Nevertheless, the social theory of evolution came to take prominence in the minds
of many, particularly Christian Fundamentalists, and this structured and continues to

structure antievolution methodology. The assertion of social Darwinism was associated
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with the undermining of the inerrant Bible and tangential undermining of biblical
authority. To see this development, the conceptualization of evolution as progress, the
burgeoning antievolutionist movement and the emergence of creationism are sketched.
Though touted as a scientific issue, what antievolutionists began to do and continue to do
is to substitute a social (read: religious) issue for a scientific one.

Religious objections were very much aimed at a version of evolution that was
molded to address progressive social ideals, and it is the work of Herbert Spencer and
Thomas Huxley that provided a great deal of the fuel for the public debate. Of particular
concern within the social sphere was the waning of Protestant Christianity as an
authoritative voice in the US social structure, a change which was in many ways
attributed to social evolutionist thought at the interface of science and politics.
Antievolutionism in this arena cohered into a move to promote Christian creationism
which was later termed “scientific creationism” in a bid to re-anchor religious authority
to scientific authority. The objective of this section is to trace ID lineage to creationism
and creation science. This continuity allows me to show that like their forerunners,

religion not science is a key motivating factor.

3.3.1 Evolution as Social Progress
Evolution was often perceived as a movement from simplicity to complexity
which grounded an understanding of evolution as progressive (Bowler 2009a, 276), and

this perception provided a basis for translating evolution into a social context.?! It is at

21 The notion of progress was not the only basis upon which evolutionary theory was translatable to social
theory. Robert Young (1985), for example, explicates the impact of Malthusian evolutionism. Young
writes that “his principle of population—the Malthusian law that population, when unchecked, increases
geometrically while at most the food supply can increase arithmetically—can be seen as a natural law about
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this time that social evolution became understood as evolution in general. Evolution was
used to glamourize meritocracy, challenge traditional loci of authority, and endorse social
improvement. In this context, power and position in numerous quarters were at stake, and
the hope of progress heralded by champions of social evolution held a great
disappointment for many. Little wonder there was such a stir and the seeds of
antievolutionism began to germinate. In this subsection, I first show how evolution was
equated with progress and how it became an emblem of disdain thus contributing to the
development of antievolutionism at this time.

Leading up to the turn of the 20™ century and into its first few years, the rift
between those in the general public who accepted and those who rejected the idea of
natural selection was largely connected to the application of natural selection ideology to
political agendas. Thomas Huxley, a key supporter of Darwinian evolution, was a self-
made professional scientist who was keen to usurp religious authority with scientific
authority (Bowler 2009a, 184). Huxley exercised this agenda by bringing the scientific
community together. Peter Bowler (2009a) writes that Huxley’s major accomplishment
was that “he engineered a gradual takeover of the scientific community by those

sympathetic to Darwin” (185). This feat was accomplished via the usual suspects of

man” (24). This challenged the notions of harmony with nature and charged nature with being somewhat of
a brute. The goodness of God and humanity seemed to be an impossible reality of his maxim in that having
more mouths to feed reduces the amount of food available and demands some necessary ‘evils’ (2). The
implications of this theory were vast: in the competition for limited resources, “vice, misery, war, famine,
and death were inevitable consequences of nature’s laws” (2). Constraining reproduction, therefore, seemed
to be a viable course of action. Though one might argue that the constraining of reproduction might be a
bid to alleviate the brutality of natural law, the question of who should exercise reproductive constraint
introduced a different type of brutality in that this imperative was imposed on the lower social strata where
reproduction (and pre-mature death) was most abundant. Darwin attributed a great deal to Malthus’
population theory in the formulation of his own (52). It seems to be a short step to consider that as part of
the natural world and subject to the same evolutionary pressures, existence can be understood as being as
much of a social struggle as a biological one.
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politics and rhetoric; on one hand, Huxley sold evolution to the general public by
imbuing it with a narrative of progress by which the underdogs could hitch their hopeful
wagon to the dream of moving from typical exclusion to the front of the pack; and on the
other, he securely anchored science to the domain of the elite specialists (Bowler 2009a,
217). At the heart of the progress narrative as extrapolated from evolutionary theory is
the notion of protracted meritocracy: try as hard as you can and slowly and surely things
will improve.

Huxley’s Darwinian social program was carried forward in the work of Herbert
Spencer, though Spencer was not a Darwinian and the two did not see eye-to-eye
(Bannister 1979). To Spencer goes the credit of bringing evolution to the people through
his “Synthetic Philosophy” of universal progressive evolution (Bowler 2009a, 220).
According to Spencer, evolution was a complete cosmology (Bowler 2009a, 221), though
Darwin’s theory was not. Mark Ridley (2004) writes that “for Spencer, evolution was a
general law, applying outside biology as well as within, and providing a justification for
ethical action” (384). The scope and direction of Spencer’s philosophy oscillated over his
lifespan and this dynamic is seldom represented in familiar historical Spencer narratives
(Bannister 1979). Instead, Spencer’s political voracity for individualism in conjunction
with selections of his philosophy that incorporated familiar themes of technical, social,
and moral progress were taken up, particularly in the US, by a largely non-academic
audience and utilized as justification for the grounding of a philosophy of meritocracy in
a free-market society: i.e., capitalism (Bannister 1979; Bowler 2009a; Webb 1994). His

philosophy did not ignore the benefits derived from cooperation, but by extolling the
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virtues of effort and independence, much to his dismay, Spencer was seen by some as
promoting a ruthless and aggressive morality (Bannister 1979; Bowler 2009a).
Spencer’s work, though embodying a mistaken interpretation of natural selection
and often misinterpreted, according to Bowler (2009a, 308), provided the basis for a
progressive, self-motivated, social/economic movement that made its way to the US in

the later years of the 19" century. George Webb (1994) provides a helpful summary:

Spencer’s ideas struck a responsive chord in Gilded

Age America. For the most part, Spencer’s

philosophical writings were not too difficult for the

lay public to digest, at least at the superficial level.

These writings presented a comprehensive social

philosophy that appeared to be based on the science

that Americans embraced enthusiastically following

the Civil War. Equally important, laissez-faire

proved attractive to a nation in which business

success was increasingly evident and applauded.

(37)
At the turn of the century, however, the notion of progress in the US context was realized
by aggressive social and economic reform that offered the hope of peace and prosperity.
The application of evolution to the social world seemed to justify imperialist ambitions,
and the new world was supplied with cutthroat economic practices, a brutal war, and
oppressive labor policies (Russett 1976; Webb 1994). In the public mind, natural
selection became connected to these reforms that although promised social improvement
actually led to numerous social ill. For many, evolution was transformed into an emblem
of social degradation.

With all this change taking place in the social world, the dynamics of social

authority were being pushed in several directions. Progress, thus understood, could be
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converted from the hand of God to the efforts of individual citizens. Individualism, as a
political orientation, had sprung forth as a formidable mindset throughout the US, and the
church was slowly losing its authoritative grip (Russett 1976; Larson 2008). Religious-
based opposition to evolution was a reaction to this loss, though some religious groups
endorsed this perspective, reading an affinity with the Protestant work ethic (Bowler
20090, 162).

There is a distinction to be made between liberal and evangelical Protestantism.
Liberal Protestants tended to steer away from literal readings of the Bible and opted for
theologies that more or less accommodated contemporary thought and discovery that had
been taking place in the years leading up to and just past the turn of the twentieth century
(McCalla 2013, 184). Evangelical Protestantism, however, sought to maintain a largely
literal interpretation of the Bible and saw the liberal factions as wavering on matters of
morality and conviction and as betrayers of true Christianity (McCalla 2013, 191). As
liberalism spread, the slippage of biblical authority was equated to an increase of
immorality, and the development of evolutionary science is an oft-cited instigator.

Spencer’s vision of universal progress suggested important social implications
relevant to the development of antievolutionism. Social Darwinism, as it came to be
called, posited that on one hand, cultural advancement enhanced mental capacities, and
on the other hand, advancement of mental capacities enhanced culture (Bowler 2009a,
287). Difficulties arose, however, when this philosophy was actually applied. In turn,
social ideology fixated in numerous ways on social pruning and the eradication of the
weak within the human species, seeing cultivated social evolution as a method of

enabling progress by improving the cognitive and moral capacities of humanity (Russett
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1976). Conclusions as to correlations between race and mental abilities, for example,
resulted in, as Bowler (2009a) explains it, “a racial hierarchy created by the combination
of biological and cultural evolutionism” (287).

Earlier versions of evolution had not really disrupted philosophical commitments
to the Great Chain of Being, and assimilations of evolutionary theory into a broader
social context, at first, largely rejected the concept of natural selection, maintaining that
evolutionary theory, like its predecessors, was best understood as a linear ladder of
development in the familiar progressive narrative tradition (Ridley 2004, 1). Furthermore,
in the concept of evolutionary progress, the move from simple to complex or to
progressively better, was touted as being confirmed by advances in prehistoric
archaeology and anthropology that showed that humans (white male Europeans, to be
precise) were ultimately the successful hominid species (Bowler 2009a, 274). Evolution,
many would claim, had all along been marching toward the ultimate success of humanity
by slowly but surely selecting for its cognitive genius (Bowler 2009a, 275).

The result of such a perspective engendered a slew of social injustices gathered
collectively under the label of “eugenics.” Although eugenics, the science of social
cultivation, is perhaps most famously associated with Nazi social policy, it was by no
means a primarily foreign concept to the rest of the Western world and was not
necessarily intended to impart injustice. In Britain, the Eugenics Education Society of
Britain was established in the early years of the twentieth century for the express purpose
of seeking means of improving society, and many of such means included legislative and
social reforms (Mazumdar 1992). The ambition of the eugenics movement was bold: to

utilize the laws of biology to manipulate human populations and dramatically alter the
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composition of society. However eugenics is judged in the present, eugenics might well
be characterized as a moral ambition, of a sort. Those seeking social cultivation were
interested in “the amelioration of the conditions of life of the very poor, in the cleaning
up of their environment, their bodies and their morals” (Mazumdar 1992, 13). Though
widely endorsed and promoted, in the spreading of this science, the politics of
reproduction—who gets to reproduce and who does not—eventually inspired resistance.

The notion of human cultivation drew an ambitious following in North America
where it was used to motivate suspect public policy. In Canada, for example, the Alberta
Eugenics Board was formed in 1929, and its key function was to put eugenics into
practice via the Sexual Sterilization Act of Alberta. Until 1972, almost three thousand
people, who were deemed “mentally defective” by the governing body, were sterilized,
typically either without their consent or with various degrees of coercion. Apart from the
injustice of forced sterilization in its own right, the whole process of determining who
was “mentally defective” amounted to a conflation of sexism, classism, and racism, with
the majority of victims being women, poor, and/or aboriginal (Grekul, Krahn, and
Odynak 2004).

Several antievolutionists cited eugenic practices as grounds for rejecting
evolution. In Bryan’s (1925) undelivered summation in the Scopes Trial, in his “fourth
indictment against the evolutionary hypothesis,” he argued that evolution holds no
promise for individual improvement as “its only program for man is scientific breeding, a
system under which a few supposedly superior intellects, self-appointed, would direct the
mating and the movements of the mass of mankind... It recognizes no cry of repentance

and scoffs at the doctrine that one can be born again.” Stephen Jay Gould (2010) has
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interpreted Bryan as charging evolutionists with the misuse of science “to present moral
opinions about the social order as though they represented facts of nature” (428). In a
sermon by Billy Sunday published in Pittsburgh Post-Gazette on February 12, 1914, he

states the following:

People are dissatisfied with Philosophy and Science
and New Thought as panaceas for their heart-
aches!...Let your scientific consolation enter a room
where the mother has host her child. Try your
doctrine of the survival of the fittest. Tell her that her
child [died] because it was not worth as much as the
other one!...and when you have gotten through with
your scientific, philosophical, psychological,
eugenic, social service, evolution, protoplasm and
fortuitous concurrence of atoms, if she is not crazed
by it, I will go to her and after one-half hour of
prayer and the reading of the Scripture promises, the
tears will be wiped away and the house from cellar
to garret will be filled with calmness like a
California sunset!?

Linking eugenics with evolution, as Sunday does in this sermon, allowed for an
exploitation of the indifference to the humanity of evolutionary process and the potential
inhumane perspectives it seemed to engender. Progress that entailed such a price was not
a progress that these antievolutionists could endorse.

There are several key points to take forward from this subsection. In the early
years of the 20" century, social evolution was understood as evolution in general in that

concerns with evolution focused mainly on its social and cultural applications. Moreover,

evolution was largely understood as progressive, and it was harnessed to movements

22 This article was retrieved from Google’s newspaper archives:
http://news.google.com/newspapers?nid=1144&dat=19140212&id=7bYaAAAAIBAJ&sjid=LkkEAAAAI
BAJ&pg=2934,2846089. Last accessed July 1, 2014.
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intended to improve social conditions. In one way, it glamourized meritocracy that
offered hope to those generally belonging to non-dominant social groups. In practice,
however, these movements enabled discriminatory and morally questionable practices.
Aggressive and ruthless economics and the eugenics movements were manifestations of
these practices. That evolution could engender immorality was equated to its contrariness
to biblical teachings and biblical authority which was understood as the primary arbitrator
of social organization. Evolution as progress thus spurred much protest, and it was a
significant element of the development of early antievolutionism. Resistance to evolution
was more an issue of sociology rather than biology and antievolution sentiments were
becoming more distant from what was happening in biology specifically and more

focused on what is happening in society at large.

3.3.2 The Emergence of the Early Antievolutionist Movement

The translation of evolutionary biology—or versions thereof—to politics
energized the antievolution movement in the US in the first decades of the 20" century.
Early antievolutionism, as I refer to the movement at this time, stems from religious
reaction to the ramifications that were believed to have been the result of the uptake of
Darwinian Theory in the broader cultural context. Evolution threatened biblical authority
and church authority, and religious reaction to these threats was substantial. In the US, a
commitment to an inerrant Bible was a doctrinal imperative for a majority of Protestant
evangelicals who had wielded a great deal of power in culture and politics. Staving off

Darwinian threats thus amounted to a defense of church and state. The politicization of
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antievolutionism in America in comparison with Britain helps bring this development to
light.

One factor in the early antievolution movement was its perceived threat to the
authority of the Bible. Evolution by natural selection was not the first scientific challenge
to religious foundations in the Christian West. Religious thought had been facing a
barrage of issues that were challenging its historical veracity. Higher criticism of the
Bible, discoveries and theories in geology, anthropology, and paleontology all posed
formidable questions for natural theology in general, but typically some form of
accommodation was made (McCalla 2013).%

By the time Darwin’s theory appeared, the Christian world was becoming well
practiced at assimilating scientific ideas into biblical interpretation and many managed to
sift through evolutionary theory and salvage a basis of faith. One manner in which this
was accomplished was in the notion of theistic evolution—the idea that God set evolution
and its laws in motion along a preordained path (or some variation on this theme which
may or may not include occasional divine intervention throughout the evolutionary
process). This idea represented a compromise in that it held firm to a teleological
narrative that preserved the sanctity of humankind while allowing evolutionary processes
for everything else (McCalla 2013).

The erosion of biblical authority in an American context is a different story. In
America, the religious ideals of many were the progeny of a Protestant settlement in the

New World which was founded on the assuredness of sacred history and promise of

2 Higher criticism of the Bible refers to its subjection to literary and historical analysis on par with other
historical texts. Such analysis placed the Bible into the context of a very human document replete with the
human hallmarks of error and inconsistencies, and human authorship in connection to specific times and
places. Higher criticism cast doubt on its status as a divinely authored text.
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redemption (Boyer 1992, 226; Noll 2002, 11). By and large, Americans saw themselves
as a Christian nation—the will of God had brought them to the New World and it was an
imperative to instill a national and personal commitment to furthering God’s will as
revealed in common-sense reading of scripture (Apple 2001, 150). The belief was that the
will of God was the redemptive path to a better life here on Earth and an eternal heavenly
abode upon departure (Noll 2002, 12). The erosion of biblical and church authority
threatened not just the personal beliefs of a few outliers, but it undermined the very
political/social framework from which majorities of congregants drew their identity.

British conservatives, generally speaking, were more rehearsed at handling
alternative views than their American counterparts, having a long history of wrestling
with religious differences and striking more or less pragmatic solutions. Theistic
evolution, which allowed for the existence of God and the process of evolution, was thus
particularly prevalent in British thought (Numbers 2006; Bowler 2001).

Theistic evolution relinquished a literal reading of the Genesis narrative of
origins. Although a small faction of more conservative biblical adherents did emerge in
Britain, they did not amass the same following as Christian evangelicals in the US, who
became particularly vocal against Darwinian evolution (Bowler 2001, Numbers 2006).
From a political perspective, there was a major difference in status of both groups. British
evangelicals were accustomed to their long-standing position as a minority group,
whereas American evangelicals had stood as the majority (Numbers 2006, 161).

The distinction between the rise of antievolution sentiments in Britain where
Darwin’s theory was introduced and reactions to evolution in the US is helpful to

understanding the political dimension of this issue. In Britain, antievolution was
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associated with the implied shift of authority that challenged the clerical control of the
church over issues of citizen and state. Furthermore, recall from the previous discussion,
Huxley sold evolution to the general public in a progress narrative whereby the underdog
had a viable chance to advance their social situation by sheer grit and grind. For the
general public in Britain, evolution held the promises of relief from clerical rule and the
possibility of upward mobility. Rather than clerical control, the US religious society
already embodied a heritage of an anti-establishment “philosophy of common sense” and
Reformed theology that granted authority to individuals to discern truth and goodness for
themselves via their own innate sensibilities (McCalla 2013). McCalla writes that
“common-sense philosophy justified anti-colonial resistance by placing the innate moral
truths of justice and the right of individuals to be governed by the dictates of their
consciences rather than external authorities above the traditional authority of King and
Parliament” (2013, 178). The notion of common-sense philosophy has a long, winding
and branching history of acceptance, rejection, and acceptance again, but in the context of
the US political history, its overwhelming endorsement coincides with a time when “the
cry everywhere was for independence, practicality, self-sufficiency, and universal
political empowerment” (Noll 2002, 211). This movement translated into both an
isolation from British thought and politics (including an isolation from theistic evolution
which was associated with the Britain perspective) and an association in the early 20"
century of Darwinism with higher criticism and anything else deemed to undermine
popular authority (McCalla 2013). In the US at this time, an undermining of popular

authority might well be understood as an undermining of church authority.
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Antievolutionism in the US in the early part of the 20" century involved a bit of
an inverted perspective of the original Huxley scenario. Christianity in the US was
represented by a widening division between moderate and fundamentalist Christians
(Webb 1994, 72). The former, a burgeoning majority in some regions, accepted higher
criticism, at least to a limited degree, endorsed an allegorical interpretation of the Bible,
and maintained a faith that by most accounts appeared rather adaptable to the bumpy
world of scientific discovery, but the latter not so much (McCalla 2013, 183-6; Webb
1994, 72). In the US, individualistic philosophies were challenging the role and necessity
of providence, and education and unbelief were capturing the young minds of the next
generation of congregants. Social degradation was attributed to “the law of the jungle”
being substituted “for the teaching of Christ” (Numbers 2006, 56). Within the US, the
constituency of liberal Christians who were adapting to advances in science and
education was growing and threatening traditional doctrines prevalent among Protestant
Christianity, particularly the US evangelicals. In Britain, Huxley and his compatriots
were bent on exploiting the dynamic idea of evolution to disrupt the social order and
open the doors to the excluded majorities, but in the US, evolution was being attacked in
an attempt to shore up the ideals and power of the diminishing religious majorities. Their
movement was part of an attempt to preserve a Christian social order and political
authority that seemed to be slipping into the modern abyss (Larson 1997; 2008).

McCalla (2013) explains that what had begun earlier as “reactionary biblicism
crystallized into Fundamentalism early in the twentieth century,” and a political battle of
epistemologies began with a new ferocity (191). The first organized antievolution

movement in the US began with conservative Christian factions at the turn of the 20"
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century (Numbers 2006; Larson 2008). Antievolutionism as a staple of Christian
Fundamentalism was formalized in a number of ways. For example, a series of pamphlets
entitled The Fundamentals was published between 1910 and 1915 in which the key
doctrines of true Christian faith were articulated.>* These documents were circulated
widely in a call-to-arms fashion. In the first volume of this publication, one writer, James
Orr makes accommodation for a very limited form of theistic evolution, but states
unequivocally that “evolution is not to be identified ofthand with Darwinism” (vol. 4,
96), and that the foundation of everything in the rest of the Bible rests on the stories of
“Genesis and the facts which they embody” (vol. 4, 97), but a few volumes later, Henry
Beach (vol. 8) explicitly rejects evolution. In close quarters were a number of anti-
evolutionist preachers such as William Riley, John Straton, and Frank Norris who incited
public endorsement of strong antievolution sentiments (Numbers 2006, 61).

Darwinian theory undermined biblical authority and garnered strong reactions. In
Britain, the undermining of biblical authority was accommodated by the rise of the
acceptance of theistic evolution, and evolution promised to wrestle fate from the hands of
God and the clerics and situate it in a meritocracy. In the US, however, evolution
undermined the literal reading of the Bible, its inerrant status, and the cultural and
political clout of Protestant Christianity. The emergence of the antievolutionist movement

was, to a large extent, an attempt to safeguard the Christian church and state.

24 The Internet Archives website provides a downloadable digitized version of volumes 1-12 of The
Fundamentals. This is the source to which I refer. It can be found here:
https://archive.org/details/MN40295ucmf 2. Last accessed June 28, 2014. The date of publication for each
volume is not clearly identified in this source, so I will identify specific references by volume number and
page number. See bibliography for complete citation.
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3.3.3 Developing Antievolutionism: Creationism

The emergence of early antievolutionism required some formal tools for
resistance. As we have seen, antievolutionism emerged from a resistance to social
Darwinism that, being sold as a narrative of progress, engendered individualistic
philosophies and social-organizing practices that evangelical Christians in particular
found to be immoral and socially destructive. Furthermore, evolution undermined biblical
authority which in turn undermined the cultural and political power of Protestant
Christianity in the US. In the development of early antievolutionism the antievolution
methodology was solidified. I will show this by outlining the development of creationism
and later creation science as a formalized attempt to counter evolution.

There is a bit a groundwork that needs to be done first, however. “Creationism,”
as it is used here, refers to the assertion of the Genesis narrative of origins as a literal
historical event. Creationists in the early part of the 20" century sought scientific
evidence to support the Genesis story. “Creation science” appears in the mid-twentieth
century and asserts the Genesis story as a scientific text. Creation science employs more
formal scientific language and arguments. This work will not focus on a detailed
comparison between the two. Generally, uses of the term “creationism” can be
understood as referring to the events and ideas in the first half of the 20™ century
pertaining to assertions of the empirical evidence of the Genesis creation story and
“creation science” as referring to later development of these assertions.

The development of creationism marks a transition in the resistance to evolution.
It is in this context that the various elements of the antievolution methodology that I have

been suggesting come together. Darwinian-era critiques reappear, social evolution stands
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for biological evolution, and objections to evolution are disassociated from biology. What
is added to this mix is the symbolic use of science and the collecting of any and all
academic credentials of any type to bolster credibility.

This methodology is situated in the doctrine of certainty. To see how this
methodology comes together I will first revisit the doctrine of certainty in its connection
to the Christian worldview, the impact of this connection to the uptake of a selective
scientific vocabulary by Christian Fundamentalists, and the formation of a solid
antievolution methodological template. Early antievolutionism was transformed into
creationism and creation science in an attempt to thwart the rise of Darwinian thought.

The doctrine of certainty once again played an important role in the development
of antievolutionism. In discussions of the Darwinian-era critiques, critics argued that
Darwin’s theory was speculative because rather than offering conclusive proof, it offered
probability or the consilience of inductions as strong supporting evidence. The scientific
community, however, wanted conclusive evidence and many rejected Darwin’s thesis.
The utility of evolutionary theory eventually quieted dissent, but the probability of
evolutionary development, for many, was a feeble rival to the certainty of the divine
Creator.

According to William Jennings Bryan (1925), the face of US antievolutionism at
the Scopes Trial, the theory of evolution substitutes chance for the concrete word of God,
therefore, evolution should be rejected. In his indictment against evolution and in direct

reference to Darwin’s work, Bryan, writes:

If the results of evolution were unimportant, one
might require less proof in support of the
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hypothesis; but, before accepting a new philosophy

of life built upon a materialistic foundation, we have

reason to demand something more than guesses:

“we may well suppose” is not a sufficient substitute

for “thus saith the Lord.” (np)
The word of God, understood as an absolute and certain Truth, was the bedrock of a
society that had enacted statutes, institutions and various social-organizing strategies on
its basis. Darwinian evolution seemed to be a fray in the seam, thus, in a re-stitch attempt,
those opposed to the social implications painted it as ostensibly wrong: “The sun rises
with sufficient regularity to become a striking phenomenon, and we have discovered a
tendency towards sunrises. Speculation is invoked, but speculation died with the great
god Pan when Jesus was born. Scientific observations are dumb, except to say that all
God’s creatures are fearfully and wonderfully made” (Beach, The Fundamentals, vol 8,
36).

Indeed, at the top of the list of essential doctrines, according to The
Fundamentals, was an uncompromising commitment to the inerrancy of the Bible
(McCalla 2013, 192-7). Biblical inerrancy is the perspective that the Bible is the
divinely-inspired Word of God. As such, it contains no mistakes, does not contradict the
natural sciences, and if approached with common sense and an open-minded Baconian-
like inductive methodology, then one will find current and relevant Truth in a
straightforward reading of the text (McCalla, 2013, 186). In this perspective, “the words
of the Bible, therefore, are not hostages to history but transparently express the true and
changeless will of God” (McCalla 2013, 186). What constituted biblical inerrancy,

however, was up for debate, as the inerrant Bible was entirely dependent on an “inerrant”

interpretation. This is to say that although various factions of adherents to biblical
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inerrancy agreed on the fundamental points, there was disagreement and debate about
which interpretations were most accurate.? This debate played a key role in the
development of a formal creationism from the more generic antievolutionism.

Even though the rejection of evolution as a socially degrading system was a major
priority at the turn of the century, in regards to the scientific realm, many of those
committed to biblical inerrancy had adopted an interpretation of the Genesis creation
story that accommodated some degree of scientific discovery. In circulation, for example,
were a number of ancient earth friendly interpretations of Genesis such as the “Day-Age”
theory that posited each day of creation story as an indeterminate amount of time thus
allowing for a limited form of theistic evolution, and the “Ruin and Restoration” theory
that allowed for an uncertain lengthy duration of time and a catastrophic event (or
multiple events) prior to the restorative six-day creation (Numbers 2006, 10). As
McCalla points out, such interpretive practices allowed for reconciliation of sorts
between scientific insight and biblical inerrancy. However, Darwinian evolution
transgressed the inerrancy principle when understood to be denying the special creation
of species and espousing natural force in lieu of a personal God and Savior (McCalla

2013, 196).

25 Nancy Ammerman (1994) explains that in order for Fundamentalists to maintain their commitment to an
inerrant Bible, they must employ careful interpretation practices, and these practices are highly dependent
on one’s community in which interpretation is vetted. Those in positions of authority within such
communities, such as teachers and pastors, play a substantial role in the exegesis (61). She writes that “the
more people are immersed in the Fundamentalist community of discourse, the more easily they accept the
Bible as completely accurate” (61). Discrepancies often arise when biblical passages conflict with
contemporary scientific knowledge, such as in Leviticus 11:6: “The rabbit, though it chews the cud...”
Several hermeneutical techniques can be employed to reconcile the two: the given passage can be
designated as poetry or metaphor, the passage can be removed from its literal and/or historical context, the
superficial meaning of the texts is ignored; or passages that appear to anticipate contemporary scientific
insights are highlighted, and there are likely more techniques one could add (Ammerman 1994, 61;
McCalla 2013, 192-5). If the community and its ideological commitments and articulations thereof are
strong, however, adherents “are more likely to question the validity of science than to doubt the unfailing
work of God” (Ammerman 1994, 61).
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Although many religious factions had accepted a form of theistic evolution, for
many evangelical Christians the compromise of theological evolution was irreconcilable
with biblical doctrine, and natural selection was attacked as conceptual tool of the devil.
Furthermore, the Scopes trial had brought to the fore questions and perspectives on the
definition, limits, and boundaries of “science.” For many, Darwinism equated to atheism
and demanded a complete refusal. Science that could not garner the same degree of
certainty as the biblical record was bad science at best or not science at all. 2

Many of the Darwinian-era critiques re-appear in antievolutionist discourse in the
early part of the 20" century. For example, the key reason given for the rejection of
evolution by antievolutionists was that it was just guesswork drawn from a shoddy
methodology. In one chapter of The Fundamentals entitled “The Decadence of
Darwinism,” (vol. 8) the author, Henry Beach, argues that Darwin’s work was
“marvelously unscientific” and that Darwin was “imaginative and careless in his
observations” (47). Antievolutionist crusader William B. Riley challenged the theoretical
veracity of evolution and writes that “the first and most important reason for its
elimination is the unquestioned fact that evolution is not a science; it is a hypothesis only,
a speculation” (inside quote, Numbers 2006, 65). George Frederick Wright (The
Fundamentals, vol. 7, 5-20), offered what appears to be the most ‘technical’ review of the

thesis. Apparently drawing on the assertions of physicist Lord Kelvin that the earth was

26 McCalla (2006) notes two elements significant to the rejection of all modes of Darwinian evolution
including theistic ones: an increase of coherency within the Fundamentalist movement asserted the primacy
of biblical inerrancy in reaction to the impact of higher criticism and a decline of credentialed Christian
scientists asserting theistic evolution (158). In this context, within the Fundamentalist camp a strong
commitment to biblical creationism became one of its defining characteristics. While evolution by natural
selection was gaining support within the scientific realms, it was being dismissed in religious realms, and a
significant disparity between modern science and Fundamentalist Christians emerged (McCalla 2006, 158).
Fundamentalists on one hand shunned modern science, but on the other, clamored to make their claims
more “scientific.”
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much younger than had been established by Lyell, a key factor in the development of
Darwin’s theory (Bowler 2009b), Wright argues that the geological age of the earth is
insufficient to account for the time required for the gradual processes of development
posited by the theory of natural selection and concluded that Darwinian evolution was
unsalvageably void of proof (The Fundamentals, vol. 7, 5-20). It was theory not fact.

Though Wright recycles Darwinian-era critiques, the way in which scientific
discourse is used indicates that science is symbolic, unlike in their articulation by the
originators of these critiques. Wright notes various discussions taking place in the realms
of biology such as genetics and heritability but engages only those “technical” elements
that can be cleanly discredited by a biblical perspective. The age of the earth as suggested
by evolutionary theory is clearly contradicted by the biblical record, thus for Wright, it
was clearly wrong. As though such “proof” of the impossibility of evolution was
insufficient, Wright tacks on a rehearsal of an argument previously offered by St George
Mivart. Mivart, some fifty years earlier (in Hull 1973), had argued that incipient stages of
organisms would not offer a positive fitness value thus would not be selected for in the
evolutionary process. As such, he could not see how natural selection as a gradual
accumulation of developmental changes could be a true premise. Though not citing
directly, Wright adds that special creation as described in the Genesis account offers the
best explanation. The point to be made here is that Wright identifies himself as being
privy to the scientific community, but this is only a type of pageantry because although
he cites the biological discourse of the time he does not engage it.

In other words, Wright uses science symbolically, as a rhetorical device. Anti-

Darwinian theories of evolution abounded at this time, such as Morgan’s mutationism,
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but Wright does not even note these let alone evaluate them in any objective manner.
There were many critics who had factually well-grounded reasons to reject Darwinian
evolution and in fact, as we learned, most evolutionary scientists at the time were not
Darwinian. But this matters little because Wright’s focus was on asserting the biblical
narrative and his audience was not the scientific community but the religious contingent
of a traditional Christianity. This discussion of evolution had little to do with biology and
lots to do with shoring up the faithful. Utilizing science symbolically detaches it from its
context and may indeed deflect the audience’s attention from actual scientific discourse.

In Wright’s assessment a precedent is set in the antievolution movement that
contributed to an antievolution methodological template in which science is employed as
symbolic authority, detached almost entirely from the context of discovery and its
findings, and utilized as tool of persuasion or reassurance for those already sympathetic
to a Christian worldview. For those committed to the Genesis account of creation, design
by God was a legitimate scientific claim that could be supported by empirical evidence
and inductive reasoning, and it could be grounded in biblical certainty.

Luckily, Fundamentalists had a prolific contributor to the development of
creationism who blazed the trail of the antievolution methodology. George McCready
Price, a Seventh Day Adventist from Atlantic Canada at the turn of the 20™ century, took
on the project of science and biblical inerrancy and added structure to the emerging
antievolutionist protocol. Price’s scientific background amounted to a few introductory
courses in the natural sciences (Numbers 2006, 91). In The Fundamentals of Geology
(1913) Price constructs an elaborate argument, replete with images, charts, and fold-out

maps, for flood geology—a theory that utilized the biblical account of Noah’s flood as an
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investigative framework and as a causal explanation for the earth’s geological contours.

He extends flood geology to creation in the following way (1913):

these contemporary documents, taken from the

rocky pages of nature’s diary, which thus become

such conclusive vouchers for the Biblical story of

the Deluge, compel us to go back of all this and face

the problem of Creation itself; for if this world

catastrophe has intervened, and if we cannot be sure

that one type of life is older than another, inexorable

logic will compel us to acknowledge the great fact

of a literal Creation of doubtless all the various

distinct types of life (Man included) at

approximately one time. (255)
Price’s work made virtually no impression on the scientific community, but his work did
become extremely popular within Fundamentalist circles, and it became a key element in
the development of alternative scientific and educational institutions whose objective was
evangelism: spreading the good news of creation—and salvation, by extension (Numbers
2006, 121). For believers of this sort, meaning and purpose all pointed to the perfection to
be achieved in a future heavenly realm.

“Scientific creationism,” as this model of argument came to be known in the

1960s, was the tool whereby Fundamentalists publicly attacked evolution and preached a
return to the inerrant Bible as a principal article of faith. Practitioners in this field drew
inspiration from the work of Louis Agassiz, a well-respected and highly credentialed
Harvard scientist who had responded during the Darwinian-era critiques (Numbers 2006,
19). Though not a creationist or biblical literalist in the same way as creationists in line

with the Fundamentalist ideals, his work provided some important elements for the

antievolutionist template. Agassiz rejected evolution almost in its entirety because it
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undermined his own scientific commitment to idealist morphology (Numbers 2006, 19).
He argued that although change and variation did occur, they did not occur to the extent
of propagating new species (in Hull 1973, 440). It was Agassiz’s approach, however, that
was significant for future creationists: It boasted a highly credentialed scientist with
objections that adhered to the notion of special creation and were formulated in a detailed
formal technical manner.

Though it took some time for McCready’s work to gain wide acceptance within
Fundamentalist circles, it became a staple for scientific creationists as it provided a
science/Bible coupling that relinquished the need for Darwinian explanations of any kind.
This is not to say that they were a unified force. There were various interpretations of
Genesis that accommodated contemporary science to some degree and variations that
sometimes contradicted each other (Numbers 2006, 120). What they did have in
common, however, was the commitment to the idea that purpose and direction was
obvious and everywhere present. The “science” of creationism, modeled on McCready’s
approach, provided an important focus, resolving theoretical and interpretational
differences (123). This time, science, if it could still be called such, was accommodated
to the Bible rather than the Bible accommodated to science as had generally been the case

previously.

3.3.4 Section Summary
There are some important points to take from this discussion. Religious response
to evolution was in many ways not really a response to Darwinian evolution per se. It was

a response to Social Darwinism. This is not to say that the biological core of Darwinism
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was something entirely different, the two are tightly intertwined, but in the context of the
Fundamentalism, Social Darwinism was primary. Understandably then, there was less
immersion in scientific discourse than in earlier responses. Furthermore, religious
objectors were citing some very legitimate social and moral concerns that might trouble
many—religious or not. The distinction between the scientific theory of evolution and the
social theory of evolution as brought out in the discussion thus far is important because it
flags a significant bifurcation between science and religion that influences the emergence
and trajectory of the antievolution movement.

Religious reaction involved resistance to evolutionary theory as it was applied to
the social domain and as such it threatened traditional loci of power and authority.
Though there are likely many more factors, this resistance to evolution stems from a
perceived threat to the authenticity, thus the authority, of the Bible. Such a threat
undermined the basis of faith for many, and in the US in particular, this threat not only
undermined personal beliefs, it also undermined national identity. The proliferation of
Darwinism in social and political realms seemed to open a legitimate alternative to strict
Protestant social and political structure. In reaction to these threats, antievolutionism was
written into official (more or less) Fundamentalist doctrine.

The history of Darwinian evolution as translated into a political philosophy was
seen to endorse an individualist morality, to undermine biblical and Church authority, and
spurred antievolution endeavors. Furthermore, the development of a science that
contested biblical authority raised the ire of many in a country whose history and identity
were supported by a sacred narrative in which a vast number of citizens understood their

place in the global landscape as being of divine providence and governed by sacred
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principles and ideals. That a contrary science such as evolution could flourish in public
institutions such as public schools, despite its contestation by the majority of people,
raised the profile of the prolific power of science and seemed to brandish the threat of the
diminishing power of democratic process.

The development of creationism and creation science brings all the elements of
the antievolution methodology together. Darwinian-era critiques reappear, social
evolution stands for biological evolution, and objections to evolution are detached from
biology. In addition, the work of early creationists provided a template of sorts by
utilizing scientific language and credentials to bolster credibility. This methodology is
connected to the doctrine of certainty in that the probability of evolution, to many, was
nothing compared to the certainty of the Bible. Here the methodology is set, in the next

section, we will see how it is refined.

3.4 From Creation Science to Intelligent Design

Several significant legal contests have erupted that have shaped and shifted the
eventual transition of creationism into ID. The antievolution methodology was forged and
refined, to a significant degree, via a call and response type of relationship between the
creationists and the state. This exchange pushed creationists to make creationism more

“scientific.”
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The Establishment Clause in the First Amendment to the US Constitution has
been the battle ground of the creationists and objectors.?” In each of the trials since the
mid-20™ century, the teaching of creationism has been deemed as having religious
elements and has thus been prohibited in public classrooms. After each defeat,
creationists successively moved to re-conceptualize creationism in more scientific terms
leading to the appearance of ID, which is purported to be a theory that is free of all
religious connotations. To show this it is necessary to briefly discuss several things: key
legal contests leading up to the appearance of ID; the role of the Discovery Institute—ID
headquarters, so to speak; and the Dover Trial—a legal contest in 2005 that specifically
addressed the scientific status of ID. This is, once again, part of the US history, though its

ripples have traveled far and wide.

3.4.1 Creationism and the Law

The antievolution movement has oscillated and shape-shifted over the course of
the past century, but the main thrust of its approach remains intact. The antievolutionists
have been engaged in a series of legal contests centered on the teaching of evolution and
creationism that increasingly restricted teaching creationism in public schools as
evolution became accepted within mainstream science; the response to these contests was
a major factor in how the movement developed and how its methodology was refined.

Though there remains a large contingent of adherents to traditional forms of creationism,

%7 The Establishment Clause of the First Amendment reads: “Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of
the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress of
grievances.” The aim of this amendment is to ensure religious freedom by prohibiting state-sanctioned
privileging of one religion over another (Cornell University Law School:
http://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/first amendment. Last accessed May 21, 2014).
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ID is largely the contemporary face of this movement. The following is a very brief
overview of the major cases and their influence on this movement.

In the early years of the twentieth century, a movement led by William Jennings
Bryan sought to enact a series of antievolution laws as protest against a dwindling of
faith, among other social ills, that he saw as a direct consequence of the proliferation of
Darwinism (Larson 1997, 3). The introduction of The Butler Act in the state of Tennessee
banned the teaching of evolution in public schools and became the target of the American
Civil Liberties Union in a bid to challenge both the specifics of the law and contemporary
mainstream ideas of science and religion more broadly (Larson 1997, 3).

The Scopes Trial in 1925 is undoubtedly the most famous antievolutionist event,
and although education was technically the topic at issue, this trial clearly held substantial
political implications. Tennessee was the first state to enact a law strong enough to tempt
legal challenge and attract the attention lawyers from the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU) and renowned labor lawyer Clarence Darrow. This trial essentially constituted a
public debate on not only evolution but the veracity of biblical inerrancy and the right of
the people to administer their own academic curriculum (Larson 1997). The Scopes Trial
highlighted the crux of the matter: how to protect the political-religious domain from
science that threatens (or is perceived to threaten) traditional beliefs and undermines a
traditional understanding of the world the basis of social authority. From this perspective,
rejection of evolution is an understandable position and the development of
antievolutionism a logical response. Creationism officially won out in this trial, but
according to media coverage that followed the decision, there was no clear cut winner

(Larson 1997).
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Antievolutionists at this time were not yet well prepared to effectively tackle
evolution, and despite the technical win, creationism received a great deal of very
negative publicity. Prior to the Scopes Trial, even though antievolutionist thought was
prevalent, there was a decided shortfall of (technical) creationists—adherents to special
creation with the academic credibility to offer sustained critique (Numbers 2006, 59). The
evangelical world was splintered among various versions of creationism, some of which
were more accommodating to evolution than others, and this dilution weakened
antievolutionist initiatives. In an early unite-the-right kind of movement, a network of
alternative “scientific” institutions, societies and journals was developed (Numbers 2006,
121). Creationism, the authentication of the Genesis record by empirical evidence,
became a primary research program in a move to bring cohesion to the creation story and
restore certainty as a basis of truth and authority (Numbers 2006, 120). Creationists
translated biblical narrative into scientific empiricist-like formulations that launched a
multifunctional punch at Darwinian evolution, at least in the eyes of the faithful. They
sought to build on the efforts of Price and draw correlations between biblical history and
the natural world. This move rebranded evolutionary possibility as a dangerous
uncertainty, and it repositioned scientific authority to authenticate a literal biblical
interpretation. In the process a robust antievolutionist approach was laid out.

Over the next several decades, a series of laws similar to Tennessee’s Butler Act
were enacted and challenged in many American states, culminating in the Epperson v.
Arkansas trial in 1968. Prior to this case, Arkansas law prohibited the teaching of
evolution in public schools. This trial successfully brought down one of the last

antievolution laws and firmly established creationism as a religious doctrine, thus, in
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violation of the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment when cited as a foundation
for public school policy or as part of the public school curriculum (Larson 1997).

The Epperson v. Arkansas case sparked a concentrated effort to construct
creationism as a legitimate area of scientific research. Creation Science or Scientific
Creationism, as it became known, was the centerpiece of this movement. The element of
technical presentation was added to the elements established earlier, moved to the top of
the agenda, and association with the Bible was lowered from view (Numbers 2006, 271).
Established earlier, the Creation Research Society for example, under the guidance of
Henry Morris, well known co-author along with John Whitcomb of The Genesis Flood
(1961)—a text that presented the case for diluvial geology, and a young earth in defense
of biblical inerrancy—began producing and distributing educational material presented in
scientific language and utilizing a scientific model (Larson 2003, 92; Numbers 2006,
226-8). The idea was that by raising the scientific profile and lowering the biblical one,
creationism could be reintroduced to the science classroom without transgressing the
Establishment Clause.

Yet, in the tradition of the earlier Fundamentalists, science was primarily used
symbolically. Creation science material had three ambitions: to assert the scientific
validity of creationism, to elide its biblical basis, and to undermine evolutionary theory
(Numbers 2006, 271). Scientific engagement or discovery was not part of the agenda
because creationists were not concerned with the transmutation of species as they were
with the transmutation of (Christian) citizens.

Creation science publications were widely popular within Fundamentalist circles

and were leveraged to launch legal initiatives. With the support of this substantial
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following and pursuant to the erasure of antievolution legislation, creationist advocates
utilized the scientific packaging of creationism as grounds for introducing equal time
legislation in both Arkansas and Louisiana in 1981. This legislation required the teaching
of both evolution and creationism as part of the standard science curriculum (Larson
2003, 135). Both bills were successfully challenged and creation science was once again
declared to be religious and unscientific, thus inappropriate for the science classroom
(Larson 2003).

In 1987, the Edwards v. Aguillard case marked a major development in the
history of antievolutionism and the development of ID. In this case, the teaching of
creation science, even with its new scientific veneer, was yet again outlawed in public
schools because its tenets were deemed religious thus in conflict with the Establishment
Clause (Larson 2003, 6). Following this decision, creationists sought ways to repackage
creationism in a way that would ramp up the scientific element even further and make it
legally viable in a science classroom. One way that advocates sought to do this was to
make it more generic by utilizing the phrase “intelligent design” in lieu of “creation”
(Lebo 2008, 139). It is at this time that the idea of intelligent design began to surface in a
notable way, though at first it was not openly associated with creation science (Lebo
2008, 143). This trial is significant because it marked the explicit beginning of the ID
movement, which sought to not merely downplay association of the Bible with
creationism but to sever the connection almost entirely—at least in appearance. The idea
was that if it was articulated only in scientific terms, then it could not be excluded based

on its religious context or inspiration.
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The impact of this decision cannot be understated. Berkman and Plutzer (2010)

explain it thus:

The cumulative impact of the Epperson and Aguillard

cases was to eliminate from consideration a wide range

of public policies that might be favored by the

majority of citizens in most states. State governments

— their legislatures, state boards of education, textbook

commissions, and local school boards — could not

endorse the biblical story of creation, could not

endorse “creation science,” and could not ban

evolution entirely. (20)
If this issue merely concerned textbook content, it may not have generated such pointed
and sustained interest, but at the heart of this particular aspect of the controversy is a
rehash of Bryan’s earlier concerns at the time of the Scopes Trial.

Bryan’s efforts were largely concentrated on keeping social power in the hands of
the “common man:” “Teachers in public schools must teach what the taxpayers desire
taught,” Bryan argued (1925, np). From the beginning this debate has been riddled by a
contest over social control: in a democracy, collective action is (ideally, perhaps) to be
harnessed to the will of the majority. Though a simple and noble ideal, it raises a host of
potential problems. Perhaps the majority is “wrong.” It may be that the majority wishes to
constrain the liberties of minority groups, or lacks the expertise necessary to make
judgments on issues that are most important to them. One might question the parameters
and extent of the power of the majority. On one hand, it may be sufficient for the
majority to elect the “right” person for the job, on the other, perhaps the majority should

oversee all the activities of the “right” person once they take their position. Discussion of

the philosophy and scope of democracy exceeds the objectives of this project, but the
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point to be made here is that concern with social power and influence, rather than
scientific knowledge, structures this discourse early on and is carried into the
development of ID (Berkman and Plutzer 2010).

The tussle between creationism and the law has had a dramatic impact on the
development of antievolution methodology. Through these series of cases, creationists
tested both the legal and scientific limits of creationism and adapted accordingly. For
example, since the versions of creationism asserted thus far have been rejected,
creationists have progressively moved to divorce creationism from its biblical roots and

instead assert what appears to be a secular scientific theory—ID.

3.4.2 The Discovery Institute

The translation of “creation science” into “intelligent design” amounts to
rebranding of creationism. Although the name changed, those committed to this
perspective remained committed to the earlier objectives of influence and persuasion, and
the key elements of the antievolution methodology were carried forward into the new
framework. The appearance of the Discovery Institute in the early 1990s heralded not just
new terminology but a new and improved creationist formulation.

ID advocates utilized and improved on the antievolutionist approach. As will be
examined more fully in the following chapter, ID has adopted many of the Darwinian-era
critiques and has connected them to the notion of evolution as a hallmark of uncertainty
thus an unreliable and dangerous source of knowledge. The Discovery Institute brought
together an association of highly credentialed personnel. It was (and still is) spearheaded

by a number of PhD holders listed on their site as “Fellows” from a number of disciplines
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with an assortment of publications that proffer a sophisticated attack on Darwinian
evolution. Although I will discuss the element of Bible/science coupling in the following
chapter, it is important to note here that one of the greatest strengths of ID is that this
coupling is camouflaged by the technical presentation. This, of course, was the explicit
and intentional design of is progenitors.

Even with this reinvention of creationism, the key objectives remain stable. The

Discovery Institute describes itself as such:

An inter-disciplinary community of scholars and policy

advocates dedicated to the reinvigoration of traditional

Western principles and institutions and the worldview from

which they issued. Discovery Institute has a special

concern for the role that science and technology play in our

culture and how they can advance free markets, illuminate

public policy and support the theistic foundations of the

West. 2
This description offers a broad idea of its goals, but it is not specific as to the types of
policies or cultural ideals that are of importance. One can infer that “traditional Western
principles” and “the worldview from which they issued” refers to a Judeo-Christian
heritage upon which the bulk of social and legal ideals and institutions are based, given
that these are the “theistic foundations of the West.”

In the early years of the Discovery Institute, a sub-center was established to focus

explicitly on ID. The founders of the Center for the Renewal of Science and Culture, as it

was called, drafted a specific vision for the center. Known as the “Wedge Document,”

28 The full document can be found here: http://www.discovery.org/about.php. Last accessed June 26, 2014.
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this manifesto of sorts spelled out the group’s ideals and long-range objectives.? In this
document, proponents claim that evolutionary thinking has poisoned the cultural
landscape and redress requires a plethora of ID research, publications, dissemination, and
legal/policy initiatives.

The central claim of the “Wedge Document” is that evolutionary theory has
severely infected Western society. The argument is that evolution undermines human
uniqueness and the notion of human spirituality, asserts a materialistic perspective, and
portrays humans as “animals or machines who inhabit a universe ruled by purely
impersonal forces and whose behavior and very thought were dictated by the unbending
forces of biology, chemistry, and environment” (“The Wedge,” intro page). In this
account, without the concept of divine creation there is no recourse to the realm of
objective moral standards that has been creationism’s historical companion. As a result,
the argument goes, moral relativism takes root and a mishmash of unjustifiable and
problematic social institutions and social-organizing practices emerge. Furthermore, in a
materialistic reality the concept of personal responsibility becomes challenging due to the
implication that “human thoughts and behaviors are dictated by our biology and
environment” (intro page). There is little to dispute in the argument that ID grew from
creation science.

While creation science advocates were pecking away at public education, ID
advocates were poised to launch an all-out culture war. And they did just that. Writings

and publications by ID fellows have been virtually completely rejected by peer-reviewed

2 The source document to which I refer can be found here:
http://ncse.com/files/pub/creationism/The Wedge Strategy.pdf. Last accessed June 28, 2014. This source
does not identify the specific author. I will reference it with the page number as: “The Wedge.”
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journals, have not generated new research, and are void of credit in the scientific
community. Yet the Discovery Institute continues to flourish, their books and media
productions are popular sellers, and the fellows enjoy a steady demand for their public
speaking services (Phy-Olsen 2010, 63). Furthermore, though not in total alignment with
the remaining creation science proponents, ID enjoys a generous segment of the
multimillion dollar creationist marketplace (Phy-Olsen 2010). All of this success is in

spite of its non-science status.

3.4.3 The Dover Trial

In 2002, a confrontation between evolution and ID began to brew that would
make the connection between creationism and ID explicit and, from a legal point,
establish that ID is not science. Several prominent members of the Dover Pennsylvania
School Board began to verbalize objections during official school board meetings to a
state-sanctioned biology text, and their objections included a seeding of their desire to see
ID taught alongside evolution (Lebo 2008). Their complaints were focused on the extent
to which the Darwinian theory of evolution permeated the text with absolutely no
reference to alternative theories (Lebo 2008). With the support of the Discovery Institute,
the school board introduced a new policy to be implemented in January 2005.

The new policy required grade nine science teachers to read a brief statement in
class. The statement contained three explicit objectives: to alert students to gaps and
issues with Darwinian evolution; to undermine its status as a scientific theory; and to
introduce students to the theory of ID (Lebo 2008; Scott 2009). Objecting board members

resigned and several teachers refused to read the statement. In December 2004, the
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ACLU, representing eleven parents from the Dover district, filed a lawsuit claiming that
the policy was in violation of the Establishment Clause because it was religiously
motivated and reflected a particular religious perspective. The Dover School Board was
represented by The Thomas More Law Center, a strongly conservative Christian
organization located in Ann Arbor, Michigan.

The case was decided in favor of the parents. In the opening arguments by ACLU
lawyer Eric Rothschild claimed that the Dover school board “changed the science
curriculum to advance a specific religious viewpoint, and in doing so, they ignored
accepted scientific knowledge, failed to avail themselves of the advice of established
scientific organizations, and ignored their own science teachers who opposed the change
to the science curriculum” (Kitzmiller v. Dover Sept. 26, 2005, 5:8-14).3° And in the final
decision, the presiding judge agreed.

Of Pandas and People (Davis, Keynon, and Thaxton 1993), a key creation
science text, was a major piece of evidence in this case. This text is a creation science
text that was widely used as an educational resource by evangelical Christians. Shortly
after the Edwards v. Aguillard decision (1987), a second version of this text was hastily
readied where the term “creator” was replaced with “intelligent designer” while the
remainder of the text remained intact. In the Dover trial, Barbara Forrest, a witness for
the plaintiffs and author of an extensive investigative report on the history and

development of ID, presented a telling discovery of one incident in the original transcript

30 The transcripts of the Dover trial are available here: http://www.aclupa.org/our-
work/legal/legaldocket/intelligentdesigncase/dovertrialtranscripts/. Last accessed June 28, 2014. I reference
these in the following way: “Kitzmiller v. Dover,” date, page number and lines of the transcript. See
bibliography for full citation.
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of the second edition where the term “creationists” was incorrectly replaced by “design
proponents” resulting in “cdesign proponentsists” (Lebo 2008, 140 ). The Dover decision
ruled that “intelligent design” connotes creationism and ID advocates had made a
conscious effort to camouflage its creationist basis. Creation science starts to disappear
where ID begins.

Scholars have commented on the apparent inverse relationship between the use of
the terms “creationism” and “intelligent design” in relation to a fairly consistently shared
set of concepts. Philip Kitcher (2007) writes that “Christian writings about Darwinism
have shown that as a the fortunes of ‘scientific creationism’—the favored alternative of
the 1970s and the 1980s—have waned, references to “creation science” have given way
to citations of “intelligent design” without other perturbations of the prose” (6). Apart
from Forrest’s explicit testimony in this regard, a rather new tool adds some empirical
weight to this observation.

Over the past several years, Google has undertaken the project of digitizing texts
and has amassed a searchable corpus of more than five million books or 4% of all books
ever printed dating as far back as 1800 (Michel et al. 2011, np). This collection can be
searched using a publically available tool called the Ngram Viewer. With this tool,
researchers have developed a field of study referred to as “Culturomics” that seeks to
quantify cultural trends (Michel et al. 2011). Research with this tool shows correlations
between the usage of words/phrases and major cultural events such as one might expect.
For example, this tool shows that usage of the word “slavery” peaked during the 1860s,
the time of the Civil War. One group of researchers in this area writes that “cultural

change guides the concepts we discuss...Linguistic change, which, of course, has cultural
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roots, affects the words we use for those concepts” (Michel et al. 2011, np). These
researchers provide numerous such examples.

Figure 2, shown below, shows the results of a search for the usage of the terms

99 CCs

“atheism,” “intelligent design,

99 ¢

creationism,” and “creation science” since 1980. What is
particularly interesting in this visual is that there is a rather striking correspondence to
what scholars have suggested in regards to the invariance of the use of the terms
“creationism” and “intelligent design.” Moreover, the point at which “creationism” and
“intelligent design” intersect is very close to the 2005 mark, the very year of the Dover
Trial. This exercise is not meant as a robust study of any sort, but it does suggest that the

textual changes that Forrest discovers are in line with a broader textual and cultural shift.
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There are several important points to be taken forward. ID has been forged from
creationism in response to legal battles that have excluded it from the science classroom.
The transition was an explicit attempt to detach creationism from its religious context,
and its primary objective is to influence culture more generally. Furthermore, ID is
disregarded by the scientific community as non-science and it was deemed as non-science

by the court, most recently, in the Dover trial of 2005.

3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter I have endeavored to establish a key point of the guiding argument
of this dissertation: ID is not about science in any conventional way. In so doing, [ have
attempted to show that ID is continuous with earlier creationism, not in content—that is
the aim of the next chapter—but in its process of becoming. This process of becoming is
at once a product and producer of an antievolutionist methodology that has developed
and adapted to and with the dynamic cultural and political environment over the past
century.

The antievolution methodology that constitutes the primary toolbox of creationists
consists of a number of pliable elements that can no doubt account (at least to some
extent) for the robustness of antievolutionary sentiments over the decades. Drawing on a
long-standing value of certainty in Western thought, academically credentialed evolution
dissenters recite outdated technical problems with evolution (this element of ID is a key
focus in the following chapter), and science is used symbolically to validate biblical
narratives and legitimate biblical authority while at the same time all traces of biblical

connections are carefully and intentionally elided.
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There is little doubt as to the lineage of ID. It has been and is strongly connected
to Fundamentalist Christian groups. While it is true that ID advocates enjoy a great deal
of benefits from their place within the Christian community, the potential potency of the
work of ID candidates is visible within its political aspirations and achievements.
Certainly education reform is a major priority, but as this dissertation will show,
education is only a small element of a much bigger cultural project that ID advocates

have in mind.
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CHAPTER 4 INTELLIGENT DESIGN

4.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, I made the argument that ID is not really about science.
Rather, I argued, ID is the outcome of the development and adaptation of an antievolution
methodology developed over time in response to the perceived threat of evolution to
traditional Christian social strongholds. The argument that ID is not about science implies
that the primary interest and objective of ID advocates is not knowledge and discovery,
and this chapter will focus on this implication by showing some ways in which the
primary interest of ID is influence and persuasion. This is not to say, however, that there
is no relationship between science and ID whatsoever. One may ask then that if ID is not
about science, what does science have to do with it?

It is to this question that I turn next. ID theory certainly appears to be scientific: it
is articulated in sophisticated formats such as detailed digital models illustrating
molecular machines and technical texts authored by a roster of highly credentialed
fellows. I have been suggesting that ID advocates utilize science symbolically, and in this
chapter, I expound on this claim to suggest that the use of science is a strategic means of
establishing an oppositional framework that is essential to the ID platform. The next
chapter explains how and why this oppositional framework is essential, but in this
chapter, the aim is to show how science functions to create this dichotomy. I structure
this exploration by considering how science within the ID discourse comprises a
repository of conceptual, authoritative and defensive tools. Though not about science per

se, ID advocates construct science as a somewhat fictional entity that they place at the
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center of their antievolution methodology. With this move, the antievolution
methodology developed earlier comes into full bloom in ID.

The strategic interdisciplinarity of this chapter begins with a look at foundational
ID texts and concepts. Identifying key texts and concepts is accomplished by utilizing
pointers from the Discovery Institute, the hub of ID discourse, by consulting scholarly
literature about ID, and by reviewing testimony of key ID proponents in the Dover Trial
(see 4.4). In the process of identifying key ID texts and concepts, it becomes apparent
that the issues of concern among ID proponents and dissenters involves a discussion of
the nature and function(s) of science, which prompts a slight shift of focus.

The object of interest in this chapter is the science of ID. This object of interest
constitutes another instance of level-jumping and an even narrower focus than the
previous chapter. An exploration of the historical context of ID in the previous chapter
enabled me to suggest that ID is not really about science, and so the narrower focus in
this chapter allows me to offer a better view of the appearance of science in ID discourse
and suggest what it might mean. This object of interest, the appearance science of ID,
seems to involve a number of significant interacting elements such as philosophical ideas
about what science is, how it should be done, and its political dimensions. This object of
interest pulls in different directions and compels a number of academic lenses.

In selecting appropriate academic lenses, I take cues from such sources as the
literature about ID, the writings and works of ID proponents, and my academic network
of colleagues and advisors. These cues suggest the uptake of the lenses of science,
science studies, and philosophy, among others. This chapter is what has emerged from

the wandering at this level of examination. It is the result of a dynamic and adaptive
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journey through a dense terrain, but the view of the political dimensions of ID that it

garners is very helpful for accessing the relationship between ID and sexual politics.

4.2 Science as a Conceptual Toolbox

ID comprises a dual approach to addressing the origins of the natural world. One
element of ID theory proposes arguments for the empirical evidence of intentional design
and the other proposes a series of challenges aimed at unseating the validity of
evolutionary theory. Both of these elements enlist concepts from various domains of
science. In this way, science is used symbolically because the ideas are recycled,
outdated, and untenable in mainstream science and are not connected to the happenings
within the realm of biology itself. Using science in this way leads to impasse not dialogue
with mainstream science and as a result, the ID movement is largely detached from
broader scientific domains.

A roadmap of this section will be helpful. To make these points explicit, this
section will weave together three elements: an overview of the tenets of ID, an overview
of its critiques of evolution, and a brief discussion how science in this context functions
as a conceptual toolbox. The objective is to show that science in ID discourse is the
foundation of the first element of their antievolution methodology: it is the source from
which ID proponents take various concepts and ideas about how to attack evolution with
which they develop their arguments. In this way ID is continuous with Darwinian-era
critiques, but much of these critiques are outdated and out of touch with most current

science practices and ideas. What seems apparent, then, is that ID and mainstream
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science are operating in different epistemic domains. The science that ID transacts in is

fairly distinct from science as it is commonly understood.

4.2.1 An Overview of ID Tenets

It is difficult to pin down a definitive description of ID as there does not seem to
be a standard definition utilized consistently throughout the ID literature. The Discovery
Institute website, however, provides what appears to be the most encompassing

description:

Intelligent design refers to a scientific research
program as well as a community of scientists,
philosophers and other scholars who seek evidence
of design in nature. The theory of intelligent design
holds that certain features of the universe and of
living things are best explained by an intelligent
cause, not an undirected process such as natural
selection. Through the study and analysis of a
system’s components, a design theorist is able to
determine whether various natural structures are the
product of chance, natural law, intelligent design, or
some combination thereof. Such research is
conducted by observing the types of information
produced when intelligent agents act. Scientists then
seek to find objects which have those same types of
informational properties which we commonly know
come from intelligence. Intelligent design has
applied these scientific methods to detect design in
irreducibly complex biological structures, the
complex and specified information content in DNA,
the life-sustaining physical architecture of the
universe, and the geologically rapid origin of
biological diversity in the fossil record during the
Cambrian explosion approximately 530 million
years ago.*!

31 This definition can be found on the Discovery Institute website:
http://www.intelligentdesign.org/whatisid.php. Last accessed June 28, 2014.
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This explanation highlights the two most common tenets of ID. These are: 1. the natural
world—organisms and particularly human beings—is too complex to be a product of
chance; 2. evidence of design is abundant in the undeniable presence of purpose and
function in living organisms thus logic dictates the existence of a designer. The
Discovery Institute, along with numerous ID proponents, produce material for the
purpose of explaining ID to a general audience, and in these materials, such as the video
Unlocking the Mystery of Life (Allen and Eaton 2003), these two premises are used to
support the overarching assertion that the world is purposeful and directed for the specific
development of humanity as an entity distinct and unique from the rest of universe.
Underlying these tenets is the rejection of methodological naturalism that grounds
mainstream science by constraining scientific boundaries to the natural world and
precluding recourse to supernatural or mystical explanation. Taken together, these
elements constitute what Sarkar (2007, 4) calls the Central Argument of ID: empirical
evidence is inconsistent with the theory of evolution; and/or evolution provides an
incomplete explanation of the origins of biota; and intelligent design is much more
comprehensive, thus a better theory. These ideas are intertwined and overlapping.

One key tenet of ID is referred to as “irreducible complexity.” ID advocate
Michael Behe is well-known for his articulation of this argument which he grounds upon
his work as a biochemist. In his book Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical Challenge to

Evolution (2001), Behe defines “irreducible complexity” as:

a single system composed of several well-matched,
interacting parts that contribute to the basic function,
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wherein the removal of any one of the parts causes

the system to effectively cease functioning. An

irreducibly complex system cannot be produced

directly (that is, by continuously improving the

initial function, which continues to work by the same

mechanism) by slight, successive modifications of a

precursor system, because any precursor to an

irreducibly complex system that is missing a part is

by definition nonfunctional. (39)
Behe’s examples of such systems include the bacterial flagellum and the cascade
mechanism of blood-clotting. The essence of this argument is that if any part of the
complex system is removed, the organic mechanism will fail to function properly, thus it
would not be optimal, and the system would not be an object of interest to natural
selection. Put another way, unless an organism has all parts intact and functioning
properly it would not be fit and not selected in the evolutionary process.

The notion of irreducible complexity, or variations thereof, has been debated time
and again since its earlier incarnation by Mivart in response to the publication of
Darwin’s Origin in 1859. Mivart (1871) argued that “no mere survival of the fittest
accidental and minute variations can account for the incipient stages of useful structures”
(1848KL). Structures in their incipient stage would not have all of their parts in place and
functioning, and so they would not be optimal thus would not be favored by natural
selection. In comparison to the concept of irreducible complexity, Mivart seems to allow
for a greater role of natural selection in its capacity to weed out less than optimal organic

features and entities, but he clung to the necessity of a creative force, though not

necessarily in a Genesis version of special creation (Gould 2002, 1220-3).
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Stephen Jay Gould (2002, 1223) provides a concise summary of Darwin’s response to
this argument. In the context of what has become known as “the 5 percent of a wing
problem,” Gould writes:

Yes, five percent of a wing offers no conceivable

aerodynamic benefit, and could not therefore either

be formed, or converted into a full wing, under a

smooth regime of natural selection for flight. But

sequences forged by selection only presuppose

continuity in differential reproductive success, not

continuity in a single function. Thus, the incipient

stages may have performed a different function, for

which their 5 percent of a wing imparted benefits.

Eventually, the enlarging proto wing entered the

domain of aerodynamic benefit, and the original

function changed to the primary utility now

exploited by most birds. Current function cannot be

equated with reasons for historical origin. (1223)
This response is supplemented by the explanation that an organism may have one trait
that is used for multiple things and that multiple organs may work together for one cause
(Gould 2002, 1223). Consequently, it is not always necessary for an organ to develop
something new from scratch “but may evolve by intensifying a previously minor use, or
even by recruiting an inherent but unexpressed potential” (Gould 2002, 1223). Functions
can be changed and enhanced according to environmental demands. Meanwhile, the
modified organ may cease to perform in its previous capacity as other organs continue or
intensify their operations in the service of the same task. Such arguments comprise the
more contemporary concept of exaptation—*“characters, evolved for other usages (or for
no function at all), and later ‘co-opted’ for their current role” (Gould and Vrba 1982, 55).

In his testimony at the Dover trial of 2005 and subsequent publication Only A

Theory: Evolution and the Battle for America’s Soul (2008), Kenneth Miller countered
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the argument of irreducible complexity in a very similar manner. ID advocates regularly
utilize the example of a mousetrap to demonstrate the concept of irreducible complexity
(see Behe 1996, 42). Miller appeared at the trial, and in numerous public lectures since,
sporting a mousetrap with missing components. He explains that with the missing
components the object utterly fails in its intended purpose but can easily be adapted to
another function for which it is ideally suited—a tie clip. In other words, one organism’s
trash is another organism’s treasure, kind of, to put it in pedestrian terms.

Miller offers various organic examples as well, but ID advocates fail to be
convinced. Behe’s rejection of Miller’s explanation is twofold. First, Behe argues that
even if an organism utilizes ‘parts’ that functioned in a different way in an ancestral
organism, the new system is still dysfunctional as a system until all the parts are
assembled and the appropriate adjustments are made. Here is the example Behe (1997)
provides:

Suppose you wanted to make a mousetrap. In your
garage you might have a piece of wood from an old
Popsicle stick (for the platform), a spring from an
old wind-up clock, a piece of metal (for the
hammer) in the form of a crowbar, a darning needle
for the holding bar, and a bottle cap that you fancy
to use as a catch. But these pieces couldn’t form a
functioning mousetrap without extensive
modification, and while the modification was going
on, they would be unable to work as a mousetrap.
(66)

According to this account, previous functions of the trap make it ill-suited for virtually

any new role as part of a new complex system.
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Behe does not accept exaptation explanations for several reasons. One reason is
that, according to Behe, this type of development is so improbable that it is virtually
impossible. In Darwin’s Black Box (1996), he writes that “as the complexity of an
interacting system increases, though, the likelihood of such an indirect route drops
precipitously” (40). He classifies exaptation as development via “indirect routes,” and he
argues that given the amount and degree of complexity in the natural world, evolutionary
explanations are simply untenable. For Behe, exaptation would require extensive

modifications not possible by the process of natural selection processes. He writes:

One couldn’t take specialized parts of other complex
systems (such as the spring from a grandfather
clock) and use them directly as specialized parts of a
second irreducible system (like a mousetrap) unless
the parts were first extensively modified. Analogous
parts playing other roles in other systems cannot
relieve the irreducible complexity of a new system;
the focus simply shifts from ‘making’ the
components to ‘modifying’ them. In either case,
there no new function unless an intelligent agent
guides the setup. (112-3)

Behe is suggesting that even if all the parts are there, whether they are made for a specific
function or are adapted from something previous, something external to the system must
set the system in motion. The system must somehow be “turned on,” and the re-purposing
of parts does not evidence make, according to Behe. In a written response to the Dover
decision, Behe (2006) writes that “a bare assertion that one kind of complex system (say,
a car’s transmission) can turn into another kind of complex system (say, a car’s airbag)

by random mutation and natural selection is not evidence of anything, and does nothing

to alleviate the difficulty of irreducible complexity for Darwinism” (5). Behe’s rejection
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is firm: Exaptation is impossible, but even if it were, it is not evidence of anything, and
even if it were evidence of something, it would be evidence of the work of an intelligent
agent.

Behe’s position showcases nicely the new and improved old antievolutionist
methodology. Notice that his argument is a recycling of an earlier scientific critique of
evolution. Recall from the last chapter that Darwin answered this type of problem by
directing attention to the level of populations rather than the level of individuals. St.
George Mivart (1871) argued that organisms in their incipient stage would not be
functional thus would not be subject to natural selection. At the population level,
however, some organisms could be seen to function well enough in specific conditions so
as to confer a level of fitness sufficient to produce a next generation. To this answer can
be added the contributions of more contemporary scientists as mentioned: the function of
traits can vary according to environmental demands and resources, and sometimes traits
function well in situations for which they were not originally selected—a beneficial
byproduct, so to speak. Philip Kitcher (2007) is more explicit in that he describes ID as
“dead science,” which he explains as “a doctrine that once had its day in scientific inquiry
and discussion, but that has rightly been discarded” (8). Kitcher (2007) goes through ID
arguments to point out the ways in which ID critiques of evolution are, in the current
context, either answered and/or irrelevant. The point to be made here, however, is that ID
advocates simply do not accept the resolutions or explanations, and thus they remain at
an impasse with the mainstream scientific community.

Dembski (1998a) uses the term “specified complexity” or “complex specified

information” to refer to the phenomena of patterns which he argues is the hallmark of
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design. According to Dembski, a specified pattern is one that portrays enough regularity
or information as to be reliably identified, and a “complex” pattern is one that has a
probability factor so high as to be beyond the reasonable expectation of random

occurrence. Dembski (1999a) provides this example:

A single letter of the alphabet is specified without

being complex (i.e., it conforms to an independently

given pattern but is simple). A long sequence of

random letters is complex without being specified

(i.e., it requires a complicated instruction-set to

characterize but conforms to no independently

given pattern). A Shakespearean sonnet is both

complex and specified. (np)>
In other words, living organisms (though Dembski is specifically interested in DNA), as
with the Shakespearean sonnet, are both complex and specified. Such a phenomena,
Dembski argues, bespeaks intelligent design.

William Dembski harnessed the theory of specified complexity to the
mathematical theorem referred to as “no free lunch” (NFL), and in fact, such was the title
of one of his major ID publications (No Free Lunch: Why Specified Complexity Cannot
Be Purchased without Intelligence 2001). One of the grounding assertions of ID theory is

that evolution cannot satisfactorily attest to the abundant biological diversity so readily

visible, and Dembski uses the NFL theorem to anchor this assertion.

32 This article can be found here: http://www.leaderu.com/offices/dembski/docs/bd-specified.html. Last
accessed July 1, 2014.
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In this framework, evolution is conceptualized as an algorithmic process and
described in mathematical terms (Sarkar 2007, 79).3* Sahotra Sarkar (2007) provides a
concise definition of “algorithm™ and its capacity as a framework for studies of evolution.
Sarkar writes that “an algorithm is a step-by-step procedure for solving a problem,
sufficiently precise and detailed for it to be encoded in a computer program” (79). Sarkar
goes on to explain that the study of the effectiveness and efficiency of algorithms to solve
various problems is the domain of computer science. Thus far, algorithms designed to
emulate evolution by natural selection have fared well in that they successfully produced
digital environments that seem to model evolutionary development in the natural
environment (79). Evolutionary problems are classified as optimization problems in that
they seek to mimic the fitness goal of evolution (80). The NFL theorem, in a dramatically
oversimplified explanation, states that given an optimization problem, one can search for
the best solution or procedure (algorithm) to solve this problem, but the solution, if
applied to all possible problems, is statistically equivalent to blind or random chance
(Sarkar 2007, 82). Dembski adopts the analogy of evolution by natural selection as an
algorithm that is responsible for all evolutionary optimization problems. The bottom line,
for Dembski, is that based on the NFL theorem, natural selection is no better than random
chance thus it could not work universally to produce the fittest (optimal) entities such as
biologists (according to Dembski) claim. What mitigates the problem entailed in the NFL

theorem is that the more details that are known of the defined problem, the more likely

33 Dembski is by no means the only person to consider evolutionary process in this framework. In Darwin’s
Dangerous Idea (1995), for example, Daniel Dennett argues that Darwin’s work uncovered a class of
algorithms that can be formulated into a general statement: “Life on Earth has been generated over billions
of years in a single branching tree—the Tree of Life—by one algorithmic process or another” (51). Ford
Doolittle and Eric Bapteste (2006) have argued that, based on observations of gene sequences particularly
in micro-organisms, there are multiple ways in which evolutionary processes could be conceptualized, a
web-like model is one such variety.
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that an appropriate or workable algorithm will be selected. Thus, says Dembski, there is
typically an optimal or best possible match between entities and their environments
means that foresight (or intelligence, in other words) was/is necessary. Dembski argues
that his work “demonstrates the inadequacy of the Darwinian mechanism to generate
complexity” (2001, xiii).

“Complex specified information” or “specified complexity” can be explained in
much more general terms: When something displays a pattern that admits purpose or
function in ways that are ruled out by statistical probability, then it is reasonable to
conclude that its production required forethought, knowledge, and careful design.
According to ID, all living things display specified complexity, thus all living things are
intelligently designed. Examples that are commonly used to demonstrate the contrast
between something that has specified complexity and something that does not are the
snowflake and the honeycomb. In this view, a snowflake is complex but not specified
because it is a byproduct of chemical interactions and has no direct function or purposeful
information. The honeycomb, on the other hand, is made to hold honey, it comes from
life, is not a byproduct of blind chance, thus it is specified and complex (Miller undated,
np).

This concept fails on a number of levels. Of course it is a naive view of the
natural world to see only optimality or to see organisms as always progressing toward

optimality.3* Organisms contain some traits that might be considered optimal and others

34 ID advocates are by no means unique in portraying evolution as a process of optimality. Stephen Jay
Gould and Richard Lewotin published an oft-cited article entitled “The Spandrels of San Marco and the
Panglossian Paradigm: a Critique of the Adaptationist Programme” (1979). In this article the authors
challenge a pervasive and overzealous faith in the power of natural selection to produce optimality. They
write that the adaptationist programme asserts “the near omnipotence of natural selection in forging organic
design and fashioning the best among possible worlds. This programme regards natural selection as so
powerful and the constraints upon it so few that direct production of adaptation through its operation
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that definitely would not, thus progression toward optimality for one trait may mean a
movement away from optimality for another. Sarkar (2007) argues that to the average
non-evolutionary biologist, evolutionary “progress” might be best described not as
survival of the fittest but as the survival of the fit enough. The no free lunch theorem is
therefore irrelevant to evolutionary biology (90). “What is relevant, for biological
evolution, is how the algorithm performs in the particular optimization scenario that
constitutes biological evolution on Earth” (85), not how the algorithm performs over all
possible scenarios. Sarkar refers to the perspective of pervasive optimality as “fairytale
biology” (92). Philip Kitcher (2007) goes a bit further by arguing that any designer free
from the constraints of the natural laws of evolution to produce new organisms “would be
expected to do much better” (49).

For Dembski, however, specified complexity is the epitome of optimality. In this
view, organisms portray specified complexity in that they admit sophisticated patterns of
organization such that the parts constitute an intricate alignment of function and structure
as necessitated by the environment. Such structural sophistication (optimality) is a known
element of design. Thus based on the NFL theorem, significant foreknowledge was

necessary—it required rationality, or, in other words, the instantiation of knowledge and

becomes the primary cause of nearly all organic form, function, and behavior” (585-5). They ground this
critique on numerous examples in which optimality was not the apparent driver of development in all
aspects of organisms. More recently, Ford Doolittle has made a similar point. In an article entitled “Is Junk
DNA bunk? A critique of ENCODE” (2013), Doolittle also challenges what he sees as a pervasive
tendency within biology to define the function of a trait (or phenotype-determining elements, to be more
specific to his paper) by what something does without paying necessary attention to its developmental
history. (A common analogy to demonstrate this problem would be to say that the function of the nose is to
hold glasses, though this is not an example used by Doolittle.) Doolittle writes that “this approach enshrines
‘panadaptationism,” which was forcefully and effectively debunked by Gould and Lewontin in 1979 but
still informs much of molecular and evolutionary genetics, including genomics” (np). The tendency to
assign a function to every trait seems to be based on the assumption that organisms are climbing the steady
peak to optimality, and it seems to stem from the very naive view of the natural world that I ascribe to
Dembski and ID advocates.
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reason. The problem with this assertion, however, is that one must know the source
and/or function in order to determine the origin. Or, put another way, one must know the
source in order to identify the source.

Dembski’s works are renowned for containing elaborate mathematical formulas
and explanations, but though his articulation is modern and sophisticated, his argument is
not (Pigliucci 2000). The essence of Dembski’s claim is that the degree of complexity
apparent in nature is just too extensive to have happened by chance. Adam Sedgwick
wrote in 1860 that creation is the only viable means by which new species could appear,

and by creation he meant:

the operation of a power quite beyond the powers of
a pigeon-fancier, a cross-breeder, or a hybridizer; a
power I cannot imitate or comprehend; but in which
I can believe, by a legitimate conclusion of sound
reason drawn from the laws and harmonies of
Nature,—proving in all around me, a design and
purpose, and a mutual adaptation of parts, which I
can comprehend,—and which prove that there is
exterior to, and above, the mere phenomena of
Nature a great prescient and designing cause. (285-
6)3

What Sedgwick suggests here is that the natural world bespeaks design that, in
accordance to the dictates of logic, an undirected force simply could not accomplish. He
does not employ the technical tools of Dembski, but the premise is very similar.

This very type of criticism gets no respite throughout the long history of

antievolutionism. The apparent fitness of organisms, their traits and environment, for

35 This quote can be found in The Spectator archives online: http://archive.spectator.co.uk/article/24th-
march-1860/17/-objections-to-mr-darwins-tzeort-of-the-origin- . Last accessed July 1, 2014.
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many can only be metaphorically understood in mechanical terms—Iike a clock, and thus
can only be understood as having come about by intentional design. This argument
glosses over poor design and relatively frequent abnormalities that punctuate the living
world. Dembski responds to these points by explaining that he is more concerned with
showing the actuality of design and not the quality of design, though his theory posits
much more.* Elsewhere, Dembski accuses critics of “parasitizing” his work and focusing
on trivialities.’” Dembski’s theory focuses almost exclusively on the assertion that
evolution is improbable given the pervasiveness of reliable informational patterns found
in the living world. By distinguishing between the presence of design and the quality of
design, Dembski deflects the issue rather than engaging it. Deflection rather than
dialogue once again establishes an impasse and detachment from the broader scientific
community. The science of Dembski and Behe is something rather different from science

in its more common uptake.

4.2.2 ID and the Critique of Evolution

ID advocates not only assert the theory of design but they also critique evolution.
Once again science is used symbolically as it is mined for conceptual tools in this vein.
And again, despite refutation by mainstream science, these critiques persist.

For ID advocates, a major flaw of evolutionary theory is that it cannot explain the

origin of life. ID advocates demand proof that life can arise from inorganic material as a

36 This interview can be viewed here: http://www.thebestschools.org/blog/2012/01/14/william-dembski-
interview/. Last accessed January 20, 2014.

37 See http://www.uncommondescent.com/evolution/jeffrey-shallit/ for full comments. Last accessed June
28, 2014.
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substantiation of evolutionary theory, and they typically cite the failure of Stanley Miller
and Harold Urey’s attempts in 1953 to create life in the lab as proof that life cannot arise
from inorganic material (see Wells 2001, for example). In this perspective life can only
come from life.3*

The implications of Darwinian evolution were evident to early critics as well.
H.G. Bronn ([1860] 1973), for example, argued that Darwinian theory was an all or
nothing deal: if it is true then it must explain the origins of life from purely material
entities and if it is false then a creationist explanation is necessary. Bronn too calls for
experimentation in order to rule one way or the other. He refers to the work of Joseph
Priestly a century earlier and his discovery that the oxygenation of “green matter” at the
edge of a pond brought it to ‘life’ (Hull 1973, 125). Though Priestly’s findings were
questionable, Bronn suggests: “If Priestly’s or some such organic matter could be
generated from inorganic matter and if a faultless proof could be provided to show that
organic species canaries in the manner suggested by Darwin, then his theory would
receive the strongest possible support in the shortest possible time. But as long as neither
possibility is confirmed, we still need a creative force” ([1960], 1973, 123).** Bronn’s
perspective does allow for evolution, even macroevolution, so long as the notion of a first
cause or creator is left intact.

The implication of Bronn’s comments is that evolution is tenable so long as there

is a distinction between explaining biological development from biological genesis.

33 T am not claiming that ID advocates are either unique in this regard or the first ones to argue this point. I
am merely focusing on explicating their arguments at this time.

39 “Canary,” as an archaic verb, is defined as “to dance; to frolic; to perform the old dance called a canary”
(Ogilvie and Annadale 1883, 381). Available on Internet Archives:
https://archive.org/details/imperialdiction03annagoog. Last accessed July 1, 2014.
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Indeed, for Darwin, the origin of life was a separate issue from the origins of species and
he avoided the issue in his Origin (Pereto et al. 2009, 395). Scholars studying his
collected works—both professional and personal writings—note that he did at times seem
to endorse natural causation, but as some of his contemporaries and many writers since
have pointed out, even though spontaneous generation quickly became part of a whole
Darwinian package, the acceptance of Darwinian evolution need not stand or fall on its
capacity to explain the ultimate origin of life (Pereto et al. 2009; Miller 2008). The result
of this form of accommodation is generally understood as theistic evolution.

Theistic evolutionary theory has proven a viable option for those seeking a basis
of faith in light of evolutionary insights (Miller 2008), but for ID proponents, however,
no such accommodation is tenable. ID theorists discount versions of theistic evolution as
conceding too much to Darwinian principles and giving up too much biblical authority.
Indeed William Dembski (1996, np) equates theistic evolution to atheism because, in his
assessment, its acceptance of chance means that: “No, the heavens do not declare the
glory of God, and no, God’s invisible attributes are not clearly seen from God’s
creation.”* For ID proponents, design is obvious and commitments to design theory
preempt nuanced consideration of evolutionary possibility.

ID proponents often complain that evolutionists fail to define evolution carefully
and thus confusingly conflate “micro” and “macro” variants. “Microevolution” involves
changes and adaption of species to their environment within limited degrees.
Microevolution can be seen in the variability within a species, and ID (and indeed

creation science) advocates accept this form of evolution with little reservation (Shanks

40 This quote is taken from paragraph 15 of this article which can be found here:
http://www.discovery.org/a/122. Last accessed on May 29, 2014.
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2007, 43). Macroevolution, on the other hand, refers to the development of complex
living systems and the transmutation of species. It is this version of evolution that ID
advocates reject (Shanks 2007, 43). Macroevolution requires novelty, which ID
advocates claim cannot be produced via the processes of evolution—random mutation
and natural selection. Evolutionists, generally speaking, do not posit a clear distinction
between micro and macro evolution consider it a strength of evolutionary theory that one
process can explain both.

At stake, for ID advocates, is the theory of common descent. ID advocates do not
accept that natural selection could work on such a scale as to produce new species, but
more importantly, they do not accept that natural selection could work to produce the
advanced cognitive capacities of human beings, which they understand to be in a
preeminent dominant position in relation to the rest of the natural world (Wells 2001, 7).
Like evolutionary critics before, ID proponents suggest that human beings are
fundamentally different from the rest of the natural world. This difference is visible in the
great cognitive gaps between humans and even the most advanced non-human primates.
In rebutting Darwin’s common descent theory, St. George Mivart ([1871] 1973, 362)
argued that the distinction between human intellect and other animals is not a matter of

degree but rather of kind.*

41 Although a co-discoverer of natural selection, Alfred Russel Wallace (1891) also rejected the idea that
natural selection could be responsible for the “moral and intellectual nature of man” (461). He writes that
“because man’s physical structure has been developed from an animal form by natural selection, it does not
necessarily follow that his mental nature, even though developed pari passu with it, has been developed by
the same causes only” (463). Furthermore, Wallace goes on to argue that some moral and intellectual
elements could not have been produced by natural selection and therefore must have been caused by
something else—“law, or agency” (463). Using math and music as examples, Wallace structures his
argument as follows: natural selection favors those abilities that enhance survival; math and music have
only been significantly developed rather recently in human history, and so that earlier generations survived
without it shows that it must not have been crucial to survival and must have been produced in some other
way. Wallace extends this argument to “the faculty of wit and humour,” by arguing that like the other
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The significance of this distinction, according to evolution objectors in both eras,
is that without the cognitive supremacy of human beings there can be no account of
moral action and more significantly, perhaps, no hope of transcendence. The intellectual
domain of human beings often posited as the essential moral organ. “Strip him of these
faculties, and he becomes entirely bestial; and he may well be...nothing better than the
natural progeny of a beast, which has to live, to bet its likeness, and then die for ever”
(Sedgwick [1860] 1973, 165). Equating men and animals, for many, was simplistic
credulity.

Evolution, according to ID proponents, defies common sense and is virtually
impossible. ID advocates use the analogy of a tornado in junkyard resulting in the
assembly of a 747 jet to describe evolutionary probability (Phy-Olsen 2010, 75). The
probability is just too small to have happened by chance, in this view. In rebuttal, Elliot
Sober (2002) makes a strong case for the improper uptake of probability in ID and notes
some logical flaws: just because evolution is improbable (or “very improbable,” as Sober
writes [9], though he is not suggesting that such is actually the case) does not mean that it
is impossible; furthermore, even if an observation or premise is very improbable, it does
not necessarily follow that the hypothesis is also. He writes that “to say whether an
observation counts as evidence against evolutionary theory and in favor of the hypothesis
of intelligent design, one must know what each predicts about the observation” (12),

knowledge that is extremely difficult (if not impossible), in this case.

artistic capabilities, “it is altogether removed from utility in the struggle for life, and appears sporadically in
a very small percentage of the population; the majority being, as is well known, totally unable to say a witty
thing or make a pun even to save their lives” (472). Wallace suggests that the development of these
faculties is dependent on the material laws of evolutionary development thus are consistent with the theory
of natural selection though requiring a different developmental source: “for this origin we can only find an
adequate cause in the unseen universe of Spirit” (478).
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ID advocates repeatedly claim that there is a lack of intermediate forms
discovered in the fossil record to validate evolutionary theory (Meyer 2013). ID
adversaries respond that there are indeed many transitional forms, but since ID advocates
do not utilize a Darwinian framework of reference, they appear merely as fully formed
entities with no transitional significance (Pennock 2001; Miller 2008). This was a
common Darwinian-era critique, but it had more weight at that time as the fossil record
was still rather small (Hull 1973, Ruse 2006). Though the fossil record is now more
extensive, the issue of intermediate forms still garners controversy, however, particularly
since Stephen Jay Gould (1977) called attention to the limited number of intermediate or
transitional forms and suggested that punctuated equilibrium was a more apt description
of evolutionary process than the slow gradual change suggested by Darwin. In a later
publication, Gould (1981) writes that “[T]ransitions are often found in the fossil record.
Preserved transitions are not common -- and should not be, according to our

b

understanding of evolution...but they are not entirely wanting, as creationists often claim’
(5).

ID advocates also list various traits or organisms that they claim evolution cannot
explain. In the Dover trial of 2005, Michel Behe testified that evolution could not explain
the blood clotting mechanism, for example, but in response, the opposition presented him
with a literal stack of more than fifty publications offering an evolutionary explanation.
The point here is that there is a distinction to be made between what evolutionary theory

can explain and the explanation(s) that ID proponents will accept.
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4.2.3 Discussion of the Conceptual Toolbox

Thus far I have outlined a number of continuances between ID and Darwinian-era
critiques, and I have distinguished ID tenets from evolutionary critiques, but this
distinction is weak and the continuance is stronger than what I have so far suggested.
Indeed, I would argue that the antievolution elements are largely indistinguishable from
the positive assertions of ID.

Behe’s argument for irreducible complexity is really a version of the incipient
stages argument, for example. Irreducible complexity posits that all working pieces must
be in place in order for an organism to have a fitness value amenable to natural selection,
and the incipient stages argument posits that organisms in the developmentmental process
of evolution would go through a period of time in which their features and traits are
underdeveloped, thus they would be weak organisms, have a low fitness value, and not be
a viable target of natural selection. In other words, organisms in developmental stages
would not have all their parts assembled and functioning properly, therefore they would
not be functioning optimally and would be pruned out by natural selection.

The ID tenet of specified complexity is similar. That the meaningful arrangement
of parts, or specified complexity, cannot be explained in any way except by design, is
merely the flipside of the antievolution argument that chance and random natural forces
of evolution cannot produce such intricate phenomena as the blood clotting mechanism.
If there appears to be a strong overlap between ID tenets and evolutionary critiques it is
because the two are one and the same.

The impasse is created by the symbolic deployment of science without scientific

content, a science pageantry of sorts. This is to say that ID proponents utilize ideas and
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concepts from their toolbox but not the materials to which the tools refer. This section
contributes to the argument that ID recycles outdated challenges to evolutionary theory, it
is as Kitcher (2007) argues, a dead science. Furthermore, it is not in dialogue with a
broader scientific community. It is detached from mainstream science and thus ID
science is something different. It is the scientific look without relevant scientific content

that leads to the use of scientific authority as legitimation of religious thought.

4.3 Science as a Source of Authority

In the contemporary world of competing ideas and worldviews, an appeal to
scientific authority is one way to anchor thoughts and beliefs to a set of epistemological
assumptions largely understood as pertaining to universality and neutrality. Along with
these ascribed traits, science often seeks answers to the “big” questions generally posed
by religions, such as the origin and destiny of humanity (whether or not science can
actually answer such questions is a slightly different issue), and as such, it is deeply
entangled with religious thought (Lewis 2010, 11). In the tradition of early 20™ century
creationism, science as a source of authority is one of its roles in the ID discourse. James
Lewis (2010) discusses several ways in which religious movements appeal to the
authority of science. such as: academic association, terminological/rhetorical, and the

construction of an alternative science. ID makes widespread use of each of these.
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4.3.1 Appeal to Scientific Authority via Academic Association

One way in which ID advocates appeal to science as a source of authority is by
emphasizing the academic credentials and associations of leading proponents.** As Lewis
(2010, 20) points out, accentuating academic affiliations is not entirely an appeal to
scientific authority because a certain degree of power and prestige is awarded to
academic achievement regardless of what the area of study is, but ID advocates generally
align the two. In the first case, ID writers become understandably defensive when the
scientific status of ID or its proponents are questioned. In one article entitled
“Misframing Intelligent Design: Falsely Painting ID Advocates as Anti-Science,” for
example, ID advocate Casey Luskin (2010) responds to what he claims is a case of ID
proponents getting the “fringe-treatment” and argues against this by referencing several

prominent Discovery Institute Fellows and ID advocates:

Did Richard Sternberg, who hold two PhD’s in
fields related to evolution, earn his degrees by
rejecting “much of modern science”? Does Ralph
Seelke at the University of Wisconsin, Superior,
researching the limits to bacterial evolution, reject
“much of modern science”? How about Guillermo
Gonzalez, who fled Cuba to come to the U.S. and
got a PhD at the University of Washington, and then
discovered multiple extrasolar planets? Does he
reject “much of modern science”? [sic] (writing
errors in original document) +

42 This had been an important strategy of earlier creationists as well, and when scholars of such persuasions
were in short supply, those with approximately similar views or with beneficial elements of their work were
enlisted (often unwittingly) by an inclusion of their work or parts of their work in creationist arguments
(Numbers 2006, 66).

43 While I cannot comment on the scientific credibility of any of those mentioned by Luskin, it can be
pointed out that Richard Sternberg was at the center of a peer-review controversy when, as the editor of
Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington, he circumvented a number of regular peer-review
procedures and published a pro-intelligent design article by Stephen Meyer. In response to this issue, the
Council of the Biological Society issued the following statement: The Council, which includes officers,
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What is interesting about this type of defense is that the writer emphasizes the source of
the credentials but not the present affiliation.

Richard Sternberg’s case is particularly noteworthy. In a 2008 autobiographical
essay available on his personal website, Sternberg carefully documents his transition
from Darwinism (and atheism, coincidentally) in his earlier education and academic
career to ID (and non-atheism? It is not clear except that by the end of the essay he uses
the capitalized pronoun “His” to refer to God when speaking of God’s work in the natural
world). The point being that where one receives one’s degree is not necessarily indicative
of one’s perspective on science or anything else several decades later. Sternberg is
currently funded by the Discovery Institute to conduct research at the Biologic Institute, a
Discovery Institute affiliate.* Of course there may indeed be valuable scientific insights
that come from the work currently being done at this institute, and that is a question that
scientists in a broader context can address if they are able to access and evaluate such
work. For now, however, starting from an ID framework is largely suspect to many, and,

as the Biologic Institute’s “About” page states, “the science establishment has proven its

elected councilors, and past presidents, and the associate editors would have deemed the paper
inappropriate for the pages of the Proceedings because the subject matter represents such a significant
departure from the nearly purely systematic content for which this journal has been known throughout its
122-year history. For the same reason, the journal will not publish a rebuttal to the thesis of the paper, the
superiority of intelligent design (ID) over evolution as an explanation of the emergence of Cambrian body-
plan diversity. The Council endorses a resolution on ID published by the American Association for the
Advancement of Science (http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2002/1106id2.shtml), which observes that
there is no credible scientific evidence supporting ID as a testable hypothesis to explain the origin of
organic diversity. Accordingly, the Meyer paper does not meet the scientific standards of the Proceedings.
The full statement can be read here:
https://web.archive.org/web/20070926214521/http://www.biolsocwash.org/id_statement.html. Last
accessed June 28, 2014.

4 This information is part of the biography section of Sternberg’s personal webpage. For full details see:
http://www.richardsternberg.com/biography.php. Last accessed June 28, 2014.
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opposition to this time and time again.”* Thus far ID advocates have not succeeded at
becoming accepted in mainstream science, as their theory has been largely rejected as
science. That ID is rejected from mainstream science is not surprising given the impasse
or lack of dialogue established by key advocates of ID as discussed in the previous
section.

It would seem, therefore, that an appeal to science via asserting credentials would
be of little persuasive value to mainstream scientists. For laypeople, however, credentials
can be very persuasive, and in line with antievolution methodology, the Discovery
Institute has compiled a hefty roster. In a quick tally of the educational background of ID
fellows on the Center for Science and Culture portion of the Discovery Institute website
(the section that deals explicitly with ID), forty-one are listed, seven of which are
biologists of some fashion, seven are scientists in other domains, and the others comprise
a mix of law, philosophy, and political science, among other disciplines.“ The weight of
this credential collective overwhelms the particularities of the educational orientation of
individual members.

Besides listing and asserting the academic credentials of fellows, ID advocates
enlist the support of a few highly acclaimed scientists. On the blog “Uncommon Descent”
where a number of well-known ID advocates frequently publish, writers often identify
scientists that they interpret as supporting ID in some capacity. For example, an article

entitled “Seven Nobel Laureates in science who either supported Intelligent Design or

45 This page can be found here: http://www.biologicinstitute.org/about. Last accessed June 28, 2014.

46 This information was gathered directly from the Discovery Institute website:
http://www.discovery.org/csc/fellows.php.
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attacked Darwinian evolution” appeared on April 7, 2012.#7 The author lists the winners
he refers to and includes some textual reference and a short analysis to justify the claims
of the title. Only one of the listed scientists is living, so direct clarification of any of their
work in this regard is somewhat problematic. Nonetheless, this tactic fits neatly into the

appeal-to-scientific-authority toolbox.

4.3.2 Appeal to Scientific Authority via Technical Language and Formats

An appeal to the authority of science is also facilitated through the technical
language and formatting of ID media. In browsing the titles of books by ID proponents,
it becomes unclear whether proving ID or disproving evolution is more important, and [
would be inclined to select the latter because Darwin and evolution are the focus of the
majority of the titles.*® The examples are many: Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical
Challenge to Evolution (Behe 1996), Uncommon Dissent: Intellectuals Who Find
Darwinism Unconvincing (Dembski 2004), “Evolution as dogma: the Establishment of
Naturalism” (Johnson 2001), The Politically Incorrect Guide to Darwinism and
Intelligent Design (Wells 2006), just to name a few. These works sport various images of
Darwin, apes, DNA, fossils, and the like and, in Canada, can be found in the “science and

nature” section of the large booksellers (see Figure 3).

47 See here for full article: http://www.uncommondescent.com/intelligent-design/seven-nobel-laureates-in-
science-who-either-supported-intelligent-design-or-attacked-darwinian-evolution/. Last accessed June 28,
2014.

8 There are quite a few sites that list popular ID titles. Some of the ones I have looked at include:
Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of works on _intelligent design), Amazon.com
(http://www.amazon.com/s/ref=nb_sb _noss 1?url=search-alias%3Dstripbooks&field-
keywords=intelligent+design), and goodreads.com (http://www.goodreads.com/shelf/show/intelligent-
design). Last accessed June 28, 2014.
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Figure 3: Cover Images of Popular ID Books. Darwin and evolution are key features in these images.

ID media utilizes what Olav Hammer (2004, 243) calls the “Rhetoric of
Rationality” as a means of leveraging scientific authority. ID books and publications
routinely employ elaborate mathematical proofs, charts, technical drawings, statistics and
more as though they are participating in and are on par with mainstream science.* 1D
video resources are particularly striking as they employ elaborate animated models and
video footage of minute living organisms and cellular components.> This is not to say
that mainstream scientists do not participate in the rhetoric of persuasion as well. Indeed
much of the scientific language, presentations, and even the scientific paper itself (that
typically includes arguments to authority, minimally by the citing of various supporting

scientists) can be read as an exercise in persuasion as much as a presentation of new

4 The Intelligent Design and Evolution Awareness Center, under its FAQ section lists a number of
explanatory articles that provide numerous examples of the scientific framework in which ID placed. The
full site can be viewed here: http://www.ideacenter.org/resources/faq.php. Last accessed June 28, 2014.

50 On their Intelligent Design resources page (http://www.intelligentdesign.org/resources.php), the
Discovery Institute provides links to numerous ID videos. Many of these are posted on affiliated YouTube
sites and can be freely accessed. Last accessed June 28, 2014.
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knowledge (Latour 1987). The point, however, is that ID is largely epistemologically
detached from the content of that which it is using to using to bolster its credibility, and
although it seeks to position itself as participating in the common scientific enterprise like
any other scientific subgroup, it is something quite different as ID proponents have
constructed it. This is to say that ID proponents portend to utilize science, but not in the

ways in which “science” is commonly understood.

4.3.3 Appeal to Scientific Authority via the Creation of an Alternative “Science”

ID advocates propose ID as an alternative to evolution and have built up an
alternative science as the framework of reference. Lack of participation in mainstream
scientific discourse evidenced by a lack of peer-reviewed articles is often cited as the
reason why ID is not science (Ravitch 2010, 166). Part of the ID movement has focused
on creating journals, conferences, and other academic forums for the dissemination of ID-
positive material (Forrest and Gross 2004). ID advocates counter that there are indeed a
great number of peer-reviewed ID articles and that this number is growing rapidly. In an
article entitled “PEER-REVIEWED & PEER-EDITED SCIENTIFIC PUBLICATIONS
SUPPORTING THE THEORY OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN” (all caps in original on
website), a Discovery Institute staff writer begins by suggesting that ID is a young
science and that “recognition in peer-reviewed literature is not an absolute requirement to
demonstrate an idea’s scientific merit” (np).>! Nevertheless, the author continues to list

and annotate more than twenty articles from various publications. What is immediately

5! This article can be found here: http://www.discovery.org/a/2640. Last accessed on May 29, 2014.
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apparent is that the bulk of these publications come from the alternative network of
“science” publications established to produce “peer-reviewed” ID materials.

In this section, I have outlined several ways in which ID utilizes science as a
source of authority. ID advocates have honed the antievolution methodology by
highlighting academic credentials and associations, making their arguments in
sophisticated and technical scientific language, and creating an alternative network of
scholars and forums through which ID work is vetted. As one author writes: “What the
ID proponents have done is repackage these old ideas without explicit reference to the
divine, sprinkle in some fancy terminology, and apply the watchmaker idea to new
contexts, such as biochemistry, to make it all sound more scientific” (Ravitch 2010, 27).%
Lewis (2010) argues that religions often hide under scientific authority as a means of both
legitimation and justification that is somewhat indifferent to science proper, and this
seems to be true of ID.

There is an odd tension that runs through this discourse. As one browses ID
articles and publications, a double image of science appears: on one hand there is much
emphasis on scientists who accept or assert ID while at the same time there is a rather

steady critique and undermining of science, particularly evolutionary science and

52 This indeed seems to be the case, though the watchmaker argument seems more robust. Behe (1996)
typically illustrates his argument for irreducible complexity by referring to the bacteria flagellum that is
comprised of intricately connected parts such that it functions as an outboard motor, of a sort. Behe’s
argument rests on the premise that if a part is removed then the flagellum is non-functional. In this
argument, systemic fragility or lack of redundancy is the hallmark of the designer. One might easily
envision a missing piece of a watch, say the faceplate, or the maybe even the hour hand, and the watch
could still function to keep and tell the correct time, so long as the observer devises some method for
interpreting it.
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scientists in general.*® This tension leads me to suggest that science is more than just a

source of ideas and authority.

4.4 Science as Defense

The role of science within ID discourse, at first glance, appears to be a bit
contradictory, but things are a bit more complex than they may first appear. On one hand,
science, or a version of it as constructed by ID proponents, is utilized as a source of
validation and justification, but on the other hand science is criticized as a domain of the
elite who utilize science to prop up their power and dominion.** This tension inspires a
second look at the role of science in this discourse: Is it a valuable source of epistemic
authority or a weapon of manipulation for the powerful and a product of this elite group’s
agenda, as ID proponents claim?

This section will examine this apparent contradiction in greater detail. This
contradiction would seem to render science impotent as an epistemological resource

because ID advocates appear to attack the very thing that they use to bolster their own

33 There also seems to be an increase of critique of environmental sciences apparent throughout the ID
discourse as evidenced in numerous articles on the Discovery Institute website. Investigating connection of
this critique to ID will need to be left for a future project.

5% One may argue that there is symmetry to this statement that weakens the claims I make in this chapter.
That is, I use science as a source of validation and justification while claiming that ID is utilizing science to
prop up their ideology and dominion; however, the key point of this chapter is to bring forth the ways in
which “science” is molded and adapted to the particular aims of ID advocates to the extent, as I will argue
in depth shortly, that “science” becomes a distinct fictional character that ID advocates use to
simultaneously focus their claims and shield themselves from scrutiny. I am not seeking to put forth a
specific conceptualization of science (though I likely inadvertently and unavoidably do so to some extent);
rather, I am seeking to show the pliable nature of the conceptualization utilized in ID discourse. This is not
to say that mainstream scientists or anyone else do not do similar things, they likely do, but they are not the
current focus. See Footnote 26. I am not both utilizing and criticizing the same thing, and neither are ID
proponents, even though it appears this way at first glance. This is what I aim to show in this section.
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claims. The two, however, are not the same: religious appeals to scientific authority are
not epistemic claims but political actions. ID advocates are less interested in the
epistemic value of science for their project than in effecting change in public
consciousness. >

The basic argument of this section is as follows: ID advocates challenge
traditional boundaries of science by drawing on critiques available from science studies
literature, but this challenge is a defensive strategy that allows ID advocates to
conceptually demarcate their “science” from the “other.” In so doing, ID advocates shield
their own epistemic claims while playing on the sympathies of their audience at the same
time.

To flesh out this claim, I first describe the critique of science that ID advocates
make. I utilize the transcripts of the Dover trial as the basis for articulating the positions
of ID proponents and mainstream scientists. The Dover trial is particularly useful for this
task because the positions are clearly articulated and come directly from the testimony of
key personalities involved in this debate. I am not, at this time, providing a thorough
overview or analysis of the trial itself, however. I am using it as a resource for reporting
two conflicting positions on the meaning and nature of science. After I lay out the two
positions, I then explore some of the underlying issues to show that the ID critique

resonates with science studies scholarship. Finally, I explore the implications of this

331D proponents are by no means the first to use science in this way. In the previous chapter I briefly
discussed Huxley’s advocacy for political change using Darwinian evolution as his authoritative
foundation, despite the fact that he strongly disagreed with natural selection—the key element of Darwin’s
theory. ID differs in this regard, however, in that proponents do not overtly assert political change but
rather subvert it to the assertion of what they see as a credible scientific theory. Surely, even in this regard
however, ID advocates are not the originators of this tactic.
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critique, specifically, that ID critiques science in ways not unlike critics of science more
generally, but their critique is a defense mechanism that deflects attention away from
their own epistemic shortcomings. As we will see, the ID critique appears to be a case of
“fighting science with science,” to borrow another writer’s words from a different context

(Hersh 2010, 513).

4.4.1 Positioning

ID advocates seek to challenge the definition of “science” in an attempt to move
current boundaries and to re-conceptualize it so as to encompass ID epistemological
commitments. As discussed in Chapter Three, the Dover trial of 2005 played a key role in
determining the legal status of ID in terms of its suitability for the science classroom in
that the definition of “science” was a key issue. This section utilizes the transcripts of this
trial and the testimony of some significant ID advocates and opponents to present the ID
critique of science. The plaintiffs are those arguing against ID as science and the
defendant is the Dover School Board—those promoting ID. It is important to note that
this section is an account of the positions of both parties and is not yet an evaluation or
analysis of these positions. That follows in the next section.

Science is method, according to the plaintiffs in the Dover trial. The first witness
to testify for the plaintiffs was Kenneth Miller, co-author of the textbook at issue.
Miller’s testimony focused largely on the definition of “science” which explicitly sets out
its scope and boundaries. In his testimony, Miller states that “science tries to provide
natural explanations for natural phenomena. So one of the most basic rules of science is

that we tend [sic]—what we require, the practitioners of science seek their explanations
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in the world around us, in things we can test, we can observe, and we can verify”
(Kitzmiller v. Dover Sept. 26, 2005, 59:17-22). Miller goes on to explain that “science” is
that which is repeatable, testable, and open to critique from other practitioners. Science is
thus defined procedurally.

Robert Pennock, philosopher of science and expert witness for the plaintiffs,
provided an interpretation of the concept behind Miller’s definition. Pennock explains
that science is defined methodologically in accordance with the conventions of empirical
inquiry (Sept. 28, 2005, 24:20-23). In philosophical terms this processes is referred to as
“methodological naturalism, and the idea is that this is a form of method that constrains
what counts as a scientific explanation.” “Philosophical naturalism” is distinguished from
“methodological naturalism” with the former referring to a metaphysical statement on the
reality of the cosmos as being only material in nature and the later referring to the
confinement of scientific explanation to natural causes. Philosophical naturalism excludes
the possibility of supernatural entities and is not an element of standard scientific
practice. In other words, although science deals only with the material world, it makes no
comment on ultimate reality. On this account, science stakes the boundaries of what is
possibly knowable, in accordance with its established criteria, and ID is excluded because
it refers to entities and phenomena outside of this arena.

The application of methodological naturalism contains significant advantages,
according to the plaintiffs. Of particular importance is the reliance on empirical evidence
that supersedes religious injunctions. In other words, methodological naturalism allows
science to proceed in ways that might otherwise be constrained by religious belief and

authoritarian influence. “That’s probably what’s most characteristic of the scientific
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revolution, rejecting appeal to authority and saying we will appeal just to nature itself.
We’ll appeal just to the evidence, the empirical evidence,” says Pennock (Sept. 28, 2005,
27:16-20). In this way, science belongs to the realm of common experience and not
privileged ideology.

Pennock points out that utility is another advantage offered by science in its
standard definition. Pennock argues that the utility of methodological naturalism is
significant and attests to its value and credibility: “When you discover these natural
regularities, these causal regularities, you’re then able to use them in pathology and so
on” and this “is crucial, because it makes a difference. It lets us apply the conclusions, the
discoveries that scientists make” (30:24-31:12). The scientific revolution, typically
characterized as a movement from appeals to authority to the sufficiency of empirical
authority (Shapin 1996), brought forth an immense increase of knowledge and there is
little doubt of the connections between the refining of scientific methodology and the
proliferation of ideas and technology that emerged and continues to accrue at a staggering
rate.

On this account, another advantage of methodological naturalism and its
adherence to the standards of empirical evidence is that it allows for open access to the
scientific enterprise. Empiricism takes on the appearance of a universal language or a
universal forum for practitioners whereby a system of checks and balances—otherwise
known as peer-review—are established in order to validate or disqualify scientific
knowledge claims. Miller states that he thinks that “science might be the closest thing we
have on the planet to a universal culture” (Sept. 26, 2005, 63:3-5), and that “the peer

review process is the essence of the scientific process” (39:23-4). This process heightens
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scientific credibility because it not only witnesses to the integrity of the knowledge claim

but also the integrity of the claimant. Pennock explains:

What one expects in science is that one is going to be

testing hypotheses against the natural world, and what

methodological naturalism does is say we can’t

cheat...We’re forced to restrain ourselves to looking for

natural regularities. That’s part of what it means to be able

to give evidence for something. You’ve undermined that

notion of empirical evidence if you start to introduce the

supernatural. (Sept 28, 2005, 30:8-31:13)
Methodological naturalism thus ensures utility and credibility making its worth appear
insurmountable.

To summarize the plaintiff’s position, science is defined in terms of
methodological naturalism. Practitioners of science limit science to natural phenomena
discerned via empirical evidence, explainable by regularities in nature, and subject to
verification and falsification. That science is thus defined is crucial: it provides a forum
for all practitioners to participate in the scientific enterprise regardless of particular
beliefs and religious commitments; the verification/falsification criteria provides a check
and balance system whereby knowledge claims can be either endorsed or discarded; and
it limits science to the realm of natural phenomena thereby supplying grounds for a
consistent and reliable assessment of regularities that can then be practically applied and
implemented into various technologies. On this account, it seems that science is as
scientists do.

Science is largely a rational exercise, according to the defendants. ID advocates

do not entirely quibble with the empirical bases of science. At issue from their
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perspective is the conceptual framework in which the empirical world is interpreted. In
other words, from an intelligent design perspective, “science,” as a more complete source
of knowledge, must be re-conceptualized in such a way as to be open to the inclusion of
supernatural description as part of its explanatory toolbox. ID advocates routinely suggest
that although science may not be able to identify or qualify the designer, it can attest to
the products or work of supernatural designer.> To the rational observer, according to
this view, “the physical empirical evidence, the scientific evidence, points to a conclusion
of intelligent design” (Kitzmiller v. Dover Oct. 17, 2005, 33:5-7). For ID proponents, this
is the bottom line.

Michael Behe, a biochemist at Lehigh University in Pennsylvania, was the first
expert witness for the defense in the Dover trial. Behe is best known for the formulation
of irreducible complexity theory, as described in section 4.2.1. In regards to science
specifically, Behe defines it as the conjoining of “physical, observable, empirical facts
about nature plus logical inferences” (Oct. 17, 2005, 112:6-8). Reliance on “logical
inferences” is meant to refer to inductive reasoning or as Behe explains it, the
extrapolating “from what we know to instances of what we don’t know” (115:6-7). Using
the discovery of DNA by Watson and Crick and the formulation of the Big Bang theory
as examples, Behe explains that experiences with known phenomena allow scientists to
discern understandings of other phenomena with apparent commonalities. Observation

alone is insufficient and must be supplemented with rational interpretation.

56 A fairly complete overview of this assertion appears on the ID website entitled “Uncommon Descent.”
Details can be found at: http://www.uncommondescent.com/intelligent-design/detecting-the-supernatural-
why-science-doesnt-presuppose-methodological-naturalism-after-all/.
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ID proponents in this trial argued that the standard definition of science was too
limiting and the exclusion of ID from the boundaries of legitimate science is not
necessarily related to its evidentiary capacity. Steve Fuller, testifying for the defense in
the Dover trial, argued that science is defined by the conceptual context in which
empirical evidence is interpreted and by the social context of who does the interpreting.’
In other words, empirical observation is filtered through the conceptual framework of the
observer, and this framework is formed in and through the social/epistemological
networks in which the observer is situated. Fuller argues that throughout the history of
science reference to the divine has provided a fruitful conceptual backdrop. In the
specific case of ID, Fuller argues that religious motivations are insufficient grounds for
barring a proposed scientific theory, and furthermore, ID is concerned with salient
phenomena that evolution fails to adequately address (Oct. 24, 2005, 115:24-116:17).
Fuller bolsters his position by bringing to bear insights from the history of science to
argue that belief in a monotheistic God, in whose likeness and image humanity was
created, provided an epistemological gateway into the inner workings of nature and a
window into the mind of God. This belief, or some version of it, was highly influential in
initiating and sustaining scientific inquiry throughout history. Fuller accuses modern
science of being progressively exclusive and historically ignorant. On these grounds,
Fuller provides support for ID as a legitimate scientific project and suggests that it is
beneficial as a broadened educational perspective when it opens the door to inquiry

beyond the constraints of contemporary hegemonic discourses in science.

57 Steve Fuller is not an ID advocate as such. He is a proponent of social epistemology and he viewed his
participation in the trial as a way to promote science studies and social epistemology (Corbyn 2006).
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To summarize the defendants’ position, the dispute between the accepted
definition of science and ID is about boundaries and the role of rational inference. ID is
excluded from science in its standard articulation because by definition it refers to
something outside of the natural world, thus science cannot speak to the validity of its
claims. ID proponents counter that such restrictions hamper the scientific enterprise by
capping inference resources; furthermore, the scientific enterprise has a proven track
record of success within a religious/scientific framework and excluding such perspectives

is a political act more so than a straightforward matter of evidence and truth.

4.4.2 Underlying Issues

It seems to me that in the previously described contest, “science” is somewhat
idealized by both sides of the debate. The idealization of science as a neutral arbitrator of
truth is precisely why it is often leveraged as an authoritative source of knowledge
claims, but, as scholars in the social studies of science have long proclaimed, such
idealization is not representative of how science is “really” done. ID advocates utilize
some well-worn critiques of science from the social studies of science, and as such, much
of their critique is reasonable. This subsection will identify these critiques, and this
identification is important for at least two reasons: 1) in the ID discourse these critiques
are typically tightly packaged with the assertion of the validity of ID in the face of the
identified shortcomings of common understanding of mainstream science, and 2) this
critique of science allows ID advocates to demarcate themselves from mainstream
science which shields their own “science” from the criticisms that they launch at others.

For ease of explanation I have divided these critiques in three categories: objectivity,
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methodology and trust, which I will expound on in turn. The Discovery Institute boasts
more philosophers of science and science studies scholars than biologists on its roster of
associated fellows, and so it is not surprising that an ID-based critique draws on this
much broader scholarship.>*

A key element of this issue is the question as to whether knowledge claims are
independently true or socially constructed. Although this is a problematic dichotomy that
I will address shortly, it is an important question because, to many, “independently true”
implies that facts are beyond the scope of human intervention whereas “socially
constructed” implies that the facts are not hard and fast but can or perhaps should be
changed.* This issue of “independently true” however, remains challenged, allowing ID
advocates a space in which to attack mainstream science.

Scientific objectivity has been a hotly debated topic within science studies. ID
advocates challenge the notion of objectivity in a way similar to those in feminist
epistemology and science studies more generally. Traditional notions of objectivity tend
to involve the idea that, given the proper execution of the scientific method, empirical
evidence will reveal the facts of the matter, and this is certainly the concept of objectivity

that was in circulation in the Dover Trial. For example, in his testimony, Kenneth Miller

8 The complete list and biographies are available on their website:
http://www.discovery.org/csc/fellows.php. Last accessed June 28, 2014.

59 It seems to me that there is at least some degree of social construction in all knowledge claims, even
basic ones. For example, in Sexing the Body, Anne Fausto-Sterling (2000) explains how the “fact” of
gender—male and female—is constructed from beliefs about the way the world is. Babies born with
ambiguous genitalia routinely undergo various physical, social, and psychological interventions such that
they are molded into the conventional gender dimorphic framework (58-60). In this way, social concepts of
gender are applied to the physical body and the body then reinforces the social concept of gender as
dimorphic. Fausto-Sterling’s work suggests that sex and gender are not basic facts but are complex
networks of beliefs and practices. Indeed, Fausto-Sterling suggests that a system of multiple sexes and
genders would more aptly encompass the range and diversity of human experience.
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explains a case involving the chromosomal structure of primates. As the story goes,
Darwinian evolution posits the notion of common descent, but humans have only 23 pairs
of chromosomes whereas other great apes have 24. Miller argues that if the hypothesis of
common descent is indeed accurate then there must be a way to account for the missing
chromosomes, and in examining the chromosomal structures of each, scientists
discovered that the number two chromosome in humans is actually two chromosomes
fused together. “Evolution has made a testable prediction and passed,” Miller
triumphantly announces (Sept, 26, 2005, 86:4-5). A properly executed scientific method,
the plaintiffs would say, means that a scientist would make observations of the world,
formulate a hypothesis, and then test that hypothesis for verification or falsification
against the natural world.

The problem that ID proponents hit upon, however, is that empirical observation
is not typically as straightforward as suggested by Miller’s testimony. The social study of
science, stemming from Thomas Kuhn through the work of Bruno Latour and beyond,
traces a vast network of relations between people places and things involved in the
development of what eventually gets presented as a simple scientific fact, claim, or idea.
In this account, the process of science is messy and involves contests and disputes
between various social and political factions. Who wins and who determines the facts of
the matter influences what the facts of the matter are.

This is precisely the point that the defendant witness Steve Fuller attempts to

make in the Dover Trial. He says:

It’s very rare to actually find a decision point where you
say, well, some crucial test has been done, and this theory
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has been shown to be true, and this one has been shown to

be false. But rather, what you have is kind of a statistical

drift in allegiances among people working in the scientific

community over time, and especially if you add to it

generational change. What you end up getting is kind of a,

what Thomas Kuhn would call, a paradigm shift; that is to

say that, where over a relatively short period of time,

simply by virtue of the fact that the new people come in

with new assumptions and new ideas, that you actually do

get a massive shift, but not necessarily because there’s

ever been any decisive moment where someone has

proven one theory to be true and another theory to be

false. (Oct. 24, 2005, 12:3-19)
Science in this account is not just people testing ideas against nature, as though somehow
separate and distinct from it. Rather, people are part of nature, they are an element of the
object of inquiry and methodology is thus inevitably involved in a complex set of
relationships, not the straightforward image presented by Miller, as I will explain.

The definition of “science” by the plaintiffs invokes a distinction between the
context of discovery and the context of justification. The former refers to the sources of
questions and avenues of inquiry which is distinguished from the processes of
verification or falsification. The former is typically construed as subjective, the latter as
objective. In the plaintiff’s construction of science, the context of justification is
protectively isolated from the context of discovery such that challenges of discovery do
not impact the fact-status of a knowledge claim.

Science studies, however, have posed a formidable challenge to this distinction.
Thomas Kuhn, suggests one scholar, dismissed this conceptual divide entirely by posing
the notion of “normal science” as an aspect of puzzle solving such that validity or matter-

of-factness is predetermined (almost) by the paradigm from which questions are derived

(Bird 2004). Bruno Latour (1987) says something similar by arguing that science
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transpires in networks that come into being via action compelled by the dynamic adaptive
interests of actors and actants—human and non-human entities alike. Scientists,
laboratories, and instruments seem to constitute an intricate interplay of force and
resistance such that context and content are fused into a single comprehensible matter-of-
fact. Empirical evidence is vetted through these networks and its validity is crucially
dependent on them.

Feminist science studies scholars argue that there is no such thing as “objectivity”
in the traditionally understood sense. Scholars in this domain assert that knowledge is
constrained by one’s location, thus is always partial and limited, and the appearance of
neutrality masks important contingencies (Grasswick 2011). “If knowledge is equated
with a neutral point of view, then those who have the power to claim knowledge can
mask (albeit unwittingly) their particular perspective as the neutral point of view”
(Grasswick 2011, xix). In this way, the history of the exclusion of women from education
and the scientific enterprise has produced a science that in many ways employs, explains,
and justifies male bias. This is not to say that objectivity should be abandoned for
relativism, a caution made most notably by Donna Haraway (1988). Rather, feminist
theory tends to reconstruct the notion of objectivity such that various forms of inclusion
provide multiple perspectives that act as a type of check on background assumptions that
may be rendered invisible from certain locations.

Although there is a resonance with feminist science studies, the inclusion of a
wide variety of perspectives does not appear to be the interest of ID advocates. In this
account, objectivity would be improved by the broadening of the definition of “science”

which, according to ID advocate Philip Johnson (2001), is now secured via scientism.
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“Scientism,” according to Johnson, is “a philosophical doctrine which asserts arbitrarily
that knowledge comes only through the methods of investigation available to the natural
sciences” (72). Broadening the definition of “science” would open a new realm of
empirical resources thus redressing the need for scientists to be restrained by conceptual
biases in the quest for explanation.

Critics of scientism argue that there are many meaningful questions that cannot be
answered by measuring or counting in typical scientific fashion and currently the
definition of science restricts inquiry (Johnson 2001). The question at the heart of the
position of those who object to scientism is whether or not there is inherent meaning and
purpose in the living world and how one goes about asking/answering such question. Ken
Miller concedes that science is limited in this regard. He says that “these questions
simply lie outside the purview of science. It doesn’t say they’re not important, it doesn’t
say that any answer to these is necessarily wrong, but it does say that science cannot
address it” (Kitzmiller v. Dover Sept. 26, 2005, 64:13-25). In other words, the limiting of
knowledge to the objective realm renders inquiry of such domains as meaning and
purpose off limits to science making it very difficult to assert anything concrete on its
basis.

Yet, science studies scholarship has asserted time and again that the processes of
science are intricately connected to the subjective persuasions of its body of practitioners,
and the pure straightforward self-evidentiary characterization of science, such as Miller
purports, elides such connection. This dichotomy engenders a modernity-friendly image
of science as “pure,” shielded from the impacts of the oscillating world of subjectivity.

Bruno Latour (2010) argues that the appearance of purification and separation that has
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come to symbolize modernity and the myth of pure science is actually structured by a
messy conglomerate of networks of people, places, and things that perform various roles.
Science structures these networks while simultaneously being characterized by them. The
purer the image the greater messiness it hides. In Miller’s comment, the dichotomy
between material and conceptual worlds is foregrounded and the messy interpenetration
upon which such purification and separation are situated lies hidden in the background.
ID advocates are certainly not the only ones to challenge what is often perceived
as a dogmatic materialism intrinsic to modern science. Recently, several authors have
made similar comments.® Of particular note are Aping Mankind (Tallis 2012), and Mind
and the Cosmos (Nagel 2011). In these works, the authors, though not intelligent design
proponents, argue against the over reliance on materialism for explanations of human
experience (Tallis 2012) and conscious minds (Nagel 2011). Both of these authors evoke
a non-reductionist complexity framework that resonates with an emergentist concept put
forth earlier by Michael Polanyi who claims that “the richness of life cannot be reduced
to simple mechanical and physical processes of natural selection and genetics as the neo-
Darwinians do” (Paksi 2013, 54). They might well agree that science, at least in its
traditionally understood capacity, cannot speak to meaning and purpose in the universe.
Perhaps, however, science a la Miller “misspeaks.” In his recent book The Moral
Landscape (2011), controversial author Sam Harris offers an argument that nicely
captures my central point in this section. He writes: “Questions about values—about

meaning, morality, and life’s larger purpose—are really questions about the well-being of

60 The authors discussed here make it explicit that they are not aligned with the ID movement, though
Nagel (2012, 10) admits to being inspired by their criticism of science even though he does not accept the
designer hypothesis.
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conscious creatures. Values, therefore, translate into facts that can be scientifically
understood: regarding positive and negative social emotions, retributive impulses, the
effects of specific laws and social institutions on human relationships, the
neurophysiology of happiness, etcetera” (1-2). Now it is highly unlikely that this self-
proclaimed atheist writer and ID advocates would see eye-to-eye; however, a major bone
of contention for ID advocates is the fervent adherence to materialism (as separate and
distinct from non-materialism) in evolutionary theory to the exclusion of the possibility
of addressing meaning and purpose within the natural world. On this point, there seems
to be an agreement.

In some ways, the clash between these two positions as represented by ID
proponents and mainstream scientists recalls the methodological debate from the
Darwinian-era critiques. At that time, the debate was between whether or not proper
scientific method started from a single premise and moved outward to gather information
that would either prove or disprove the premise, or whether one gathered information
first and then moved inward to an overarching theory or premise. Regardless of the
approach, the objective was the same: get to the facts of the matter. In other words,
certainty was the epistemological target. The difference this time is that, though it will
take some unpacking to see, mainstream science seeks contingent certainty, whereas 1D
advocates seek absolute certainty. Or, in other words, certainty versus Certainty.
Contingent certainty, in theory at least, is open to challenge by new information.

The plaintiffs in the Dover trial argued that science, though not perfect, is an open
and transparent enterprise, but the defendants do not accept this characterization. Implied

in their testimony is a mistrust of the scientific community. ID advocates, such as Phillip
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Johnson (2001), for example, claim that science operates according to social constraints
in the forms of privilege, inclusion, and exclusion. As such, science furnishes a
formidable knowledge-power relationship and so it is mistrusted by those excluded from
its domain.

ID advocates portray a deep mistrust of the mainstream scientific community. For
example, in his testimony, Michel Behe argued that the human immune system is an
irreducibly complex system that has not been, and cannot be, adequately explained by
evolutionary theory. To rebut this claim, on cross examination Behe was presented with
an actual stack of more than fifty books and peer-reviewed publications offering a
plethora of explanations, but he dismissed the body of evidence in its entirety by stating
that “the scientific literature has no detailed testable answer to the question of how the
immune system could have arisen by random mutation and natural selection” (Kitzmiller
v. Dover Oct. 19, 2005, 21, 12-15). Such an obstinate attitude, one may surmise, is but a
blatant display of daftness, blindness, and/or deceit, but these conclusions for the
purposes here are hardly satisfactory.

Behe is well educated and articulate, and what seems most apparent is that Behe
does not trust the evidence before him. Behe argued that “often times people when
they’re working under the aegis of a theory simply assume some component of it (Oct.
15, 2005, 21:14-16). Behe is explicit that he does not work from a Darwinian framework
and does not see the evidence in the same way as those who do. In reference specifically
to the human immune system, he said: “I do not see any evidence for the occurrence of
random mutation and natural selection” (21-22:23-1). Behe is apparently skeptical of the

scientific context or community in which the entire mass of evidence was produced
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because from his perspective proving an evolutionary hypothesis involves assuming it
first. Furthermore, Behe seems to imply that the social constructedness of evolutionary
science renders it invalid.

Integral to the scientific enterprise and highly touted in this case is the process of
peer-review. According to the plaintiffs in the Dover case, peer-review is the process by
which empirical evidence is translated into a universal language or forum. It is a process
whereby knowledge practitioners set in motion a system of checks and balances to
validate or disqualify scientific knowledge claims. Miller states that he thinks that
“science might be the closest thing we have on the planet to a universal culture” (Sept.
26, 2005, 63:3-5), and that “the peer review process is the essence of the scientific
process” (39:23-4). This process heightens scientific credibility because it bears witness
to the integrity of the knowledge claim and the claimant by extension.

There is perhaps some room for a healthy degree of mistrust of the peer-review
process, though not likely to the extent that seems apparent from Behe’s testimony. Each
of the expert witnesses for the plaintiffs refers to the peer-review process as the sacred
gatekeeper of the enterprise. It is through the peer-review process that knowledge claims
are vetted—judged and revised. This indeed may be true, but as Steve Fuller points out
for the defendants, those who participate in this process are relatively few in number.
According to Fuller and often repeated in other academic contexts, very few scientists
ever participate in the peer-review process: a common statement is that eighty percent of
scientific publications are produced by only twenty percent of scientists. Perhaps this
statistic simply indicates that some scientists are prolific and most are not, but some

critics of the peer-review process would lend support to Fuller that bias in the review
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process rather than the individual strength of the knowledge claim influences which
authors get published and which do not.

Peer-review bias can indeed limit participation in the scientific enterprise. This
bias has been rather convincingly shown to be particularly potent against women, authors
from smaller institutions, and in cases where reviewers abuse the process by exercising
overt political agendas (Smith 2006, 180). ID advocate Casey Luskin (2006) suggests the
peer-review process is deeply flawed, and drawing conclusions from monumental
scientific writings that were either rejected in the peer-review process or never entered
the process at all, he suggests that peer-review is not necessary for good science. The
objective here is not to evaluate the peer-review process. Rather, it is to show that ID
proponents take up critiques from a wider dialogue where such critiques are leveled and
accepted as valid, at least to some extent.

There are several ‘take-home’ points from this section. First, ID advocates
critique science utilizing thoughts and ideas presented in a broader conversation about
how science proceeds. Second, in this process, ID discourse, aided and abetted by
traditional conceptualizations of science (such as produced by Miller), constructs a
scientific “Other” from which they dissent. *' Third, it is important to be able to identify
the elements of critique because although they are constructed from a reasonable critique
of science in the academic domain of science and technology studies, they are often
tightly packaged together with ID’s alternative. Of course, challenging science does not

automatically validate religious belief.

1T have adopted this conceptualization of the scientific “Other” from Hersh (2010). Hersh (2010) explores
the ways in which one particular evangelical group in the US appeals to scientific authority.
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4.4.3 Implications

By constructing a scientific Other through a critique of traditional definitions and
boundaries of science, ID proponents are able to demarcate a “good” and “bad” science
of sorts. This separation allows ID advocates to simultaneously criticize and utilize
science and scientific authority. In this way, what first appears to be contradictory, within
the framework of ID critique is actually quite coherent. ID discourse condemns specific
scientific orientations of which they claim to be significantly differentiated. This
differentiation crucially rests on the reliable presence of a scientific strawperson—the
Other—and it keeps the idealization of science in view as a constant referent against
which ID advocates can tether their distinction.

Construction of the Other coincides with a conceptual framework of warfare
which allows purchase on a potentially very persuasive tactic. In this context, ID
proponents often claim that they are attacked and bullied by the scientific community.
The following passages exemplify some oft-repeated tropes that characterize how the

proponents of ID position their view against the scientific mainstream:

For the past decade, we have had the scientific
proponents of “intelligent design” sometimes
frontally challenging and at other times offering
significant modifications of the theory of evolution.
The defenders of evolutionary orthodoxy raise the
alarm at any suggestion of intelligent design or
purpose, thereby implicitly endorsing a narrowly
dogmatic version of evolutionary theory. (Neuhaus
2005, np)

In this passage, the “defenders of the evolutionary orthodoxy” paints a picture of troops

guarding a religious stronghold. Not only does it appear that they are warding off
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potential external threats, but describing evolution as dogma makes it appear that the
guards are actively maintaining an internal organization. The ideas of orthodoxy and
dogma are part of a common move within this discourse to describe evolutionists as
religious extremists protecting their Truth and projecting it on the rest of the world. With
this trope ID advocates accuse mainstream science of being committed to the doctrine of
Truth above all else, and willing to trample anyone or anything that might stand in its

way. Another example:

There are other theories supported by very reputable
scientists, including theories of evolution other than the
established version to which students are now bullied into
giving their assent. (Neuhaus 2005, np)

The trope of ID proponents being bullied by Big Science is abundant in this discourse. In
this passage, the Neuhaus widens the accusation to include the victimization of students,

presumably younger, more impressionable, and more vulnerable than ID proponents. By

encompassing a perceived weaker element into the image of who mainstream scientists

are attacking, claims of oppression are strengthened and sympathy is deepened. Another

example:

In educated circles Darwinism and other mechanistic
accounts of evolution are utterly status quo. That has
advantages and disadvantages for proponents like
yourselves. On the one hand, it means that the full
resources of the scientific and educational establishment
are behind you, and you can use them to squelch dissent.
(Dembski 2002, np)®

62 The full article can be found here: http://www.discovery.org/a/1185. Last accessed July 1, 2014.
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In this passage, the trope of war is again rehearsed and embellished. Here the scientific
and educational establishment are dictators who tightly control the domain of knowledge
for the explicit purpose of exercising dominion over others and securing the benefits of

being situated at the top of the hierarchy. One more example:

The real “war” is the assault on the academic freedom and

the very careers of scientists and other academics who

investigate, discuss, or merely support intelligent design.

While intelligent design may be a persecuted minority

viewpoint within the scientific community, it is nonetheless

receiving increasing levels of scientific support and its

proponents continue to publish their research in scientific

publications which develop and extend the theory. (Luskin

2006, np)
In this passage, war is the explicit framework in which the power relations between ID
proponents and the rest of the scientific community are constructed. This metaphorical
construction allows ID advocates to garner sympathetic support from its audience which
tends, no doubt, to make the audience more receptive to their position. It constructs the
Other as not only an opponent, but a Goliath opponent threatening to trample the ID little
guy. Moreover, ID advocates extend this framework to the domain of freedom
(academic), inviting the audience to view the threat of the Other as a threat not only to ID
proponents but to the audience as well. This maneuver constitutes a defense tactic to the
extent that it deflects intellectual engagement to an emotional reaction.

This type of move is enabled by a key element of a defensive ID strategy. ID

advocates generally have two modes of communication: technical and non-technical. The

more technical media tends to avoid explicit religious references, but such is not the case

in more casual forums aimed at their followers. For example, in The Design Inference
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(1998), published by Cambridge Press, a renowned academic publisher, Dembski is very
clear that his objective is merely to establish a reliable method for detecting design, and
that this is entirely different from speculating on the identity of the designing agent. He

writes:

We can determine whether an event conforms to a
pattern without having to explain why the
conformity exists. Thus, even though in practice
inferring design is the first step in identifying an
intelligent agent, taken by itself design does not
require that such an agent be posited. The notion of
design that emerges from the design inference must
not be confused with intelligent agency. Though
they operate in tandem, the two are separate
notions. (227)

By demarcating the two—the design and the designer—Dembski is able to produce a
mathematical argument based on probability that seems to conform to traditional
academic norms. In a later publication entitled Mere Creation: Science, Faith, and
Intelligent Design (1998), published by InterVarsity Press, a renowned evangelical
Christian publisher, Dembski writes that “nature is not self-sufficient, God created nature
as well as any laws by which nature operates. Not only has God created the world, but
also God upholds the world moment by moment” (1998b, 14).% There is no demarcation

here between the creator and the creation.

%3 On their website in the “About Us” section, InterVarsity Press writes that “Our Purpose: As an extension

of InterVarsity Christian Fellowship/USA, InterVarsity Press serves those in the university, the church and

the world by publishing resources that equip and encourage people to follow Jesus as Savior and Lord in all
of Life.” See the full page at http://www.ivpress.com/about/. Last accessed June 28, 2014.
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The dual-track media of ID has several important functions. The technical
publications have not been well received within academic circles which for the most part
consist of the people with the expertise necessary for making a comprehensive
assessment. Yet, these types of publications continue to appear even though they are
often too technical for many laypersons. Most recently, Stephen Meyer published
Darwin’s Doubt (2013) with much fanfare in the ID cybersphere. The point that [ am
making is that splitting the media allows for the leveraging of (symbolic) scientific
authority while thwarting critical engagement by the general audience (I take this issue
up in more detail in Section 5.3). In the following chapter, I explore the Christianity

aspect of ID in greater detail and this audience split will become even more prominent.

4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have fleshed out the role of science in the ID debate. I have
suggested that science is a source of concepts and ideas that ID advocates draw on to
undermine evolution and promote ID. ID tenets recycle Darwinian-era critiques, but they
largely ignore the world of biology and the responses to their claims. In this way an
impasse is constructed between the ID perspective and mainstream science. This impasse
is leveraged, however, in the construction of the scientific Other that ID advocates claim
to be harassed by and subjugated to. This move utilizes science as a defensive strategy
because it garners sympathy for the apparent underdog and deflects attention away from
in-depth considerations of their own positions.

In this chapter I have also attempted to show that science is utilized as a source of

authority in that ID advocates emphasize academic credentials and affiliations, utilize
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technical language and other intellectual forums, and by establishing an alternative ID
network that mimics mainstream academic communities. The formation of an alternative
network exaggerates the apparent gulf between ID and mainstream science. In this way, it
appears that not only is there an impasse between the two, but the two are in clear
opposition and distanced such that bridging the two sides is not even a viable ambition.

I have suggested that science is utilized as a defensive element in that ID
advocates critique the traditional definition of science, thereby creating a scientific Other
from which they can differentiate themselves and position themselves as being
oppressed. The construction of the Other is important for several reasons. It allows for
the cultivation of audience sympathies that dampens rational critique, and it allows ID
advocates to produce two distinct forms of media, which in turn allows the packaging of
ID as common sense to their sympathetic audience. %

This chapter shows the oppositional construction of this discourse. This is a
significant element of this discourse, because it is this oppositional structure that ID
advocates rely on to build and leverage their epistemic claims that are then harnessed to
explain and justify their position on other social and political issues. The following
chapter expounds on the crucial nature of this oppositional structure for mobilizing social
action in accordance to ID objectives. These objectives are clearly Christian, evangelical,

ambitious, and very much concerned with gender and sexuality.

%41t could be argued that there is an inherent problematic symmetry in my argument. It may be the case that
Darwinists also constructs a “non-"scientific “Other” (ID), but it is not symmetrical to my argument
because the “Other” that ID creates is a fictional character detached from the broader commonly
understood domain of science. Likely scientists do something similar, but this would be another incident of
the same practice, not the other side of the coin, so to speak. Constructing a symmetrical image between
science and ID is precisely what ID advocates seek and precisely what I identify as a mirage because it is
an only an empty image of science that they employ.
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CHAPTER 5 THE ID FRAMEWORK

5.1 Introduction

Thus far I have examined the role of science in the context of ID, and in the
previous chapter, I suggested that the appearance of science in ID discourse provides
several important political tools. As discussed in Chapter Three, ID is not really about
science in terms of seeking new knowledge even though ID appears to transact in
knowledge claims. So, if indeed ID is not about science, then the question arises as to
what it is all about.

To this end, this chapter seeks passage beyond the scientific veneer of ID to its
Christian roots and epistemic orientation. This chapter has two main objectives: to show
how ID manufactures a collective perspective, and to show that this perspective is clearly
Christian. These objectives are not separate and distinct issues, and indeed I address them
together. This work is necessary because it is this framework that grounds the sexual
politics in ID discourse which is the focus of the next chapter.

To achieve the objectives of this chapter, I will need to employ strategic
interdisciplinarity explicitly and extensively. Recall from Chapter Two that strategic
interdisciplinarity conceives of both the object of inquiry and the process of inquiry as a
complex adaptive system in which I interact with a variety of texts and academic lenses
to allow for the emergence of new insights and perspectives. The product that emerges
can be understood as a representation or model of the strange attractor, and the strange
attractor can be understood as a representation of the relationships exposed by the
underlying question or questions. I will briefly unpack how these concepts will play out

in this chapter.
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As I began “wandering” through ID, the question of whether ID is or is not
science directed my attention to how knowledge claims were being utilized. In other
words, I began to wonder about the intended audience of ID material: who would be
interested in this topic and why? Academic audiences have clearly not been receptive to
this work, as we can recall, and the mainstream scientific community does not accept ID
claims as tenable and/or science at all. It does not make much sense then to continually
produce a high volume of material, books, videos, and the like, for a non-receptive
audience. Yet, ID material is abundant. Furthermore, the power and politics of higher
education notwithstanding, academia generally boasts a plethora of proficient knowledge
practitioners and thus seems that it should be a valuable knowledge venue and therefore
the place to vet knowledge claims. In other words, it seems that ID material is not really
intended for the audience that is likely to have the epistemic tools to effectively engage
with these claims. So if indeed ID is not about science and not even really intended for
academic audiences, what does one make of the knowledge claims that ID advocates
proffer? This is the overarching question of this chapter.

In one way, ID knowledge claims differentiate ID from knowledge sources, thus
ID “knowledge” might helpfully, in some ways, be understood as claims of ignorance.
This distinction is reflected in the impasse between ID and mainstream science, and it
allows for the construction of the scientific Other as discussed in the previous chapter.
We have also seen how science, in the context of ID, is used as a source of ways to attack
evolution, as a way to garner epistemic authority, and as a defense strategy. Taken
together, science is utilized as a political tool, but the science in ID is symbolic in that it

provides a reference to scientific knowledge though it is separated from it. In this
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discourse, knowledge claims are politically constructive and epistemologically reductive.
It is therefore necessary to examine the power dynamics of both knowledge and
ignorance.

In this chapter I draw on the concept of “epistemologies of ignorance” as
introduced by Charles Mills in The Racial Contract (1997) and taken up in feminist
scholarship. This work examines the ways in which knowledge is negatively utilized—
blocked and constrained in ways that are amenable to creating and managing power and
privilege of dominant groups. In this context, ignorance can be thought of as a set of
active and constructive practices that imbue cognitive norms, often unconsciously, in a
conceptual consensus that structures power relationships. Section 5.2 will expand on this
framework a b