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Introduction and Outline

1. I represent Draft 2 of the science standl suppot mainsteam sciencghe position
of the Coalition br Scienceand the bgcott of these hearingsybscientists.

2. Draft 2 accuratef represents science as neutral iespect to the natue of spiritual
reality The Minority report, however,advances a nesw theological vies of science that
conBicts with mainsgam Christianity and marother faiths.

3. These hearings ke been an unjustibped waste of tay@amoney intended

¥ to justify the Boat® suppot for inserting creationist claims into the science standsyr
and

¥ to povide a shevcase ér the national Intelligent Design neement.

4. The Minority report and witnesses lva misepresented may educational issues,
including the ole of standads and the Draft 2 position on teaching students the skills
scientibc inquir




Outline (contirued)

5. The Minority report® position on alleing supernatural causes in science and their
denial of common descent@anot geruine scientibc contiversies.The
Intelligent Design mement®anti-aolutionary claims hee had vitually no
impact on mainsam science

6. The state of Kansas is being usedthe national Intelligent Design wement and
their Wedge strateg

7. Consequences of adopting the minorityoposals include harming the scientibc
education of childen,harming the eputation of Kansabarming our ability to
attract bioscience andetated industries to Kansand risking spending
thousands of dollars on potential cdwrases.

8. There ar serious legal issues associated with the Minogaport
¥ establishment clause issuthg Minority positionadvances a pacular
theological vie anddoes not advance a secular purpose:
¥ issues concerning the abuse of ditonary power by the Boad
¥ issues concerning thequirement of the state to povide an adequate
education.

Our position

My client is Draft 2 of the standds. Draft 2 represents the legitimate avk of the
writing committee empwered and chosenyothe state Boatt of Education.
(Exhibit:Draft 2)

| have joined the Coalitiondr Science in callingif the Boad to adopt Draft 2.
(Exhibit: Coalition fr Science Bsition Pg@er)

(Exhibit:Open letter to Boad from 45 Kansas urévsity professors
(Exhibit:Open letter to Boad from 19 Kansas State Ueisity professorg

| also supparthe boycott of these hearingsybscientists wrldwide.
(Exhibit:Boycott Resolution calledyKansas Citizens of Sciejce
(Exhibit: AAAS Resolutiop(AmericanAssociationdr the Advancement of
Science)




The natue of scienceand Intelligent Design theolgg

Outline
1. Draft 2 is neutral in espect to the natue of spiritual eality

2. Members of mayfaithsincluding mainseam Christiang?nd no conRict beteen their theological beliefs
and the fact that sciend@seeks natural explanations of whatatsere in the world around uQ as stated in
Draft 2.

3. The Minority report claims science as an atheistic enterprise that imgflieitdorses the philosogtof
naturalism - the position that theris no spiritual eality

This is incorect. Draft 2 does not mentiorOnaturalismOunguidedOpurposelessO oryaof the other
attributes of science that the Minority claimeain Draft 2.

4. The Minority report, and the Intelligent Design nement in generatienounce andeject the beliefs of
those people of faith who accept science andletion.

5. The Minority report, however, advances a nesw sectarian theological wieof science that conBicts with
mainsteam Christianity and marother faiths.

6. The actions of the state Bodrin advancing the Minorityeport by holding these hearings raises serious
legal questions about violations of the establishment clause of the Unites States constitution and the Kang
Constitution.

Draft 2 is neutral in espect to spiritual eality

1. Dr aft 2 accur ately states that OScience is a human activit y of systematically seeking natur al
explanations for what we observ einthe world aroundus. O

2. Dr aft 2 does not state explicitly or implicitly that science is the only w ay of explaining the
world, nor that the ph  ysical world which science in  vestigates is all there is to realit y.

3. Dr aft 2 does not endorse philosophical natur alism nor atheism. The words and concepts
Onaturalism, O Ounguided,0 Opurposeless,O etc. do not appear in Dr ~ aft 2

4. Standard 7, Benchmark 1, Indicator 5, gr ades 8-12 of dr aft2sa ys,

OThe student understands there are man y issues which in  volve mor als, ethics, v alues or

spiritual beliefs that go bey ond what science can explain, but for which solid scientific liter acy
is useful. O

This sentence, written with the input of Minorit y members of the committee, clearly sa ys that
science does not claim to offer a complete explanation of the world, and that Dr aft 2

recogniz es the importance of O  mor als, ethics, v alues or spiritual beliefs .0

5. Howev er, Minorit y witness R oger DeHart, when ask  ed to comment on the fact that this
statement clearly did not endorse natur alism, replied that the statement w as Obogus.O




Mary people of faithincluding may Christiansaccept science

1. Man y people of faith, including man y Christians, accept science as the limited enterprise of seeking
natur al explanations.

2. This does not conflict with their theistic beliefs because they believ e that God acts in the ph ysical
world through natur  al causes.

3. They understand that science does not claim to answer all questions about the world, not does it
claim to offer a complete human explanation about an y part of the world.

Such people are often called Otheistic ev olutionistsO in respect to ev  olution.
Keith Miller , an ev angelical Christian and a K ansas Univ ersit y geology professor , ga ve a talk last
Wednesda y on OEnding the OW arfareO of Science and F aith. O (Exhibit: OEnding the OW arfareO of Science
and F aith.)
A few samples slides:

God is a God of Process

The Nature of Science
Recently a group of clergy in Wisconsin wrote a letter to school officials about this issue. A t this point,

over 3500 clergy ha ve signed their letter endorsing their position. (Exhibit: Wisconsin Clergy
statement )

The Minority report claims science is atheistic

1. The Minorit y report and the Minorit  y witnesses mak e it clear that the core argument
of the Minorit yis a theological argument that science, by seeking natural

explanations, is atheist and materialistic - an expression of the philosophy of

naturalism.

2. The Minorit y@ str ategy is to claim that science is atheistic in order to then claim that
their theistic beliefs B design, must be inserted into science. They w ant to change the
definition of science to add supernatur al causes.

3. Here are some quotes from the Minorit yreport. Quotes, and a response .
4. Also , the Minorit y propose the following in the gr ades 8-12 Benchmark on Ev  olution:
OBiological ev olution postulates an unpredictable and unguided  natur al process that has

no discernable direction or goal. It also assumes that life arose from an unguided
natur al process. O [My emphasis]

Notice that it is the Minorit y that wishes to insert this theological
description of ev  olution. Dr aft 2 correctly understands that the
question of divine guidance is bey ond the scope of science.




The Minority report, Minority witnesses and the Intelligent Design
movement leadership denounce angject theistic @olutionism

The Minorit y report, in claiming that science is atheistic, lumps the theistic ev olutionists
mentioned early in with the Onon-theistic religions and belief systems lik e Secular Humanism,
atheism, agnosticism and scientism. o]

The Intelligent design movement strong ly rejects theistic

evolution as a legitimate Christian perspective.
Here are some quotes.

Also, last Saturda y, when Minorit y witness Angus Menuge, a philosoph y professor at Concordia
Univ ersit y in Wisconsin, w as ask ed about scientists who ha  ve theistic beliefs and also accept
evolution, he said,

"The mere fact that you have somebody who holds two beliefs, A and B, does not show
that they are logically consistent," he said. "It might be that some of these people are
confused.O

As reported in numerous newspapers, this amused man y in the audience, some of whom wore
name tags sa ying OConfusedO for the rest of the da  y.

Conclusion about the naterof science and Intelligent Design theglog
The Minority is wrong that science, by seeking natural causes, is atheistic and
materialistic.

The Minority denounces the position of Christians and others who believe that
science and their faith do not conflict

The Minorit y w ants to insert their interpretation that science is
atheistic into the standards in order to knock down this Ostr awman
definitionO that they themselv  es ha ve created.

The Minorit y is using science and the state science standards as a

vehicle to adv ance their narrow sectarian theology o ver other
theologies including mainstream Christianit y.
Thisis not about science. Itis about the Minorit y@ fight with

natur alism, secular humanism, and atheism. They are
misrepresenting science and abusing the stateO s public education
system to w age a needless cultur al and theological battle.




Legal conclusions

Whereas the Minority position is a theologicalwief God that rejects
science as atheistiand

Whereas the Minority position alsejects commonyl held theistic viers,
including those of mammainsteam Christians;

Therefore, by advancing the Minority position thugh these hearings and
other actionsthe state Boad is advancing a maw sectarian theological
view of science wer mary other faithsand

Therefore, the Boads actions thegfore raise eal and serious legal questions
about violations of the establishment clause of the Unites States constitutic
the Kansas Constitutiorstatutory authorityand an abuse of disstionary
power.

TheAbuse of the Blitical Pocess |

1. The Boa rd has not foll owed esta blished pr ocedur es for dev eloping
standards.

They have given the Minority special privilegesich as alling them to work outside the
committee pocess.

They have alloved dhn Calert unprecedented and unjustibed access to and inBuevee o
the Boad® activities.

The Boad subcommittee collaborated with Calst outside of the public prcess in
proposing and organizing these hearings.
!




TheAbuse of the Blitical Pocess |

2. Boad subcommittee members clemrstated that their gals were to Oebut evolutionO put
Oeolution on trialD and to cawy through on their campaign pmises to put ceationist ideas
into the standadls.

For instanceConnie Moris was quoted as gﬂang()] absolutglam getting mae than enough
information to arm me to espond to the questiol)Ae you getting eidence that efutes
Darwinian @olutionO

Kathy Mattin, quoted in the Seattl#imessaidQOEslution is a geat theoty, but it is Raved.
There are alternaties. Children need to hear themWe cantGgnore that our nation is based on
Christianitynot scienced

Boar subcommittee memberseve cleary unqualiPed and urgpaed to judge the the so-
calledOexpertestimornyO povided at the hearings.

Some Board subcommittee members, (as well as man y witnesses,) had not read Dr aft 2.

Some Board subcommittee members, in asking questions of the witnesses, clearly demonstr ated
a number of times that they did not understand the science being mentioned b y the witnesses.

Some Board subcommittee members acted at times lik e cheerleaders for the witnesses, giving
them two thumbs up or solitary high-fiv es.

TheAbuse of the Blitical Pocess |

3. The Boad spent map thousands of dollars on the hearings.

I $5000 (originayl scheduled to be $20,000) on expenseswitnesses
I $5000 or so br daily court reporting sewvices

! Innumerable hours of KSDE staff tinees well as KSDEeasources

! Costs br publishing transcripts of the hearings

I Security expenses




Educational Issues

1. The role of standards is to outline core, fundamental concepts in a subject.

2. Standards do not prohibit an ything from being taught. School districts and individual teachers
use the standards as afr  amework in which to add more content and pedagogical material.

3. Dr aft 2 clearly encour  ages critical thinking and the ev aluation of alternativ. e hypotheses.
Draft 2, Standard 1, Benchmark 1, Indicator 4, gr ades 8-12 on Inquiry , states,

OThe student activ ely engages in conducting an inquiry , formulating and revising his or her
scientific explanations and models (ph ysical, conceptual, or mathematical) using logic and
evidence, and recognizing that potential alternativ e explanations and models should be
considered. O

and the Introduction to Dr aft 2 states,

The standards Ocall for students to engage in inquiry science in the context of science content.

In inquiry science, students describe objects and ev ents, ask questions, construct h ypotheses,
test those h ypotheses against current scientific knowledge and standards of evidence, and

have the opportunit y to devise experiments or other tests of their explanations.

Finally , students will communicate their findings to others. They identif y their
assumptions, use critical and logical thinking, and consider alternativ e explanations. In this
way, students activ ely dev elop their understanding of science b y combining scientific
knowledge with reasoning and thinking skills. o]

Educational Issues

The Minorit y and the Minorit y witnesses consistently misrepresented the role

of the standards and the position of Dr aft 2 on the student @ abilit y to address
and consider critiques of science, including ev olution.
1. The Minorit y repeatedly claimed, explicitly or implicitly , that unless their anti-

evolutionary critiques of ev  olution were put in the standards, students would be
prohibited from ev  en asking questions aboutev  olution

This is completely false. The Minority seem to have little real familiarity with
the reality of public school education, the attitudes of real science teachers, or
the work teachers do to develop a curriculum that teaches both the content and
process of science

2. Minorit y witnesses claimed that unless the Minorit y@® proposals were adopted, we
would be teaching students nothing but Orote memorizationO and treating students lik e
Orobots.O

In fact, critical thinking is the number one goal of most teachers, irrespectiv e of subject
area. The insistence that without the Minorit y proposals, students would be merely

taught to uncritically accept dogma, lik e robots, is insulting to K ansasO science teachers

and our children.




Science and the delopment of scientipc kivdedge |

The worldOs scientific communit  y has a well-established process for dev eloping new
scientific knowledge.

This process includes dev  eloping testable h  ypotheses, dev eloping methodologies for
gathering data, publishing the results and analysis of the data, responding to feedback
from others, and so on. In this w ay, solid consensus arises about what is well known.

As Dr aft 2 sa ys (and part of which the Minorit y w ants to omit,)

O\ theory is a broad explanation that integr ates awide r ange of observ ations and tested
hypotheses, inferences, and la  ws (when applicable) into a meaningful and coherent whole.

The core theories of science ha  ve a high degree of reliabilit  y within the limits to which they
have been tested and their scope of applicabilit y.

Well established and widely accepted explanations ha ve explanatory and predictiv. e power
and are fruitful as guides for further research.

The theory of evolution is such a theory: well-established,
well-tested, and accepted world-wide.

Science and the delopment of scientipc kivdedge |

The Intelligent Design mo  vement does not participate in the
scientific process! They ha  ve no testable h ypotheses, no research
and only a few marginal published papers. There is no Otheory of
Intelligent Design. O

Olntelligent Design theoryO is primarily a set of anti-ev olutionary
and creationist arguments. K eith Miller , in a set of essa ys written
for these hearings, sa  ys this: ( quote ) (Exhibit: Essa ys by Keith
Miller)

The Minorit y claim that they trying to insert Intelligent Design into

the standards, but as Dr . Miller points out, the anti-ev olutionary
arguments presented in the Minorit y report are all that Intelligent
Design has to offer . If ev olution is false, Intelligent Design must be
true: that is the Intelligent Design mo vement @ basic str ategy .




The national Intelligent Design mo vement

The Discavery institute in Seattle and the Kansas City-based Intelligent Desigrorietwe. (with
managing dérctors dhn Calert and Bill Haris) are leaders in the national Intelligent Design
movement.

Kansas is just the latest in a long line of states in whicét®nal Intelligent Design neement
has tried to legislate their ideas into science at the legislatiate Boad,or local Boad of
Education leel.

Kansas is beingsed by the national Intelligent Design mement. Only two Kansans (not
counting Calert and Haris) testibed as witnessesrfthe Minority.

Consequences

1. The Ow arfareO between science and faith does lasting damage to both.

Science teachers are inhibited from teaching ev olutionary theory fully
because of the t ypes of mischar acterizations about both science and faith that
permeate our culture and which are reflected in the Minorit y report.

Our societ y needs to be discussing these issues, but we should not be making
the children of K ansas or the public education system the arena for what
should be an adult con  versation going on in the public forums.

2. K ansasO national and international reputation is damaged b y once again
becoming notorious for these efforts to weak en the teaching of modern
science and to insertin  valid anti-ev olutionary and creationist ideas into our
science standards.

3. This harm to our reputation is clear , and will harm our abilit y to attr act
biosciences industries to our state. Through the Bioscience Initiativ e Act, the
state of K ansas intends to spend 500 million dollars to attr act such

businesses, a goal made more difficult b y the actions of the Board.




Legal issues

There are a number of associated legal issues that should concern the
Board and the citiz  ens of K ansas.

1. Issues in volving the establishment clause and the separ ation of church
and state, as explained earlier

2. Issues in volving the abuse of discretionary power . The K ansas
Constitution sets requirements for academic and financial responsibilit y for
the state Board. The case can certainly be made that the Board has failed

to meet some of these responsibilities in their rejection of mainstream

science and their support of the Minorit y and the Intelligent Design

mo vement.

3. Issuesin volving the requirement that the Board pro vide an adequate
and suitable education for all children in K ansas. The case can also be
made that the Board fails this requirement if , through their adoption of the
Minorit y proposals, they fail to support the teaching of mainstream science,
confuse issues of faith and science, and teach failed anti-ev olutionary
critiques of science as if they were v alid.

Some final remarks




The End

Remarks on theistic ev  olution from leaders of the Intelligent
Design mo vement

Phillip dhnsonfounder of the Intelligent Design mement,once said,

Oliber al Chr istia ns [theistic ev olutionists] a re wor se tha n atheists
because they hide their natur alism behind av eneer of
religion O (Uniersity of Kansag\pril, 2000)

William Dembskithe main theorist of Intelligent Design writes,

ODesign theor ists a re no fr iends of theistic ev olution. As f ar as design
theor ists a re concerned, theistic ev  olution is Amer ican eva ngelicalism's
ill-conceiv ed accommodation to Da  rwinism. What theistic ev olution
does is ta ke the Da rwinia n pictur e of the biol ogical w orId and ba ptiz e
it, identifying this pictur e with the w ay God cr eated life . When boiled
down to its scientibc content, theistic ev olution is no dif  ferent fr om
atheistic ev olution, acce pting as it does only pur  poseless , natur alistic ,
mater ial pr ocesses for the or igin a nd dev elopment of life .O (OWhat gery
theologian should kne about ceation,evolution and desig(WViIIiamA. DembskiPh.D,
1995)

Back
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Coalition for Science Position Paper on the State Science Standards

Excerpt: The Science Standariiériting Committee, appointed last year by the Kansas State Board of
Education, has developed a superb set of standards for teaching science at all levels in public school
But instead of accepting these standards, the Board of Education has subverted theTitegess.

now planning on spending tens of thousands of taxpayer dollars to stage a series of hearings intende
to showcase a theology known as Intelligent Design creationism as a substitute for ¥égence.
support the adoption of the standards written by the science standards writing coriveitteject
the show-trial hearings, whose purpose is to make it appear that Intelligent Design creationism and th
well-established science of evolution are on equal footing.

We uge all Kansans to join us in adopting the following positions:

1. We request that the State Board of Education adopt the final draft of the stanfasts of
later this spring by the writing committee, without revisions.

The Kansas Academy of Science Mike Everhart, president
Kansas Citizens For Science Harry McDonald, president
Kansas Families United for Public Education John Martellaro, president
The Mainstream Coalition Caroline McKnight, director

Kansas Association of Biology Teachers
Kansas Association of Teacher of Science
and hundreds of individual signers

Back




Kansas Citizens For Science Resolution Regarding the State
Board Science Hearing Committee

WHEREAS, scientific merit is not established through public discourse and debate, but rather,
internally, through a consensus of those with the specialized background necessary to make such
judgment, and;

WHEREAS, it would not be fair to science to be found wanting by a self-admitted scientifically
challenged jury with an anti-evolution bias,

NOW THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, that KCFS calls upon the Board of Education to dissolve the unneeded and ill-
conceived Science Hearing Committee, or, if that fails to occur;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that KCFS calls on the entire science and science education
community of Kansas to refuse to participate in the hearing proceedings. Science has its own
validity and has made its position on these matters perfectly clear and unambiguous. 1D and
other forms of creationism arenOt science.The specific proposals in the minority report have been
rejected by the writing committee and by the science community at large. The science community
should not put itself in the position of participating in a rigged hearing where non-scientists will
appear to sit in judgment and find science lacking. Science should not give the anti-evolution
members of the board the veneer of respectability when they take their predictable action. Let the
board take responsibility for its actions without dignifying those actions with the appearance of
academic rigor.

Back

AAAS Support of the boycott

After much consideratio®AAS respectfully declines to participate in this hearing out of
concern that rather than contribute to science education, it will most likely serve to confuse
the public about the nature of the scientific enterprise.

The consensus view of the scientific community on evolution is well-established and
presented clearly in tHRAAS@ Benchmarks for Scientific Literacy and in the National
Academy®National Science Education Standarélshough scientists may debate details of
the mechanisms of evolution, there is nguanent among scientists as to whether evolution is
taking place.

We do not believe that any useful purpose would be served by our participation in this event.
Sincerely

Alan I. Leshner
Chief Executive Giter
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An Open Letter to Members of the Board of Education

Excerpts: The theory of evolution is the foundation upon which modern biological research has been built. B

An effort focused on casting doubt primarily on the theory of evolution will only serve to obscure high schoo
student®understanding of biologyE We also believe that holding hearings on the relative merits of
Intelligent Design (ID) versus evolution will be similarly detrimental to the goals of the tax-payer financed
Kansas Life Science Initiative. E

[Intelligent Design] has not been tested scientificatyd cannot even be called an hypothesis, much less a
theory since it has made no predictions that have been scientifically tested. E

In short, in our estimation, many of the currerior to influence the writing committeeéforts will insert
material that is not generally accepted by the scientific community and will cast doubt upon one of the most|
successful and useful theories in sciendfe believe these fefrts will be detrimental to the understanding of
science by Kansas high school students, with repercussions for all of our citensge you to accept

without alteration the science standards as submitted by the writing committee, for the good of our students
and our state.

Signed, forty five (45) faculty members of the departments of Molecular Biosciences and of Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology at the University of Kansas, the Department of Biochemistry and Molecular Biology at
the University of Kansas Medical Centand the Department of Biological Sciences at Emporia State
University.
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An Open Letter to Members of the Board of Education

Excerpts: We view the proposed changes in Kansas Science Standards (the minority report
which is likely to be adopted by the State Board of Education) with dismay and disbelief.

The proposed changes attempt to define science as a religion, and to open the door to include
intelligent design as a part of the curriculum. Science is not a religion, and religion is not
science. Science and religion are simply different, but not exclusive, approaches to viewing and
interpreting different aspects of the world. A person can be religious and be a scientist, but
they cannot use religion to do science.

An overwhelming majority of biologists agree that evolution is the best explanation of the
diversity of life on earth.

The flawed view of science that is being promoted will haunt our children as they prepare to
attend college or seek jobs in medicine, agriculture, and bioscience and make decisions about
their own children’s health. Our state is prepared to invest millions of dollars to promote
Kansas as a new epicenter of bioscience and biomedical research. How can we invite and
attract bioscience corporations to our state and top scientists to our universities when we
advocate an uneducated and unscientific approach to teaching the foundations of science and
biotechnology? The proposed standards that are sympathetic to intelligent design are
misguided, unscientific, will harm our children and our economy, and should not be adopted.

Signed by 19 members of the Division of Biology, Kansas State University

Back
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God is a God of process

God acts through process in nature as well as in human history

Divine creation does not imply an y necessary breaks in the
continuit y of cause- and-effect processes

Evolution is simply a scientific description of God® s creativ e
activit y

[oe)
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The Nature of Science

Science is a search for chains of natur al
cause- and-effect processes

Science is NO T a statement about the
nature of ultimate realit  y.Itis NO T based
on a metaph ysical natur alism




Wisconsin Clegy letter

Concluding paragraph:

We the undersigned, Christian clergy from many different traditions, believe
that the timeless truths of the Bible and the discoveries of modern science may
comfortably coexist. We believe that the theory of evolution is a foundational
scientific truth, one that has stood up to rigorous scrutiny and upon which
much of human knowledge and achievement rest. To reject this truth or to
treat it as 'one theory among others' is to deliberately embrace scientific
ignorance and transmit such ignorance to our children.

We believe that among God's good gifts are human minds capable of critical
thought and that the failure to fully employ this gift is a rejection of the will of
our Creator. To argue that God's loving plan of salvation for humanity
precludes the full employment of the God-given faculty of reason is to attempt
to limit God, an act of hubris. We urge school board members to preserve the
integrity of the science curriculum by affirming the teaching of the theory of
evolution as a core component of human knowledge.

We ask that science remain science and that religion remain religion, two very
different, but complementary, forms of truth.
Back

Minority report remarks on Onaturalism.O

OThe core of the contro  versy between Proponents and Opponents [is that the] Opponents seek [to]
narrow the scope of information to that which will not contr adict the natur  alistic claim that life is
adequately explained by chance inter actions of matter according to the la ws of ph ysics and
chemistry .

It is reasonable to expect that this viewpoint discrimination will necessarily ha ve the effect of
causing students to reach [the] decision that they , and all other human beings, are merely natur al
occurrences, accidents of nature that lack intrinsic purpose.

An indoctrination in the philosoph y of Natur alism would seem to offend Constitutional principles.
[The Minorit y proposals will put] the State in a position of Constitutional neutr ality r ather than that
of an adv ocate for Natur alism, a philosoph y k ey to non-theistic belief systems.

The effect of this construct [seeking natur al explanations] is to cause students to accept as true its
unstated premise [of philosophical natur alism]. This can be reasonably expected to lead one to
believ e in the natur  alistic philosoph y that life and its div  ersit y is the result of an unguided,
purposeless natur  al process. O

Draft 2 of the standards does not state, imply nor accept these conclusions.
Science teachers throughout K ansas would be shock ed and offended to hear
that in their ev  ery day teaching of science they were OindoctrinatingO students
to believ e they were O accidents of nature that lack intrinsic purpose. (0]
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On Intelligent Design and g@nti-evolutionary basis

There is NO Scientific Theory of Intelligent Design

Intelligent Design proponents offer nothing to the scientific communit y upon
which a scientific progr  am can be dev eloped. They donO tev en ha ve clearly
defined definitions of critical terms that can be understood and applied b y
others. F or example they ha ve pro vided no objectiv e basis upon which others
can apply concepts such as irreducible complexit yO or Ospecific complexit y.O

They focus on critiques of ev  olutionary theory that either attack str awman
views of ev olution, misrepresent current science, or are simply based on fla wed
reasoning. They also point to areas of frontier science in which the scientific
communit yisy etto reach a consensus. None of this constitutes an y challenge

to the predictiv e and explanatory power of ev olutionary theory

In short, with regard to Intelligent Design, there is no OthereQ there. There

simply is no theory of Intelligent Design or an ything approaching it. Intelligent
Design is not used in scientific research, ev en by its primary proponents. All
Intelligent Design is a series of failed and rejected criticisms of ev olutionary
theory .
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