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A Free Public Forum, May 17, 2006, Florida State University

|crowd noise]

Qio00D0IoiOoooioitiT welcome. Welcome to
tonightis forum and panel discussion, 6The Vigil after
Dover.0 My name Is Deborah Blum. I will be moderating
this event, and Iid like to begin with some special thanks and
a couple of announcements. We owe a debt of gratitude

to our sponsors: the Florida State University Ofpce of
Research and the University Research Magazine Association
In conjunction with the Tallahassee Scientipc Society in
celebration of URMA, thatis the University Research
Magazine Associationis, 25" Anniversary conference,

being held this week at Florida State. We welcome URMA
members representing 42 institutions from the University of
Saskatchewan to the University of Puerto Rico.

For those of you who are arriving late, there Is an
overyow room for this meeting; itis room 1200. There are
people outside this room who can direct you there. For those
of you In this room, and that room, the last half hour of
this meeting 1s dedicated to questions from the audience.
We have microphones at the back of these two aisles, so
that It you want to ask a question, you need to go to those
microphones in order to be recorded, in order to be part of
the webcast, and in order to be heard in the overyow room.
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A The University Research
Magazine Association
VWV, UI ”ld.Ulg

A Florida State University
Ofbce of Research
www.research.fsu.edu

A The Tallahassee
Scientipc Society
www.tss.eng.fsu.edu

Transcription provided by
Elizabeth Allen, University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill;
Edited by Judy Purdy, U. Georgia
Press; Proopng by Cherie Winner,
Washington State University

For anyone who is In the overyow room now listening to
me, It you think of a question you want to ask, at that point
you should come to this room and line up at one of the
microphones.

With that, 1im going to introduce our very
distinguished panel, (and) give a briet statement of
Introductions. This particular forum Is designed something
along a Science Friday-type format, that 1s, it Is unrehearsed.
I will be asking our panelists questions, and they will
spontaneously come up with brilliant answers or be booted
oft the panel.

|laughter|
00100000M00I00000IC American ldol.
|laughter|

O000000IOIDOC Right. Weidll be voting intermittently.

So, what I want to (do is) begin by introducing them
from my left here and just going down (the row).

John Haught is a distinguished research professor at
Georgetown University, an internationally known theologian,
(and) an expert on topics related to science, theology and
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ecology. He Is the author ot God Atter Darwin: A Theology o
Evolution, Science and Religion: From Conyict to Conversion; (and)
Mystery and Promise; A Theology of Revelation.

Eugenie Scott. Eugenie Scott Is the executive
director of the National Center tor Science Education
in Berkeley, California, a nationally acclaimed activist
organization in favor of teaching evolution in the nationis
science curriculum. She received her Ph.D. in physical
anthropology trom the University of Missouri and has
worked as both a researcher and activist for more than two
decades. Everyone from the American Humanist Association
to the National Science Board has honored her work,
supporting not only the teaching ot evolutionary theory but
(also) the raising of standards ot science education.

|applause|

00000000000 Now, live lost my next thing. Robert
Pennock, who 0 live just managed to scramble up my
introductions here 8 Robert Pennock is a professor of
philosophy and engineering and computer science and
science at Michigan State University. He is (a) widely
known philosopher of science, he does experiments
with digital evolution and he was an expert at the court
case In question, Kitzmiller v. the Dover School Board.

Whois next? Dean Travis. Dean Joseph Travis Is
dean ot the College of Artsand Sciences at Florida State
University and the Robert O. Lawton Distinguished Research
Protessor in the Department ot Biological Science. He Is an
evolutionary biologist and studies the ways in which natural
selection plays a role in shaping the size, the lite history and
the sexual behavior of a wide variety ot species.

Michael Ruse Is a protessor ot philosophy, and
d like everyone on this panel really 8 (is) one of the
countryis leading scholars in exploring the connections and
disconnections between science and religion. He is a fellow
ot both the Royal Society ot Canada and the American
Association for the Advancement of Science. He was
instrumental In the 1980si creation science trials in helping
the courts debne or establish a debnition for science. He
Is the author ot last yearis The Evolution-Creation Struggle
and of a book to be published in July, Darwinism and Its
Discontents. And 1 should mention that he and Dean Travis
are collaborating on the Harvard Companion to Evolution, which
theyive promised me will be out next year. Or which we hope
will be out next year.

|laughter, applause]

000000000000 And pnally, last but not least: Professor

Steven Gey Is the David and Deborah Fonvielle and
Donald and Janet Hinkle Protessor of Law at Florida
Statets College of Law. Considered one of the countryis
leading scholars on religious liberties and free speech,
he is the author of the casebook Cases and Materials
on Religion and the State. He teaches a church-and-state
seminar, constitutional law and a First Amendment
seminar. Betore joining the Florida State faculty, he
was an associate with the prm ot Paul, Weiss, Rifkind,
Wharton & Garrison In New York City. He received his
JD. from Columbia University and was editor of the
Columbia Law Review.

And | hope youill join me in welcoming €

|applausg|

000000000000C @ a very distinguished panel. 1id like to
begin with a quote, actually € olt is so easy to hide our
Ignorance under such expressions as the plan of creation,
unity ot design, etc. and to think we give an explanation.
The day will come when this will be seen as a

curious illustration of the blindness of preconceived
opinion.o The person making that statement was
Charles Darwin, in 1859, in the prst edition of On the
Origin of Species. And although the focus of our panel
tonight is obviously a little more recent, I thought

I would begin, as they say, in the beginning. Almost
150 years have passed since Darwin prst proposed

his revolutionary theory, and yet the questions, the
struggles, the difpculties that we face are remarkably
reyective of those raised in the mid-nineteenth century.
We posed the same challenges to critics of the theory;
we dismissed the theory as being able to only describe
the tangible world, unable to enlighten us as to the
Intangible one. Science has advanced beyond measure
since Darwin and his colleague, Altred Russell Wallace,
prst put torth that controversial theory. They proposed
evolution at a time before the science of genetics had
been developed, the structure of DNA elucidated, the
studies of RNA begun, pelds and works, pelds like
ethnogenetics, had not yet exploded into excitement,
and yet none of this has left Darwin behind. His work
stands as a cornerstone of modern biology.

In a time when science claims enormous power over
our lives from medicine to meteorology, it seems entirely
logical that it must be taught well, and that it cannot be
taught well without teaching its fundamentals, including
Darwinian evolution. And yet we donit always make our
decisions according to logic.

Itls worth noting that within 10 years of the
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publication of On the Origin, Alfred Russell Wallace, whose
independent study ot the theory of natural selection was
the catalyst for Darwinis publication, had decided that
mechanical evolution was not enough, that it could not
adequately explain human intellectual development or
address questions essential to moral development. Wallace
proposed that an intelligent designer might be required
tor those aspects of evolution. In 1868, Darwin wrote to
Wallace, warning him that he was doing nothing but harm to
their joint endeavor. 0You write like a retrograde naturalist,0
he said. ol dety you to deny your own theory.o

Itis the balance of fact and faith, physics and
metaphysics, that yet contounds us. Again and again, since
the days ot Darwin and Wallace, we struggle, not always
successtully, to resolve that conyict. So we get Kitzmiller v.
Dover School Board last tall in Pennsylvania, a lawsuit provoked
by otpcials who sought to require that intelligent design,
the suggestion that nature Is too complex to have occurred
only through random evolution, be part of the science
curriculum. The trial had a curious sense ot d®)” vu, a
kinship to the 1925 Scopes trial, the 1987 Supreme Court
decision against teaching creationism In the school, and
hosts ot less well-publicized rulings, such as the recent court
decision in Georgia against allowing anti-evolutionary theory
stickers to be pasted on textbooks.

In the Dover case, which Is the focus ot our, or
at least the launching point tor our discussion tonight, U.S.
District Court Judge John Jones issued a ruling saying, in
small part, that the trial had yielded overwhelming evidence
that intelligent design Is a religious view and not a scientipc
theory, and was, theretore, unconstitutional, a clear violation
ot separation of church and state. Dover has been hailed
as a setback for advocacy groups seeking to weaken the
teaching of evolutionary theory and by implication the
teaching of science, but a setback only. There are still more
than a dozen states openly considering ways to integrate
intelligent design Into the curriculum, or at least to demand
that Darwinian natural selection be taught as a deeply yawed
theory, lacking In key aspects. 6To say that God did not play
arole Is arrogant,0 explains William Harris, a professor at
the University of Missouri-Kansas City Medical School. oltis
far beyond the data.0 And thatts really why weire here today;
having assembled what | think is one ot the best national-
caliber panels on the Issue since the Dover decision itselt.
Weire here in the shadow of a difpcult history to assess
the present in the light ot these most recent decisions and
to look to the future. The notion of a oVigil after Dovero
suggests that we should be watchtul and wary, and to
my mind, that there is no way to maintain watch without
illuminating the shadows that surround us In this area. So

with that, 1im going to begin to address my questions to the
panel.

Dr. Scott, Iim curious as to your assessment ot the
Dover decision in this way: Your Center not only tracked
that but monitors intelligent design activities around the
country. Do you believe that this decision has attected other
states?

0000010000000 Oh yeah, therets no question that
Kitzmiller v. Dover depnitely threw sand in the gears

of efforts to get policies like Doverts requiring the
teaching ot intelligent design to be passed. Ot course,
the Discovery Institute, which is the major think tank
for intelligent design, did not want the Dover policy,
and tried to get the Dover School Board to change

the wording, so that it would be more bullet-proot
legally, and failed. And for a number ot years, theyive
understood that intelligent design is legally vulnerable
because any judge is going to ask, 0Whois the
designer?6 and it will become very obvious the designer
Is God, and you just canit say, 0God did It,0 as part of
the science class In the public schools. So intelligent
design Isnit going to work legally. What I think is going
to happen, what weive seen happening and what we
predict more of In the tuture, is the current strategy
of the Discovery Institute, which Is not to say, oteach
evolution and balance it with intelligent design,0 but,
oteach evolution and balance it with evidence against
evolution,6 the bad science that Dover was talking
about. That appears to be less legally vulnerable, and
depending on who your judge s, it might be less legally
vulnerable. But one of the things that many donit notice
or didnit notice about Kitzmiller v. Dover is that not only
was Intelligent design struck down by this judge, but
also the oevidence against evolutiono approach. He
did address that in the decision, which you can read
on our webpage and | would encourage you to do so,
because Itis a very, very well-written and understandable
decision. So 1im hoping that Kitzmiller will throw sand
In the gears both of Intelligent design as well as the
oevidence against evolutiono approach.

000000000000 Professor Pennock, you were a Witness
In the trial. Did you (yourself) see this sending, from

a very small school district in Pennsylvania, a national
message about what Is science and what is not?

0000000000000 This was a trial that, 1 think, from the
beginning everyone recognized had national import. It
was covered nationally; it was covered internationally. |
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mean this was a big, big story. Itis often the case that the
turning place on which these stories happen Is a little
town. The Scopes trial occurred in a little town, and big
Ideas can sort of be shown there. The intelligent design
group may not have wanted this to be the particular
place, but they had wanted some court case, and they
had been looking from the very beginning. The whole
strategy had been crafted to try to get around the
problems that the earlier strategy of creation science
had stumbled into. It was clearly a religious view, and
they thought that they had a strategy that would stand
up in court. And they were almost cocky about it
beforehand. One of the main intelligent-design leaders,
Willlam Dembski, sort ot boasted that should it ever
come to trial, he would bet a bottle of single-malt
scotch that it would stand up against the constitutional
test. And he owes us a bottle of scotch now.

|laughter|

Q000000100 dE And he hasnit delivered.

|laughter|

0000000000000 Yeah, he hasnit delivered on that either.

0000000100000 Actually, you raise a point that I think 1s
an Interesting one, and It certainly was true in Dayton,
Tennessee, although there were a lot of complicated
reasons for Dayton, Tennessee. Do you see this as being
driven more by small, rural districts than urban districts
0 I you looked at Altaone, California, or some of the
other school districts, do you see the drive toward 1D
being an urban versus rural kind of effect in the same
way that some have argued Is the real story rather than
red state, blue state, urban versus rural politically?

O000DIDI0000E Yeah, yeah, for years live been saying
this: that 1ts not so much a demographic; itis not so
much a regional problem. The creation and evolution
Issue 1s really a demographic problem. It occurs In
suburbs and small towns rather than in big cities. Youire
not going to see it in Atlanta, but you can see it in Cobb
County. And the reason for this, I think, Is because you
have to realize how incredibly politicized education is

In the United States, unusually so. This Is not the case
In other developed countries, but our school system

Is decentralized and itis run by these elected school
boards and elected school boards & notice the emphasis
there 9 are looking over their shoulders to see whois

voting. And so that politicizes education here much
more so than (in) any other country. So what happens Is
because youire dealing with politics, large cities @ which
are very heterogeneous and have a lot ot different
entities vying for some sort of authority or power in the
community d basically swamp religious conservatives.
Theyire only one voice In many and they never get the
upper hand. Suburbs, small towns, are smaller and more
homogeneous just by nature. Where that homogeneity
IS religiously conservative, thatis where youdre likely to
pnd creation and evolution Issues. Youire not going to
pnd it in Berkeley, California, where 1 come from €

[laughter]
0000000000007 ebut you can pnd €
0000000000000 Except for Phillip Johnson.

000000000000 Well, yeah, we have Phil, but hes not
going to inyuence the school board and thatts the
Issue. But you donit have to go very far outside of

the Bay Area Into the Central Valley ot California

to pnd these issues cropping up. And itls because of
the homogeneity and religious conservatism of these
smaller communities. And the South and the Midwest
are chocktull ot small towns, which is why we tend to
have more problems there than we have, say, in New
England.

J00000000000C Do you agree with that, Professor
Haught? Do you see a complicated theology In this
country? I mean, we tend to say oreligiouso or oreligious
righto as if itis a monolithic thing. Do you see this being
driven by small-town rural conservatism, say, versus €?

0000100000 Well, 1im not an expert in the
demographics ot It, but It certainly seems to me to be
the case that thatis happening.

0000000000000 And did you, when you assessed the
Dover decision, (pnd) anything that might predict a
way, a change in the way we try to balance these issues,
anything that looked like something the theologians
could wrestle with and move forward on?

10001000000 Well, 1 see the whole issue as a problem
that arises partly from inadequate science education In
this country mixed with inadequate religious education,
and when you put the two together, Itfs a rather noxious
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mixture.
[laughter, applause]

J00DIOD000T So this is only the beginning. 1 hope

that it excites people enough to start thinking about
just exactly what science is and thats a major problem
0 what scientipc explanation consists of, what the limits
of science are. And before we can have a meaningful
discussion of the relationship between science and
religion, we have to do what the medieval philosopher
said: We have to distinguish in order to relate, and
much of the conversation on this Issue, It seems to

me, betrays a Kind ot conyation ot all explanation into
one explanatory slot. And It science is plling that slot
for some people, then theres no room for theology

or religion. It religion pllis that explanatory slot, then
theres no room for science. So to me, what needs to be
done Is to develop a taste for what | would call olayered
explanation,0 by which I mean that almost everything
In our experience admits of a plurality of levels of
understanding, ot levels ot explanation, and that would
be a starting point. I wonit develop that now, but thatis
where | would start.

0000000I0000C But 1 would like you to explore one
point you raised slightly more in depth and thats the
idea ot an adequate religious education. How would you
depne that and how, In our soclety given the restrictions
ot teaching religion, really, would you facilitate that?

10001000000 Well, 1 think in the Catholic schools, tor
example, we learn very early not to take the Scriptures
with scientipc, literal presuppositions, and that is
something that I think Is going on in the mainline
churches all over the country. But Itis not going on
everywhere. For many people, the whole story of the
meaning of their existence 1S something thatis deeply
connected to a scriptural text. live seen this not just

In our country but elsewhere. | just came back from a
trip to Iran and there, much more than in our country,
the meaning, signipcance ot everything Is tied to a
holy book. So, and | donit know how long it will take
for the Mushm world to come to grips with evolution,
but I think a prst step in all of this Is to develop a kind
of taste for interpreting holy books in which you seek
depth and meaning and not necessarily something that
you can map clearly and directly onto a scientipc picture
of things. We have to learn to distinguish ditferent
levels ot interpretation.

000000000000 Protessor Ruse, you were an expert
witness at one of the earlier and very inyuential trials
looking at creationism In the schools In the Arkansas
case In the early 180s. Do you have a sense that ID IS
more of the same, a more sophisticated version of the
same? Did the Dover trial suggest to you any signipcant
differences between creationism and intelligent design?

OI000000O000C Well, 1im glad you asked that question.
That means 1im not quite sure live got a good answer
toit, so e.

O00000000000C You could answer another one &
[laughter|

OI0000ID0O00 Betore 1 get to that question, can |
disagree quite strongly with some of the comments
made by the earlier panelists?

L00000000COLE Yes.

OJI000070O00CC 1 really think that this evangelical, biblical
literalism is more a phenomenon of the South and the
West than it is of the North and say the Pacipc areas.

I agree that youire going to get an urban-rural divide;
therets no question about it. But to say that thereis no
Intelligent design in Atlanta is just plain wrong. I mean,
I spoke earlier this year at a large Southern Baptist
church which has 7,000 members, and there were 1,000
people there that night. And (Bill) Dembski and | were
there and all I can say Is that at the end of the session,
they bought and signed a lot more of his books than
they bought and signed of my books.

|laughter|

OI0000ID0OND So € speaking with some feeling, | really
think that the divides of the, letis say the divides of

the Civil War era are still with us on this. And | think
this leads actually into the question that you asked me,
because | personally donit think that this whole debate
about evolution versus religion is really so much a
question about gaps in the fossil record or fruit yies or
the sorts of things that Joe Travis does as a scientist.

I think that this, these are litmus tests If you like, for
deep moral, social, cultural divides that weive got in this
country, that we saw, for instance, in the last election.
And for that reason, although clearly intelligent design 1s
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different from scientipc creationism, a lot of intelligent
designers, In fact, take on board a lot of evolution;
they certainly donit think that the earth is only 6,000
years old. So there are differences, but nevertheless,

I see this as a movement which Is a face for an
anti-naturalist, anti-modernist, anti-Enlightenment
movement which Is deeply opposed, | would say, to
the gifts that Enlightenment has given us. For instance,
understanding that men and women are both human
beings, that men are not superior to women, that
heterosexuals are not superior to homosexuals and that
whites are not superior to blacks. And I really feel that
the whole intelligent design-creationist movement Is, In
fact, a manitestation of what I can only describe as a
pre-Enlightenment movement and moral values oyou
make me sick.0 This Is not the moral values ot Jesus of
Nazareth.

|applause|

000000000000 Deborah, can 1 make a quick claripcation

0000000000 Would you like to respond to that?

0000000700007 1 wasnit saying that there are no
intelligent design supporters in Atlanta; | donit want to
mislead you. There are intelligent design supporters in
Berkelgy.

000000000 They might even be in this room,
Eugenie!

000000000000 1 would not be at all surprised.
(00000N0O000 But theyire very nice.

000000000000 Oh yes, 1 get along pne. The point that
I was making had to do with the political pressures

on elected school board members and the fact in,

that I will defend, In large communities, large cities,
religious conservatives have a lot tougher time getting
the upper hand, whereas In small, more homogeneous
communities, they do (get the upper hand). So | think
we understand each other on that; | donit think weire
greatly different. And I donit € 1im sure you € Jjust
(be)cause this Is going to show up on a creationist blog
tomorrow, Iim sure. | donit think youire saying that all
the creationists are racist and homophobic, etc. etc. |
donit believe thatis actually what you said, right?

|laughter|
0000000J00001 [laughing] Professor Ruse?
|laughter|

000D0I0I0DDIN Because | think that would be a gross
generalization, which one could not make without
better empirical data.

0000000IOIDEl Uh, do you want to respond to that,
Professor Ruse?

(00000000000 Well, you know, 1im sure it we looked
long and hard, we will pnd examples of creationists
who are not homophobic, youire quite right. But, it

you read, for instance, the mentor @ the @minence gris
behind the intelligent design movement is the retired
law professor from Berkeley, Phillip Johnson 8 and if
you read his books, you know, itis the fossil record in
the prst chapter, and then he settles in to what he really
wants to talk about: anti-abortion, anti-gay marriage,
pro-capital punishment, and dear God, cross-dressing.

I think he thinks that every evolutionist goes home at
night, you know, Larry Abele and Joe Travis go home at
night and say, 0Dear, live had a hell ot a day. Can | have
a dry martini, stirred not shaken, and is my pink chiffon
back from the cleaners?o

|laughter; applause]

O000000IOCOOIL 1 teel that we should give Dean Travis a
chance to respond, but also €

(00000000 Did you want me to explore this theme
further?

J00000IOI00T Pink 1s not my color €

000000000000 But also, Dean Travis, what | wanted
to do was to return more to the issue of the so-called
science of Intelligent design. Taking it out from,
reducing it from, the really fascinating large, social,
cultural Issues weive got going here, back down to
science for a minute, do you feel that this is more
directed to an attack on science, a lack ot knowledge
of science 8 | mean, did you have a sense of science
education going the wrong way In this trial?
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0000000000000 Who are you addressing?
O000000I0000E This 1s to Dean Travis, sorry.

00000000000 Yeah, in terms of intelligent design as an
attack on science?

gobooooitiott Right e

I0000DIODO0IE 16 an interesting phenomenon

0 Intelligent design, to my eyes, has two components.
The prst is an interesting question, which is: Some
features of organisms are so complicated that natural
selection canit explain them. And at some level thatis a
scientipc issue @ Is that true or isnit it? And the job of
the scientist Is to answer that, much as we might have
said: 0Gee whiz, the Rutherford atom, the Rutherford
conception of the atom, gee, Is inadequate to explain
all the observations we make.0 And sure enough,

we modify our conception of the atom. Thatis fair
game as science. Itis the second part that I think Is the
attack on science 0 that is, because we canit explain

It, we must invoke a designer. And thatis really where
therets a misconception of what science Is and Is

not. Science, and here 1im very sympathetic to John
Haughtis opinion that | think theres a bad problem
with how so many people understand science as a
collection of facts and a collection of statements that
are absolutely, positively true, rather than a broad idea
like evolution or the atom. Our theory, It you will, IS
our best explanation for all the available facts and thatis
what people often miss. And so because there Is a
perception, and | would emphasize perception, that some
facts donit pt the prevailing idea, well, pfft, it must be
wrong; wedll have to discard the whole thing and invoke
a completely different explanation which is outside the
realm of science as itls come to be debned from the
Enlightenment and the scientipc age to which Michael
refers, that Is, an explanation based on naturalistic
phenomena and not the invocation of something we
canit observe, test, examine.

000000010000 So, 1 1im following you, youire saying
that a basic misunderstanding of what science Is opens
this door to allow people to propose a supernatural
alternative.

O000000I0000T Well, 1tss more than that, because the
Intelligent design people know very well that science as
It Is practiced today 0 as Rob very clearly identiped in

his expert testimony @ science as It Is practiced today
restricts 1tselt to natural cause. They are absolutely
explicit about trying to change that, I mean they, itis
really true, they want a revolution In science. They
want to change science so that for certain kinds of
thingsinthey call 1t origin science, which translates to
those aspects of science that have implications for their
particular religious interpretations that they donit like;
thatis origin scienceinfor certain aspects ot science, you
have to allow In the supernatural and still call it science.
And that would be truly a science stopper, because
once we allow ourselves to say, 0Gee, this problem is

so hard; I canit pgure out how It works @ God did 1t.0
Then we stop looking for a natural explanation; and It
there Is a natural explanation, weire not going to pnd

It It we stop looking. So the scientipc community Is
very strongly on the side of retaining what Rob depned
as methodological naturalism, restricting science to
explanation through natural causes and not letting in
theistic science, as the intelligent design people call It.

0000000000000 1 want to take a slight bend and

then come back to science, because | wanted to

ask Professor Gey (a question), while we were still
talking directly about the Dover decision. The 1D
proponents predicted that this approach might meet the
constitutional church-state barrier. If they could sell it
as science, it would work, and obviously that failed in
this particular case. What Is your sense of how those
advocates are reacting to that and how they might be
repning their approach, so they could come in and yet
get past the separation of church and state?

00000000007 Well, how theyire responding Is that

theyire depressed, because this was a massive failure

of the theory when it came Iinto conyict with the First
Amendment. And prst ot all, you have to understand
why ID Is what it 1s. ID 1s what It Is because, In a way,
Itis a classical example of evolution at work, because
ID 1s creationism that evolved In response to a series
of legal decisions, which said oCreationism Isnit going
to yy under the First Amendment.0 And so the prst
generation of these statutes said, 0You canit teach
evolution,0 and the Supreme Court in 1968 said, oWell,
thatis not going to yy, under the First Amendment.0 So
then It evolved Into a kind of equal time sort of statute
that said, oV\ell, It you teach evolution, youive got to
teach creationism.0 And the Supreme Court in 1987
said, oWell, you canit do that either.0 And so It evolved
again into what we now know as ID. And ID Is simply
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creationism stripped of all the details but one, and the
problem is the one detail that they leave In the theory Is
the very detail that makes it unconstitutional, because
the detail they leave In the theory 1s God. And so,
theyive got a real problem here.

And you have to understand also that the science,
from the legal perspective, the science comes into play not
directly but indirectly, because the claim that this is science
really comes into these cases as a defense to the claim of
the, In this case, the parents in Dover, that this is religion.
And so the parents say, 0Youire teaching religion to our
Kids in class; thatfs a violation of the First Amendment.0
And their response is, 00h no, this is not religion; this
is science.0 And so all the science is really part of their
defense. Itis not really part of the case directly at all. And
how theyire going to respond to this, | suspect, is, well, two
ways: One way Is: Do It again. Theyire going to re-litigate
this in another jurisdiction, with another set of judges that
are more amenable to their perspective on the world and
hope for a better result, in which case, theyill have a conyict
in the circuits and theyill take it up to a Supreme Court that
they hope is more friendly toward their side. And by the
way, they havenit got that yet, but they may have it soon if
you lose one of the pve justices that | suspect is still in what
would be a majority to strike this stuff down. So | think one
response Is to just re-litigate this again in another circuit,
maybe the circuit that we live in, the 11™ Circuit, because the
Cobb County case is pending right now in the 11™ Circuit
Court of Appeals. And there is a very good chance that we
will lose that case on some ground or another, and if we lose
that case, then depending on what the court says, you may
actually have a Dover and a non-Dover, and their perspective
is going to be, 00Oh see, it was just some wacky judge in
Pennsylvania; he got it wrong.o

O000000I0000C Does everyone here know the Cobb
County case?

d00000I0O00C Yeah, the Cobb County case Is a case
being litigated in Georgia right now in federal court, in
which the Cobb County School Board put a much less
specipc sticker on biology books in Cobb County that
basically said, oEvolution is a theory, not a fact, and
we urge students to critically analyze this when they
think about it.6 Itls much less specipc than the Dover
sticker because the Dover sticker referred specipcally
to Intelligent design, specipcally referred students to

a book called Pandas and People, which is sort of an 1D
tome, 60 copies of which were donated anonymously,
sort of, to the Dover School Board. The Cobb County

sticker is much more benign than the Dover sticker and,
therefore, Is easier to uphold from the perspective of
the courts. And also, therets not the Kind of, certainly
not the Kind of, record we have In Dover. I mean,
Dover, you had a school board that would stand up at
meetings and say, 0Someone died on the cross 2,000
years ago; canit we do something for him now?0 Well,
when youive got a record like that, and when youive got
a Judge that says that theyire lying in their depositions
to hide their religious perspective, itis not hard to win
the case. | mean youive got a record that says theyire
doing something religious. The Cobb County School
Board record 1s much less extensive in that regard,

and the evidence of religious purpose, which, by the
way, the district judge 0 well, step back for a second.
Under the constitutional standard to win one of these
cases, the government has to show that its policy has

a secular purpose, has a secular eftect, and that thereis
no entanglement between church and state. Historically,
wedve always (tried) these cases on the osecular
purposeo analysis. In other words, weive been able to
go to court and prove that the policy was motivated by
a religious purpose, which makes It unconstitutional.

In Dover, one of the remarkable things about the
Dover opinion is that the judge ruled that the policy
violated both the osecular purposeo requirement and
the osecular eftecto requirement. So the Dover policy
actually was motivated by an impermissible purpose
and had an impermissible etfect. In the Cobb County
case, the trial judge ruled actually in tfavor of the school
board on purpose grounds and ruled against the school
board on etfect grounds. And just in terms of practical
litigation strategy, the problem with that Is that that
sort of a holding requires the plaintitfs in the case to
demonstrate that the policy actually had a religious
effect in the classroom. And thatts very tough to do In
the absence of an extensive record demonstrating that
teachers were actually saying religious things betore
their students In the classroom. Soe&

000000000000 Thatis really helptul. Protessor
Haught, we hear a lot, In tact, of the religious right
and the enormous political inyuence of conservative
Christianism. We hear tar less of the enormous
Inyuence of moderate theologians. There was, In fact,
organized out ot Wisconsin, a clergy letter which

d endorsed by 10,000 clergymen and (clergy) women,
trom around the country @ that endorsed the teaching
of evolution In the schools. Why Is that? Why s It that
In the religious establishment, the rational majority, it
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you want to call it that, has been so poorly heard on
these 1ssues?

J00DIO0000T There are probably many reasons, but
what stands out to me is the failure of the media to
recognize that between the extremes in this debate
there has been, ever since Darwin himself, a whole
spectrum of alternatives in which theologians have,

In a sense, given thanks to Darwin for enhancing our
sense of the grandeur of creation. Charles Kingsley,
for example, a contemporary ot Darwin, famous
Anglican theologian, wrote to him pretty soon after the
publication of Origin of the Species, In eftect, thanking
him for that, because he says this ultimately enhances
the authority ot the Creator, that a Creator who can
make things that can make themselves Is much more
Impressive than a Creator who Is pulling things like
puppet strings, as It were. And thats only one example;
there are many examples ot theologies ot evolution
that live come across In my own studies to which most
people have not been exposed. You donit read about
these In the (literature), even In the literature of the
churches themselves, and In many cases the suburban
pulpit really ignores this whole thing too. So In many
ways It a failure of our seminaries. And a point I try to
get across to seminary presidents everywhere: Youive
got to start teaching seminary students to get into this
whole I1ssue of science and religion, or weire just going
to perpetuate this whole problem, ad inpnitum.

0000000100007 Do you get any receptiveness to that, |

Iniedi €

J000IOD000T Yes, In principle, and | think, but most
people just simply have not been frankly exposed to
these more, | would call them ourbaneo interpretations
of theology In an evolutionary world.

000000010000 Dean Travis, lid like you to address
then, the sort of comparable scientipc side of this
Issue. Many people have mentioned the reluctance of
scientists to take on some of these conyicts directly,
and | was recently, In the last few months, talking to a
reporter from Kansas, who mentioned the fact that the
Kansas textbook discussions were largely boycotted,
essentially, by scientists at a national level. And his take
was that the research establishment felt itselt too good
to go to Kansas and, theretore, didnit show up. Thatis
not necessarily true, but that was his interpretation. |
wonder If you think that the scientipc reluctance to

sometimes enter this issue has affected this debate, and
It you see that changing.

1000000010000 1 think the reluctance to enter the debate
Is a function of two things: First of all, scientists, by
and large, are nerdy little people who have achieved €

[laughter, Joseph Travis shrugs]

OI0000ID00O € In pInk chiffon €

I0000DIDO000T Exactly, achieved tremendous success €
000000070000 In a nice way.

I0000DIDO000E O, harmless, nerdy little people €
[laughter]

I0000DID000 Charming, loveable, nerdy little people €
[laughter]

(00000000 Endearing, nerdy little people, who have
actually achieved a great deal of success by being very
focused on very narrow things. And theyire very much
at home talking to other people like them.

[laughter]

I0000DIDO00 Heaven knows, as a dean and a
department chair, many of my colleagues are not even
at home talking to students @ feel very uncomfortable,
have a great deal of difpculty.

[laughter]

I0000DIO00E So, prst of all, scientists themselves have
been, In a more serious vein, scientists themselves have
gone through a process of natural selection that has €
[laughter]

I0000DIDO000 ethat has molded them Into being very
good at communicating with one another, but perhaps
less good at communication to those who are not
scientists. As a result, many well-meaning scientists
feel, recognize that they really are ineffectual at this.

Therefs also a second problem, which is the fact that
many scientists feel that thereis no reward In It for
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them. There®s no reward in being a public promoter
of science, which Is very striking, because Darwin was
nothing if not a great public promoter of science. He
wrote The Origin of Species to a popular audience, to

a literate, popular audience. And all of his work was
addressed to, and I learned all of this from Michael
Ruse, 1im just parroting what Ruse says €

00000700000 And youire getting a B+ so tar €
|laughter|

I0000DID000D 1 donit know 1f the TV camera picks up
the strings [gestures between himself and Michael Ruse]. But |
think therets a reluctance on the part of many scientists
to engage In the public debate because they feel as
though Itis not worth their time. You know, youire

only as good as your last grant, your last publication in
Genetics, and this 1s just, well, 0My chair Is going to give
me an ofpcial concern on my evaluation It 1 do this sort
of thing.0 And I think thatis a real concern, even If Itis
not well-articulated by many scientists.

(10000000007 Yeah, 1 just have to jJump in here, because
youire absolutely right about this. I mean, the simple
fact Is that It an untenured taculty member comes to
his chair and says, or her chair, and says, olim going to
spend the summer working to pght 1D,0 the answer

IS going to be, 0WWell, donit look for a good third-year
review.0 And I think we can do something about this.

I really think we must. live seen, since live been a
teacher over 40 years, live seen an unbelievable sea
change In the seriousness with which we take teaching.
When we started, when | started, when Larry Abele
started, we know that, you know, people paid lip service
to teaching, but by and large it went nowhere. Now,
people really take teaching a lot more seriously. Now
Iim not saying that everybodys going to be a good
communicator at the public level, but | think that weive
really got to make big efforts here, and, as you say,
reward, encourage people whoive got those abilities to
do that, and recognize that this 1s an important part of
being a university professor.

|applause|

0000000100007 Protessor Pennock, would you like to
also respond?

000000000000 Yes. Just to give one additional reason

for why scientists would decline the invitation to
participate In Kansas was that those sorts of venues
were sponsored by the creationists on the school board.
It was recognized upfront as sort of a kangaroo court
that would legitimize what they wanted to have happen
In the end anyway, and | think scientists, not just in that
case but in general, think that by responding, you are
legitimizing them inadvertently. They (scientists) donit
want to waste their time because there isnit something
there thatis worthy. But the tact that you engage in a
debate, just by its very format, makes it appear as though
thereis something there to debate. And I think therefs a
difference between choosing oneis venues, right? Those
sorts of venues, | think, are not really appropriate.
There isnit something to debate there anymore. But
there Is a huge venue that scientists ought to properly
engage In, which is public education. And | actually
think that therels some sea change thats happening,

In part because of the Dover case, where scientipc
societies have now recognized, 0You know, weive

been failing on the job.0 If you take a ook at statistics
on Americansi views on this since the 80s, since the
Gallup has been following this, thereis no statistically
signipcant change. The same 47 percent, plus or minus
3 (percent), still thinks that human beings were created
about 10,000 years ago In their present form. And, you
know, all of the education that we do in the universities
seems to have made no dent in that. And I think they
now, when you get things like these policies being

put into place, and Dover in particular really alerted
scientists to this, I think they really thought seriously
about how theyire doing that job of educating people
about not just evolution, but about the nature of
science. And | think a lot of societies now are taking
that seriously, and I think thatts a great thing.

O000000I00IDOC And they didnit do that in the 1980s,
when this issue went to the Supreme Court?

0000000000000 There was a little blip of interest
there, but not really in the same way that weire seeing
now. And | hope that this isnit a blip, I hope that this
becomes a sustained change.

00000070000 You know therets also, youive got to keep

In mind again, the way that the standard is changing.
The reason they didnit participate to a great extent in
the 160s and the 180s, when the two previous cases came
up, was because they didnit have to. Because, again,
those cases were litigated primarily on secular purpose



