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POWERFUL STORIES
LITERARY CLASSICS

GEORGES
BERNANOS

| Diary

of a
Country
Priest |

¢ DIARY OF A COUNTRY PRIEST

A New Translation

This acclaimed new translation by Michael Tobin of
Georges Bernanos’ famous work is the first ever complete
English-language edition of the original French version. The
current English edition by British translator Pamela Morris
is seriously deficient, lacking numerous whole pages from the
original. In this classic novel, Bernanos movingly recounts the
life of a young French country priest who grows to understand
his provincial parish while learning spiritual humility himself.
Awarded the Grand Prix for Literature by the Academie Francaise.
DCPP ... Sewn Softcover, $21.95

“This new, complete translation of Bernanos's classic work is a major
literary event. We can finally read Bernanos's masterpiece as he

wrote it” — Dana Gioia, Author, Can Poetry Matter?

“Tobin’s graceful translation of Bernanos’s magnificent novel illus-
trates an uncommon path to holiness."
— Ron Hansen, Author, Mariette in Ecstasy

“A fine new translation of a major Christian classic immense in
significance and beauty. One of the great works of human literature.”
— Michael O’Brien, Author, Father Elijah: An Apocalypse

Also by Gertrud von le Fort

¢ THE SONG AT THE SCAFFOLD
Set during the French Revolution, this classic
novella is based on the true story of the Car-
melite nuns of Compiégne, who offered their
lives as martyrs for the preservation of the
Church in France.

SOSCP ... Sewn Softcover, $12.95

P.O. Box 1339, Ft. Collins, CO 880522

¢ THE WEDDING OF MAGDEBURG

This masterpiece by Nobel Prize nominee Gertrud von le
Fort is at once a love story, political thriller, and historical study
of war in the 17th century as it follows the Sack of Magdeburg,
the tragic battle now considered one of the greatest massacres
of the Thirty Years’ War.

Le Fort takes a magnifying glass to the line that runs through
every human heart— how do we find hope in the midst of de-
struction? How do we find freedom in total surrender? With
wisdom, riveting storytelling, and psychological subtlety, she
tabulates the spiritual cost of war and shows how grace can
dramatically imbue even the darkest moments of history.
WEDMP ... Sewn Softcover, $17.95

“Better than any historian, Catholic storyteller von Le Fort brings her
unique genius for laying bare the human heart in finding redemption
amid human suffering. She stands even ahead of Dickens!”

— Christopher Check, President, Catholic Answers

“As transfixing and meditative as a stained-glass window. The story
of a city that became a pawn in a real-life game of thrones—one that
struck an unforgettable wound in the conscience of Europe.”

— Peco Gaskovski, Author, Exogenesis: A Novel

¢ THE WIFE OF PILATE AND
OTHER STORIES

Three provocative novellas that vividly rec-
reate scenes from distant places in bygone
eras. Her lyrical portrayals of conflicts in the
souls of powerful people are memorable and
thought-provoking.

VLFI1P ... Sewn Softcover, $14.95
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Monkey Business

A Preposterous Myth Continues

by James M. Kushiner

ometimes new ideas take a while to catch on. In 1773,
English writer Samuel Johnson and his younger side-
kick and future biographer James Boswell toured the
Hebrides, the Western Isles of Scotland. In a letter to a

friend, Johnson reported:

We...dined at Lord Mon-
boddo’s, the Scotch judge
who has lately written a
strange book about the
origin of language, in
which he traces monkeys up
to men, and says in some
countries the human species
have tails like other beasts.

James Burnett, Lord Monboddo,
a Scottish judge and scholar,
was considered quite eccentric,
“touched in the head.” Boswell

recorded in his Hebrides journal:

Dr Johnson said, "It is a
pity to see Lord Monboddo
publish such notions as he
has done; a man of sense,
and of so much elegant
learning. There would be
little in a fool doing it;

we should only laugh; but
when a wise man does it,
we are sorry. Other people
have strange notions; but
they conceal them. If they
have tails, they hide them.”

Nonetheless, Monboddo’s
works, especially Of the Origin
and Progress of Language, were
read by many, including Charles
Darwin’s grandfather, Erasmus
Darwin. By 1859, his grandson'’s

idea of man being a descendant
of monkey-like creatures was no
longer ridiculed as preposterous
among the intellectual classes.
Millions of years of small changes,
Charles proposed, could give rise
to new species.

By 1925, that idea had caught
on. The trial of John Scopes was
hyped by the national press and
the American Civil Liberties Union
into the Scopes Monkey Trial.

The “trial of the century” pitted
Darwinian evolution against the
creation of man by God, “science”
against the Bible and Christianity.
Those who did not accept Darwin’s
idea were ridiculed as bigots and
bumpkins. The tables were thus
turned: Question man'’s descent
from apes and you will be consid-
ered “touched in the head.”

Monkey Scripture

Lord Monboddo also had an idea
about language. Boswell recorded
that he and Johnson dined with
several scholars in Edinburgh; at
one point the conversation turned
to primates:

We talked of the Ourang-
Outang, and of Lord
Monboddo’s thinking
that he might be taught
to speak. Dr Johnson

treated this with ridicule.
Mr Crosbie said, that Lord
Monboddo believed the
existence of everything
possible; in short, that all
which is in posse might be
found in esse.

As an example of “anything
is possible,” consider the infinit
monkey theorem: a monkey typing
randomly on a keyboard, given in-
finite time, could produce a work
of Shakespeare. The argument
has been put forward to defend
evolution by blind, random forces:
no monkey is aware of what he is
typing, but it's theoretically pos-
sible he could type out Hamlet by
chance. Then again, time is not
infinite, so given the history of the
universe, this is not possible.

Of course, the monkey
theorem could be blended with
Darwinism to assert that, given
enough time, clueless animals
could evolve into playwrights. In
1955, two playwrights typed out
Inherit the Wind, a fictionalize
play about the Scopes trial which
was made into a Hollywood movie
in 1960. But that didn’t happen by
chance, either.

Competing Tales

Realistically, some things will never
happen. In light of recent discover-
ies that life is more information-
rich than we ever imagined (and
we are still learning), the likeli-
hood that coded DNA instructions
were typed into an executable
script to create Man (or a play-
wright) by billions of random
chemical keyboard strokes really is
preposterous.

Sadly, the tale of “random”
creation is still being told, while
the “new” idea that Intelligent
Design best explains the data
about the world around us is rou-
tinely ridiculed among the intellec-
tual classes.

We trust that this special issue
of Salvo marking the 100th anni-
versary of the “Monkey Trial” will
help set the record straight. @

Summer2025



Salvo welcomes letters
in response to articles and
blog posts or raising mat-
ters of interest to readers.
Letters may be edited for
space; please keep them
under 200 words.
letters@salvomag.com

Questioning Spycraft

I submit my first letter to Salvo
after reading my first issue. What |
found most helpful was the flui -
ity of the writing, the breadth

and length of the articles (not too
short, not too long), and many of
the issues covered. It was quite an
education. Thank you.

But | have a strong disagree-
ment with the author of “Spy for
Life” (Salvo 70, Fall 2024). Bob
Perry reports that CIA couple the
Olsons “lied every day of their
lives” and that this is somehow
justified because they were op-
posing the “Evil Empire.” While
spying is a dirty business, especially
during a time such as the Cold
War, daily lying can't be justifie
from a Christian perspective. What
if Jim Olson were spying for the
CIA during the so-called War on
Terror? Would torture be justifie
because he was fighting “Islamic
terrorism”?

—Kenneth Reynolds, New York

‘'INCOMING

Reply:
Thank you, not just for being a
Salvo reader, but for taking the
time to challenge me on this issue.
Salvo exists to help Christians think
more clearly about our place in the
world, so | appreciate your doing
that. | also understand your nega-
tive reaction to the idea that Jim
Olson and his wife claimed to have
“lied every day of their lives” while
serving during the Cold War as
spies in the CIA. My initial reaction
was the same as yours. But | think
a little reflection reveals that your
critique not only misinterprets the
point Mr. Olson was making but
is also a little uncharitable toward
the Olsons and how their world-
view impacted their service.

First, spying is not unbiblical
in and of itself. In Numbers 13,
Moses sent 12 spies into the land
of Canaan to scope out the enemy
they faced there. Likewise, Joshua
enlisted two spies to assess Jericho
before he attacked that city. The

prostitute Rahab who abetted
them implicitly became a spy her-
self and blatantly lied to the king'’s
guards about them. But she wasn’t
condemned for any of it. She is not
only an ancestor of King David and
eventually Jesus, she is also listed
in Hebrews 11 as one of the heroes
of the faith.

Second, | think you're misin-
terpreting Jim Olson when he says
he “lied every day” of his life. Mr.
Olson is not claiming to have actu-
ally told lies to people every day.
He is simply saying that living life
as a spy is the lie. He was not the
diplomat or statesman he led his
opponents to believe he was. And
he was not the businessman his
family thought he was. His status
as a spy effectively made his entire
life a “lie.” But it in no way makes
him a “liar.”

Finally, your hypothetical as-
sertion that by the same logic, Jim
Olson would have condoned tor-
ture during the War on Terror lacks
any evidence to substantiate it.
Being a spy entails living a shadow
life. But that is not in any way
parallel to actively engaging in a
program of torture. In fact, in the
paragraph following the one from
which you quote, Olson specificall
spells out his view that “what con-
stitutes acceptable moral behavior
has too often been left to the
judgment of individual intelligence
officers, their supervisors, or other
senior officials” and that he find
this unacceptable. Olson actually
lobbies for more formal oversight
for people working in the kinds of
positions he held for reasons that |
suspect you would agree with.

| contend that Jim Olson’s
respect for objective morality
is clearly evident not only in his
service to the nation, but also in
the way he approached his profes-
sion and in the way he has lived
his entire life. | believe Christian
charity requires that we owe him a
debt of gratitude and a great deal
of respect, not condemnation. All
the best,

—Bob Perry

6 SALV®
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DECODE

Method or
Materialism?

by Rick Reed

SCIENCE: knowledge or a system of knowledge covering

general truths or the operation of general laws

erived from Latin scientia, “knowledge,” the Old

French science referred to the body of human know-

ledge. Until about the 14th century, science meant

the knowledge gained from theology and philoso-
phy. The word first appeared in the Middle English work,
Apocalypse of St. John: A Version.

Its meaning actually began
to shift in the 13th century, when
Albertus Magnus (d. 1280) asserted
a distinction between revela-
tion and experimental science.
Around the same time, Roger
Bacon (d. 1292), a Franciscan friar,
challenged unquestioning ac-
ceptance of Aristotle’s teachings,
which relied more on reasoning
without physical evidence. Later,
Renaissance scholar Francis Bacon
(d. 1626) articulated the scientifi
method, which requires the ap-
plication of inductive reasoning to
observation of the world, and Isaac
Newton (d. 1727) applied math-
ematics to the process, inadver-
tently feeding the materialism that
dominates scientific understanding
today. These men were all devout
Christians whose interest in science
stemmed from their desire to un-
derstand God'’s creation, but by the
1800s, the definition had shifted
to apply to natural and physical
science, knowledge of the material
world alone.

Science or Scientism?

The scientific method involves
the development of hypotheses,
experimental inquiry, and revision
of theories. Curious people have
applied it to study every aspect of
the world. Though some theories
have become well-established
through tests and observations,
all are—or should be—subject
to challenge in light of new
evidence that contradicts earlier
conclusions.

Yet, materialists increas-
ingly speak of “settled science.” In
popular media, the phrase seems
attributable to any statement by a
favored scientist. Ironically, many
materialists hold certain scientifi
theories in the same regard as
people of faith regard Scripture.
Thus, science evolves into sci-
entism, which Merriam-Webster
defines as “an exaggerated trust
in the efficacy of the methods of
natural science applied to all areas
of investigation (as in philosophy,

the social sciences, and the hu-
manities).” Such was the case with
social Darwinism, which applied
Darwinian principles to social
science. In The Abolition of Man,
C. S. Lewis critiques scientism for
asserting that scientific methods
are the sole legitimate ways of
understanding the world.
Scientism takes science from
a method of expanding under-
standing to an ideology that
limits it. For example, lawn signs
that proclaim, “in this house we
believe in science” bind scientism
with political allegiances and
anodynes that serve as a credo
implying anyone who disagrees
with one statement must disagree
with all. This credo also serves the
false notion that science and faith
are distinct and opposed to one
another. Thus, the materialists
who shun faith—perhaps inad-
vertently, perhaps not—remake
science into scientism, which itself
becomes a false religion. What
Christians created out of desire to
understand God's handiwork, ma-
terialists have applied to exclude
the Creator.

Light Shining in the Darkness

However, the scientific method
rests on a foundation of testing
and retesting current understand-
ings. As scientists have learned
more about genetics and the finel
tuned universe, for example, it is
clear that Darwinian evolution is
far from settled.

In Light of the Mind, Light of
the World, Spencer Klavan writes,
“the world described by science
increasingly looks like the world
revealed by faith.” From the Big
Bang, to finely tuned forces, to
intricate microscopic bio-mecha-
nisms, evidence of an intelligent
designer has grown ever more
persuasive. Though materialists
resist any notion of an Intelligence
greater than their own, science
itself traces its roots to intellects
who humbly sought to understand
the Designer’s cosmos. @
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History 250

n anticipation of America’s 250th
I birthday in 2026, HISTORY250,

a project of Cana Academy, is
producing short documentary
films covering important events in
American history. The approach is
described as “the liberal approach...
observational and sympathetic, not
anachronistic or moralistic; narrative
and fully contextual, not fragmen-
tary; unitive, not divisive. By liberal
we mean free as in the freedom
achieved through a genuinely liber-
al education.” Events covered range

from the political to the religious
to moments in arts, sports, econom-
ics, and technological innovation.
They include both the regrettable

history accurately or we risk capitu-
lating to falsehood in the present—
which can have grave consequences

the aspirational (the
Gettysburg Address
and “1 Have a Dream”).
The videos (around fiv
to eight minutes each)
are ad-free and can

be viewed online or
downloaded. The site
also houses a catalog of
documents, maps, and
podcasts with histori-
ans. We must remember

(the Trail of Tears) and

in the future. ¢

Source: https://www.history250.org/

Keeping Faith

" The rumors of Christianity’s
demise appear to have been
greatly exaggerated,” writes

tech entrepreneur Rod D. Martin,

reporting on a recent Pew Research
survey. The long-running decline in
Americans identifying as Christian
has come to a halt. His explanation
is blunt: “You left the faith if

you were a leftist...not because
conservatives were ‘mean’ or ‘lacked

-

\

winsomeness.”” As if that weren't
blunt enough, he continues: “the
fakers have left. There’s no longer
any benefit to your business, or to
your personal prestige, that derives
from pretending to be a Christian.”
Another data point indicates that it
may be young conservative men
who are driving the stabilization,
as they embrace Christianity as

a part of a broader rejection of
anti-Christian ideologies. “The
church may have been battered,”
Martin concedes, “but it is far
from broken. In fact, it may

be on the brink of something
extraordinary.” e

Source: https://www.rodmartin.org/p/christianitys-decline-in-america

Pride Downsized

he theme for San Francisco
TPride 2025 is “Queer Joy is

Resistance,” but queer joy re-
sistance may be a bit more subdued
this year. Five corporate donors,
including big-ticket supporters
Comcast and Anheuser-Busch, have
pulled their sponsorship, leaving

organizers on their own to raise
$1.3 million if they’re going to meet
their $2.3 million budget for the
two-day festival. Pride St. Louis, too,
lost Anheuser-Busch support after
30 years and launched its own fund-
raising campaign.

Organizers connected the cut-
backs to changes in political winds
regarding institutionalized DEI, but
blaming sponsor pullback on “social

hostility” and “political attacks” in-
dicates a victimhood-based blindness
on their part. “We will not pay for
your party” is a very different stance
from “You cannot have your party.”
The shows will go on, but this year
the prideful may have to pay more
of the expenses for their own party.
Subdued pride means a move to-
ward health and well-being for men,
women, and children everywhere. ®

Sources: https://www.foxnews.com/media/san-francisco-pride-takes-financial-hit-afte -major-companies-pull-sponsorships-
amid-dei-fallout; https://www.stlpr.org/culture-history/2025-03-25/anheuser-busch-pulls-support-pridefest-after-30-years
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Millennials & Gen Z on Life

2025 poll of U.S. Millennial
Aand Gen Z voters conducted

by the Demetree Institute for
Pro-Life Advancement found that

almost seven in ten support some
limits on abortion. Respondents

also showed con-
cerns about abortion
pills, with more than
nine in ten supporting protec-

tive measures such as ultrasound
screenings, in-person consultations
to prevent misuse, and studies on
the environmental impacts of the
medical waste involved. Just under

half (48 percent) supported federal
funding for Planned Parenthood.

“Media and politicians often
claim that this critical demographic,
now almost HALF (48.5%) of the
electorate, are solidly on the side
of abortion,” stated the report.
“The facts tell a different, nuanced
story.” e

Source: https://www.instituteforprolifeadvancement.org/demetree-institute-for-pro-life-advancement-yougov-survey-usa-

2025-poll-results/

Pro-Procreation

s birth rates decline across
Adeveloped countries, prona-

talism is becoming a subject
of public conversation. In 2024, the

4 N

Institute for Family Studies launched
its Pronatalism Initiative to conduct
research and craft recommendations
for policymakers seeking to address
plummeting birth rates and encour-
age healthy fertility. Then there was
NatalCon 2025, held in March in
Austin, Texas. Hassan Khan of The
Texas Horn reported three distinct
categories of attendees in order

of numbers present: (1) Christians,
mostly Catholic, who see having and
raising children as a way of serving
God; (2) Silicon Valley entrepre-
neurs and venture capitalists, who
are concerned about civilizational
decline; and (3) Nietzschean (think
Darwinian) domineering-warrior

types, who were, thankfully, few in
number.

Mainstream media, who ap-
parently don’t know what to make
of these developments, reported
on NatalCon using boilerplate,
overworked slurs such as neo-Nazis,
white supremacists, and eugenicists.
Clearly, NatalCon is a mixed bag, but
these newly launched conversations
present an opportunity to show-
case natural marriage and family as
the optimum social institution for
long-term civilizational flourishing
As Peachy Keenan said at NatalCon
2024, it's a good time to “'seize the
means of reproduction’ and out-
reproduce the Left.”

Sources: https://ifstudies.org/blog/ifs-launches-the-pronatalism-initiative-under-new-senior-fellow-lyman-stone; https:/
thetexashorn.com/2025/04/07/eugenicists-in-austin-the-texas-horn-goes-to-natalcon-2025/

Food Fight Watch

n the face of elitists moving to
I control agriculture under the guise

of saving the planet, Dr. Meryl
Nass, a Maine physician and medi-
cal freedom advocate, organized a
two-day symposium to call attention
to threats to global food systems.
“Attack on Food and Farmers
and How to Fight Back,” held in
September 2024, brought together
doctors, journalists, researchers,
farmers, and politicians “to discuss
what's happening to the global food
system and to outline...strategies...

to return control of the food system
to the people.” Topics included pes-
ticides, agricultural vaccines, geneti-
cally engineered food, and policies
affecting land use and food produc-
tion, delivery, and sales. Sessions also

either because we will not be able to
get food or because we will be able
to get food that is not worth eat-
ing.” A program guide and videos
of sessions are available online at

and consumers can imple-
ment to push back against
global would-be oligarchs.

“It is very important to un-
derstand we're fighting, not
just for our freedom,” said
Catherine Austin Fitts of the
Solari Report, “but we are
fighting to make sure that we
are not the victims of famine

relayed strategies farmers

DoorToFreedom.org. ®

Source: https://childrenshealthdefense.org/defender/attack-on-food-and-farmers-symposium-chd-door-to-freedom/
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Human Egg Farms

ith the help of Interpol,
the Pavena Foundation
is helping women escape

from what can only be called a hu-
man egg farm. Three Thai women
rescued earlier this year described
being housed like cattle on four
large properties with about 100
other women and fed hormones by
a Chinese criminal organization that
is harvesting their eggs and selling
them on the black market for use
in in-vitro fertilization (IVF). The
women had responded to a “job
offer” on social media to “work” as

surrogates for couples who could
not have children. The prospective
“employer” had paid their passport
and travel expenses to Georgia in
Eastern Europe.

The Center for Bioethics and
Culture (CBC), who was an early
voice sounding the alarm about
women being exploited by “Big
Fertility,” commented, “At the CBC,
we always knew that bad actors
existed in the fertility industry, but
we've entered a whole new level
of Dante’s Inferno....In the state of
California, home to the CBC, men
use an egg from one woman and a
womb for another to have a child.
No doubt, one (or more) of these

eggs, from one of these enslaved
women, was used in a surrogacy ar-
rangement. A child was created and
likely two women were exploited in
the process—the child’s biological
mother and birth mother.” o

-

Sources: https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-14372569/Women-slaves-human-egg-farm-gangsters.html;
https://cbc-network.org/2025/02/human-egg-farm/

Soft on Pedophilia

bill passed last year in the
AGerman Parliament lowers

minimum sentences for
possession of child pornography
from a felony crime to a
misdemeanor. Voices objecting

included Rainer Becker of German

Children’s Aid, who said that it could
put Germany in violation of an EU
directive against child pornography,
and the Christian Democratic Union
(CDU) and the Christian Social Union

pro-pedophile activist group known
as K13. Gieseking, who has a long
history of child porn charges, has
also called for the age of consent to
be lowered to 12 and for a change

of Bavaria (CSU), who said possession of attitude toward pedophiles. “The

of such material “must, in principle,
remain classified as crimes.”

Voices praising the bill included
Dieter Gieseking, founder of a

taboo of pedophilia must finally be
broken at all levels of society,” he
said in a 2014 interview with Taz
Online.

Source: https://reduxx.info/pro-pedophile-activist-group-celebrates-as-germany-decriminalizes-child-porn-possession/

Ideological Zealotry in Preschool Ed

ifeSiteNews reports that a
child of age three or four was
suspended from a U.K. state

school during the 2022-2023 school
year for “abuse against sexual

orientation and gender identity.”
It appears this disciplinary action
is not an outlier event. According
to the same report, 94 primary
school children were suspended

-

that year for
“homophobia” or
“transphobia.” A
U.K. Department
for Education
spokesperson
commented, “All
pupils and staff
should feel safe

\ or expelled

and protected at school and should
never face violence or abuse. The
Education Secretary...expects
school leaders to enforce good
behavior.”

“The spokesperson didn’t
comment on whether it was
abusive to suspend a toddler for
bigotry,” noted LifeSiteNews
author Jonathon Van Maren, dryly.
J. K. Rowling’s response was more
expressive: “This is totalitarian
insanity. If you think small children
should be punished for being able
to recognize sex, you are a danger-
ous zealot who should be nowhere
near kids or in any position of
authority over them.” e

Source: https://www.lifesitenews.com/blogs/uk-nursery-suspends-toddler-over-transphobia-no-this-isnt-satire/
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Averted Life

lex Marlow reports that a
Colorado Democrat noted

that birth is more expensive

than abortion and that abortions
are now being called “averted
births,” as if the birth of a child
into the world is a contributor to
economic disaster and abortion is
the means of averting the disaster.

“This is anti-human,” Marlow said,
"“if you're talking about, basically,
the life of a human being as just an
economic problem. Remember this,
that the left sees everything as a
money issue.” ®

Source: https://www.breitbart.com/clips/2025/04/07/alex-marlow-sinister-democrats-rebrand-abortions-as-averted-births/

Power Meltdowns

utcry: Alchemists of Rage
O is a short documentary

that follows photographer
Whitney Bradshaw as she
photographs women screaming. The
film came out in March, and at that
time she had photographed more
than 500 women screaming. This is
not an SNL comedy skit. “One of the
goals is, | make a beautiful portrait
of your power. But | also want the
photographs themselves to become
a collective act of resistance,” she
explains in the film's trailer. “I
wanted to use this project as a way
to continue to propel the #MeToo
movement, by encouraging womxn
to speak up and out for themselves
in any situation,” she told UC
Berkeley News. “1 wanted womxn
to practice expressing themselves,
taking up space and being heard.”

No doubt, some of the
"womxn" have been mistreated
by men, but they would do better
to grow up and turn a critical eye
to modern liberal feminism. Victor
Joecks at Hot Air lists the results
of several studies showing that

screaming like angry toddlers does
a disservice to women everywhere.
The fact that it's cast as female pow-
er is a travesty. Perhaps, suggests
Joecks, “the best thing modern
feminists could do for women is tell

conservative women
consistently report be- /
ing satisfied with their
lives in higher numbers
than liberal women.
Feminists have dispar-
aged marriage and
religion as tools of the
patriarchy and children
as obstacles to a fulfil -
ing life while portraying
promiscuity as free love.
Many who followed
that script ended up
lonely or abused or
both.

This visage
of grown women

them to reject feminism.” o

Sources: https://www.thecollegefix.com/catholic-professo -promotes-feminist-scream-sessions-to-oppose-pro-life-laws/;
https://outcryfilm.com/about/; https://hotair.com/victor-joecks/2025/03/02modern-feminism-makes-women-miserable-

n3800307

Spiritual Babel

ccording to George Barna’s
A2025 American Worldview

Inventory, American adults
hold a baffling plethora of ideas
about “gods, spiritual deities,
supreme beings, higher powers,
or supernatural authorities.” Six
in ten (59 percent) identify Jesus
Christ as a member of that set, but
14 percent place “The Universe”
and 12 percent include “Mother

Earth” in that same category. About
three in ten (29 percent) express
either agnosticism or atheism about
such beings; this category, which
Barna calls the “don’ts” (for “don’t
know" or “don’t care”), is the fastest
growing segment of American
adults.

Sadly, the data also reveal
marked confusion among profess-
ing Christians. Of those who identify
as "Born-Again Christian,” many
still put The Universe and Mother
Earth in that category (nine and six

percent), and only 60 percent of
them identify the “God of the Bible”

as belonging in it. ®

-

Source: https://www.arizonachristian.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/CRC-Release-AWVI-1-Feb-18-2025-Final.pdf
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TIES that Blind

Teachers Training Students

to Reject Competing Ideas

by Emily Morales

he teaching of evolution in government schools has

expanded since the early 20th century, gradually

replacing the earlier creation-based model of life.

By 1939, about half of high school biology teachers
taught evolution as a central principle of biology, and by
2019, only 12 percent offered the creation narrative as a valid

alternative to evolution.

To further entrench the
Darwinian story in education, the
Teacher Institute for Evolutionary
Science (TIES) was founded in 2015
as a project of the Richard Dawkins
Foundation for Reason and
Science, which later merged with
the secular nonprofit Center for
Inquiry (CFI). Adopting the motto
“teachers helping teachers,” TIES
offers resources in the form of
workshops, webinars, lesson plans,
articles, and books focused on
teaching evolution and answering
critics based upon Next Generation
Science Standards (NGSS). TIES
holds that “people who under-
stand evolution are more likely to
acceptit.”

Reason for Surveillance

While TIES provides resources for
up to 12th grade, its primary focus
is on equipping elementary and
middle school teachers, many of
whom, it says, feel ill-equipped

or fear backlash from religious

parents. It is notable that TIES
focuses on reaching younger chil-
dren, given that elementary and
middle school learners lack mature
cognitive resources to critically
evaluate the sweeping and often-
times fallacious claims of Darwin
proponents.

For example, in an interview
with TIES director Bertha Vazquez,
podcaster and author Rick Coste
likened the evolution of organ-
isms to the evolution of technol-
ogy. Coste also explained how
the evolution of flight, from the
Wright brothers’ 1911 motorized
flyer to the 1969 moon land-
ing, is his favorite model of how
technology evolves and changes
under selection pressures, just like
organisms. Those who understand
the theory of intelligent design
will immediately recognize the
fallacious nature of Coste’s analo-
gies—that such developments
are the product of the collective
intelligence of teams of engineers.

¢d Surveillance

The “evolution” of these technolo-
gies actually reflects products of
intelligent design, not naturalistic
evolution, but younger children
are not likely to recognize the
flaws in these analogies. Worse,
with analogies such as these,
undiscerning ears are inoculated
against recognizing the latent de-
sign inference in Coste’s examples,
or in any others.

Most Recent O ense

One lesson TIES recommends is
called “Addressing Science Denial
with Cranky Uncle.” Students

are informed that “the modern
world was built by science,” but
that some people “deny science”
because it conflicts with their
“deeply held beliefs.” By playing
Cranky Uncle, students earn points
by denying outrageous claims—
the “sillier or more outrageous the
better!”, says the instructor, who
suggests starting with “gravity is

a hoax.” The game is problematic
in many respects. Not only does

it imply that any non-consensus
view isn't “science” (fostering
groupthink), but it also trains
students to respond to alternative
ideas with ridicule. Apart from

the rudeness and immaturity of
such a response, this is inconsistent
with good scientific thinking. For
elementary and middle school
students—who tend to be highly
sensitive to peer perception—the
Cranky Uncle game only heightens
their fear of being labeled a “de-
nier.” The fact that no one holds
“gravity is a hoax" as a “deeply
held belief” is apparently lost on
the instructor.

Educators who push the
evolution-only story—not only
refusing to consider alternative
explanations but ridiculing those
who do—ultimately teach students
to be poor scientists. They condi-
tion students to accept theories
without critical inquiry, rather
than encouraging genuine scien-
tific exploration. One might even
say they set students up for science
denial. ©

12 SALV®



Degraded

Brain Wash

Conceptions

Does Darwinian Evolution
Select for Toxic Men?

by Nancy Pearcey

he vice president of a California school board recently

proposed a resolution titled “Recognition of the Essen-

tial Role and Needs of Young Men in Society,” which

criticized use of the term “toxic masculinity.” Parents
were outraged. At a school board meeting, nearly a hundred
parents denounced the resolution as “offensive,” “embarrass-
ing,” “insensitive,” and “tone deaf.”

Where did the idea come from
that masculinity is toxic? Why does
the secular world get its idea of
masculinity so wrong? Surprisingly,
a major source was Darwin’s
theory of evolution.

We think of evolution as a
theory in biology, but in fact it had
an enormous impact on secular
views of masculinity. Already in
Darwin’s own day, sociologist
Herbert Spencer applied the idea

of natural selection to human be-
havior in a theory known as social
Darwinism. Spencer argued that
survival of the fittest weeds out all
but the most aggressive men:

In the course of the
struggles for existence
among wild tribes, those
tribes survived in which
the men were not only
powerful and courageous,

but aggressive, unscrupu-
lous, intensely egoistic.
Necessarily, then, the men
of the conquering races
which gave origin to the
civilized races were men in
whom the brutal character-
istics were dominant.

According to Spencer’s logic, these
“brutal characteristics” were

not moral flaws but represented
normative traits for manhood. The
authentic male nature was said to
be ruthless, savage, barbarian, and
predatory.

How did women survive in re-
lationships with such ruthless men?
Spencer’s answer was that women
needed to develop the “ability to
please.” It would help if they also
acquired the “powers of disguising
their feelings” in order to hide the
sense of “antagonism produced in
them by ill-treatment.”

The lesson of evolution, ap-
parently, was that men are brutal
beasts—and that women must
appease and placate them, while
learning to hide their resentment
of "ill-treatment.”

In an earlier age, Christians
had urged men to live up to the
image of God implanted in them.
By contrast, the Darwinian world-
view urged men to live down to
their presumed animal nature—
“the beast within.” Books ap-
peared arguing that civilization is
a thin facade over men'’s primitive
instincts. Savage Survivals (1916)
said, “Civilization is only a skin.
The great core of human nature
is barbaric.” The Caveman Within
Us (1922) claimed that the human
organism has only “a slight coat of
cultural whitewash, which may be
called the veneer of civilization.”

Are Men “Pigs”?

Today social Darwinism has reap-
peared under a new label—it's
called evolutionary psychology.
But it sends the same message
about men. A bestselling book by
Robert Wright called The Moral
Animal says:
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Brain Wash by Nancy Pearcey

Human males are by nature
oppressive, possessive,
flesh-obsessed pigs.

Giving them advice on
successful marriage is like
offering Vikings a free
booklet titled “How Not to
Pillage.”

The allure of evolutionary psychol-
ogy is that it transforms sin into
inexorable biological impulses.

An older book with a similar
theme was recently reissued titled
Men and Marriage. The author,
George Gilder, claims that “Men
are, by nature, violent, sexually
predatory, and irresponsible.”
Their “most profound yearning”
is not for a wife and family, but
for “the motorbike and the open
road, the male group escape to a
primal mode of predatory and im-
mediate gratification.

Are you seeing the origin of
the Andrew Tate phenomenon?
Intellectuals have been creating
the secular script for masculinity
for a long time. Tate brags about
making money as a “pimp"” pro-
ducing “pornography.” He sneers
at anyone not rich or success-
ful, calling them “losers” whose
ancestors would have been “taken
care of by natural selection and
evolution.”

If you tell men often enough
that they are naturally irrespon-
sible brutes, captive to ancient
caveman urges, they will start act-
ing like it.

This is a severely stunted,
shrunken, truncated view of hu-
man nature. From the time of
the classical Greeks and Romans,
virtue had been defined as the
restraint of the “lower” pas-
sions by the “higher” faculties of
reason, spirit, and moral will. But
Darwinism was taken to mean
that humans had triumphed over
the other species not by reason
and moral restraint but by the
fierce, fighting urges. In a stun-
ning reversal, the animal passions
and instincts were held up as the
core of masculinity.

Putting Women Lower on
the Evolutionary Ladder

Any list of toxic male behavior in-
cludes disrespect for women, and
Darwin bears some responsibility
for that as well. He was convinced
that males are superior to fe-
males—that man attains “a higher
eminence, in whatever he takes
up, than can woman.” He conclud-
ed that “the average of mental
power in man must be above that
of woman.”

Darwin explained
men’s alleged superior-
ity by proposing that
among social animals,
young males have to
pass through many
contests to win a fe-
male—and many addi-
tional battles to retain
their females. Over time,
he said, natural selec-
tion will favor the more
dominant, combative
males. Although modern
men do not literally figh
for a mate, he wrote,

yet they generally have to
undergo, during manhood,
a severe struggle in order
to maintain themselves and
their families; and this will
tend to keep up or even in-
crease their mental powers,
and, as a consequence, the
present inequality between
the sexes.

By contrast, Darwin argued, be-
cause women stay home to care
for the young, they are out of
reach of natural selection. Thus,
they have evolved more slowly and
their mental powers are lower.

(In his day, it was assumed that
males pass on more of their traits
to their sons, and females, to their
daughters.)

Darwin did acknowledge that
women have “greater tenderness
and less selfishness” than men, and
even greater “powers of intuition,
and rapid perception.” But he

dismissed these traits as “char-
acteristic of the lower races, and
therefore of a past and lower state
of civilization.” Even women's
positive traits were devalued as
evidence of inferiority.

Darwin’s theory thus gave sup-
posedly scientific support to the
idea that women are intellectually
inferior to men—that women have
no ideas or insights that war-
rant male respect. Women were
relegated to a lower rung on the
evolutionary ladder.

If you tell men often
enough that they are

naturally irresponsible
brutes, captive to ancient

caveman urges, they
will start acting like it.

Many leading scientists of
the day agreed with Darwin that
women are less evolved than men.
Anthropologist James McGrigor
Allan held that “physically, men-
tally and morally, woman is a
kind of adult child.” Thomas H.
Huxley, dubbed Darwin’s Bulldog,
said even education could not lift
women to intellectual equality
with men. Since women's inferior
abilities are a product of natural
selection, he argued, they are not
“likely to be removed by even the
most skillfully conducted educa-
tional selection.”

There was no hope, appar-
ently, for women to escape their
inferior position.

In reality, of course, the
survival of the human species
depends just as much on character-
istically female activities like giving
birth and nurturing the young.
Nevertheless, evolutionary thinkers
preferred to exalt the more typi-
cally male activities like hunting

14 SALV®



and fighting as most important for
the progress of the species.

Attack on Transcendent
Values
The impact of Darwinism went
even deeper, however. His theory
was thoroughly naturalistic. It
proposed that natural forces act-
ing alone had the power to create
everything that exists—that God
was not necessary in any way to
explain the world. And if God was
not needed to do any creating,
then he was out of a job. The idea
of God might still be helpful for
some people, but only for those
who need that kind of emotional
crutch. Christianity was reduced to
the status of subjective feelings.
Historian Glenna Matthews
describes how Darwinian natural-
ism continues to have an impact
even in our own day:

Men and women living in
a modern secular society
are under a handicap in
dealing with transcendent
values. Darwinism helped
create a secular and mate-
rialist outlook. As a conse-
quence, reflective people
now lack a vocabulary for
talking about love, nurture,
or the social importance

of home without sound-
ing sentimental and faintly
ridiculous.

In short, Darwinism led to the
rejection of any transcendent
values that would call men to a
higher ideal of what it means to
be a man.

Universal Darwinism

In our day, Darwinism has been
extended into an entire world-
view—what some are calling
Universal Darwinism. In books like
The Evolution of Ethics and The
Origins of Virtue, ethics are said to
be a product of natural selection.
In books like How Religions Work
and Religion Explained, religion is
reduced to an illusion. Evolution

.

/

is being applied to politics in
Darwinian Politics and to econom-
ics in Economics as an Evolutionary
Science. It has been applied to
medicine in Evolving Health and
Evolutionary Medicine. Even art
and literature have been reinter-
preted within a Darwinian frame-
work in Literary Darwinism and
Evolution and Literary Theory.

So it should not be surpris-
ing that evolutionary thinking
has also shaped the secular script
for masculinity. One reason it is
important to highlight the failure
of evolution as a bio-

school. “All my male students are
fans of Andrew Tate,” she wrote.
“They are even using quotes from
Andrew Tate in the yearbook.”

“Where do you teach?” |
asked.

“At a classical Christian
school.”

The sobering lesson is that
even Christian boys and young
men are being drawn in by online
influencers like Andrew Tate.

We need to provide them with
a critical grid to recognize the
Darwinian roots of the secular
script for masculinity—

logical theory is that
it has been extended
far beyond science to
construct a complete
worldview.

Let me end with
a story: | recently
received an email
from a former gradu-
ate student who now
teaches at a high

and fortify them with
a healthy, aspirational,
biblical view of what it
means to be a man. @

—This article is based
on Pearcey’s most
recent book, The Toxic
War on Masculinity:
How Christianity
Reconciles the Sexes.
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BASIC TRAINING

Unnecessary

Conflic

Why the Age of the Earth Is Irrelevant
in the Creation-Evolution Debate

by Tom &Elizabeth Siewert

n 1980, PBS launched “Cosmos: A Personal Voyage,” a TV

series written and hosted by Carl Sagan. Each episode

opened with Sagan’s lyrical phrase, “The cosmos is all that

is or ever was or ever will be.” The implied foregone con-
clusion is that Science (with a capital “S”) gives us the truth—
biblical teaching need not apply.

Has this conflict between the
Bible and science been ongoing
since ancient times? The simple
answer is, no. After the Roman
Empire fell, much of “science” was
dominated by Greek and Roman
philosophies; the gods controlled
the fates of men. But as Europe
emerged from the Middle Ages,
there was a rapid increase in
scientific research. Many of the
scientists were Christians, and so
for the most part, science and the
Bible coexisted peaceably. There
were only two controversies that
mattered.

Controversy One

Geocentric or Heliocentric
Solar System?

Prior to the 1500s, almost every-
one believed that the earth stood
still, and the sun and planets
revolved around it. This made
intuitive sense. To one standing on
the earth, it was obvious that the
sun moved and not the earth. In
addition, the Bible supported this
idea in passages such as:

e “Its [the sun’s] rising is from one
end of the heavens, and its circuit to
the other end of them” (Psalm 19:6);

* “The world is firmly established;
it shall not be moved” (Psalm 93:1);
and

e Joshua's famous command

that the sun stand still: “so the

sun stood still, and the moon
stopped, until the nation avenged
themselves of their enemies”
(Joshua 10:13).

In addition, scientists, then known
as natural philosophers, had
adhered to an Earth-centered uni-
verse for centuries.

Then Nicolaus Copernicus,
while working on the problem of
the relative motions of the plan-
ets and the sun, realized that a
lot of the problems he was strug-
gling with could be resolved if the
sun were the center of the solar
system rather than the earth. He
delayed publishing his work, as
it contradicted all accepted sci-
ence and plain readings of the
Bible, but he finally published On
the Revolutions of the Heavenly
Spheres in 1543, the year of his
death.

In fact, the disagreement got
entangled with the Protestant
Reformation, as Copernicus
remained in the Catholic
Church, while former friends,
also scientists, were part of the
new Protestant movement.
Martin Luther stated, “This fool
[Copernicus] wishes to reverse
the entire science of astronomy;
but sacred Scripture tells us that
Joshua commanded the Sun to
stand still, and not the Earth.”
Philipp Melanchthon, a reformer
and collaborator with Luther,
wrote, “Some people believe that
it is excellent and correct to work
out a thing as absurd as did that
astronomer [Copernicus] who
moves the earth and stops the sun.
Indeed, wise rulers should have
curbed such light-mindedness.”
Fortunately, Copernicus's work was
mostly accepted within eight years
of his death, when astronomical
tables were published and ac-
cepted by many of the scientists
working in the field
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Controversy Two
Young or Old Earth?

The only other (major) conflic
between the Bible and science is
that of the age of the earth. At
the time when Charles Darwin
published On the Origin of Species
(1859), no one had any idea of the
incredible complexity of biological
systems. The cell was thought to
be a simple bag of protoplasm that
had emerged in some “warm little
pond,” as Darwin postulated, and
had developed by gradual random
processes into all the diversity of
plant and animal life. In addition,
geological investigations pointed
to an earth much older than
6,000-10,000 years, which gave
even more credence to Darwin'’s
theory of evolution.

As Darwin'’s ideas gained
mainstream acceptance, the young
earth interpretation of the Bible
became a central touchpoint
for those opposing this godless
theory. Early in the 20th century,
Christian leaders became vocal
about the earth indeed being
young and how evolution could
not be true for that reason. Later
in the 20th century, organizations
such as the Institute for Creation
Research (1970) and Answers in
Genesis (1994) were formed spe-
cifically to provide evidence for a
young earth. If the earth were only
6,000-10,000 years old, the argu-
ment went, surely that was not
enough time for Darwin’s theory
to be true.

EnterID

Ironically, while these Christian
organizations were promoting
young earth creationism in op-
position to evolution, the field of
molecular biology was rapidly de-
veloping. New techniques such as
polymerase chain reaction (PCR),
invented in 1983, were employed
to synthesize customized DNA that
could then be inserted into the ge-
nome of E. coli, a type of bacteria.
The machinery in the E. coli would
then “read” the modified DNA,

translate the information in the
inserted DNA into its correspond-
ing sequence of amino acids, and
produce the protein encoded in
the inserted segment along with
all the proteins encoded in the
naturally occurring DNA. These
and other techniques made it pos-
sible to learn how cells “worked.”
The more molecular biology
techniques ad-

scientific theory based, in part, on
new discoveries about the incred-
ible complexities inside the cell.

Still Not Enough Time

Today, the disagreement over the
age of the earth continues. Many
Jewish and Christian scholars esti-
mate the earth to be about 6,000
years old. Mayan astronomers cal-
culated the age

vanced, the
more research-
ers were able
to discover

the multitude
of molecular
machines,
sophisticated
control sys-
tems, exquisite
feedback sig-
naling systems,
etc., inside a
cell. It became
very clear that
the cell was not
a simple bag
of protoplasm.
However, these
discoveries

of the earth

to be approxi-
mately 5,000
years, and
some Hindu
texts say it is
more than 150
trillion years
old. Scientifi
calculations in-
dicate that the
earth is about
4.5 billion years
old and that
the universe is
about 13.8 bil-
lion years old.
However, none
of these calcu-
lations—none

were only be-

ing reported in research journals,
and thus, the general public was
unaware of these spectacular ad-
vances of knowledge.

In 1991, Phillip E. Johnson
published Darwin on Trial. Johnson
was a graduate of Harvard
University and the University of
Chicago Law School and was then
a professor of law at the University
of California, Berkeley. As a lawyer
skilled in the use of language, he
“took up the study of Darwinism
because he saw that the books
defending the theory were dog-
matic and unconvincing. He wrote
this book to give Americans the
information they need to make up
their own minds.”' Darwin on Trial
was instrumental in launching the
scientific movement now known as
intelligent design (ID), and in 1996,
the Discovery Institute’s Center for
Science and Culture was founded
specifically to promote ID, a

of them—allow
enough time for natural processes
alone to produce the complexities
now known to reside within the
cell.

What this means is that a
young earth is no longer “needed”
to argue against the theory of evo-
lution. Advancements in science
have disqualified Darwin’s theory
on other grounds. The question
that remains to be answered is,
“Will the age-of-the-earth con-
troversy go the same way as the
earth-is-the-center-of-the-universe
controversy?” As more data
and viewpoints on this issue are
developed, it will be interesting
to see whether a consensus can
be reached. Meanwhile, it seems
that the age of the earth is still an
unsettled question.

Note
1. “Philip [sic] Johnson’s Darwin on Trial,”
Physics Forums (May 12, 2005).
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Social Darwinism & Racist Science
by Joshua Pauling

taught American history in a large, diverse, public high

school for 13 years. Almost every year, students were

shocked to hear of America’s experiments with eugen-

ics and the widespread acceptance of scientific racism.
What they previously thought were aberrations—the Nazi
regime and the Holocaust—they came to realize were in fact
the outworking of a widespread movement of the modern
world that was considered an enlightened, progressive, and
scientific position to hold. The story is complex, but it cer-
tainly intersects with the rise of Darwinism and its stepchild,
social Darwinism, which was a variegated attempt by several
thinkers to apply the principles of evolution beyond biology
to social and cultural matters. One of these figu es, Herbert
Spencer, coined the term “survival of the fittest,” which was
incorporated into later editions of On the Origin of Species.’

Darwinian Dominance

Even before Darwin stepped
aboard the HMS Beagle, the
mood of science was moving in an
evolutionary direction. As histo-
rian Jacques Barzun explained in
his magnum opus, From Dawn to
Decadence, science had been ad-
vancing “a bold hypothesis based
on the comparative study of ani-

animal species. But another group
of scientists and publicists, using
the same words, meant specificall
varieties of men."*

This brings us to the connec-
tions between Darwinism as a
scientific paradigm and racism as a
social system and way of thinking.
Barzun notes:

mal forms: evolution.”? Thus, when
Darwin published Origin, it was
not so much the idea of evolution
that was new, but his mechanism
for it, natural selection. “Darwin
proposed a purely mechanistic
operation,” Barzun states, that
“made the old idea of evolution fi
under physics by means of the idea
of Natural Selection.”? Worth not-
ing here as well, is Darwin’s use of
the phrase “favoured races” in his
subtitle. Barzun explains that in us-
ing this phrase, Darwin was simply
“referring to the varieties of any

The 19th century was the
heyday of physical an-
thropology, which divided
mankind into three or more
races. It was taken for an
exact science in spite of its
conflicting statements, and
it was also the playground
of historians, social theorists,
and politicians.... Not all
who argued about race...
believed the same solemn
fictions, but almost all edu-
cated westerners believed
in the root idea that race

equals character and uttered
some fiction of their own.’

It was in this milieu that support
for eugenics, social Darwinism, and
racial hierarchy were deemed pro-
gressive positions to hold, thanks
to the credibility lent them by
“science.” “The vogue of natural
selection,” says Barzun, “bred the
doctrine that nations and other
social groups struggle endlessly in
order that the fittest shall survive.
So attractive was this ‘principle’
that it got the name of Social
Darwinism."”®

To be clear, | am not suggest-
ing that Darwinism created racism
(racism is much too ancient for
that) or that Darwinism is even
the main cause of racism (human-
kind is much too good at “other-
ing” for that). My point is that, as
Darwinism swept through science,
academia, and society at large, rac-
ism took on a more “enlightened”
tinge. Cloaked in the scientist’s
lab coat, Darwinism lent an air of
respectability to racism.

As just one example, it was the
early 1900s that saw the massive
extension and widespread social
acceptance of the KKK, as it grew
to its largest membership ever and
expanded its targets to include
not only blacks, but also Jews,
immigrants, Catholics, and others
who didn’t fit in the WASP (White,
Anglo-Saxon, Protestant) category.
The ideas and patterns of living of
this era made the KKK an intuitive
and plausible—even popular—
group to join. This social environ-
ment also justified the little-known
outrage of human zoos.

Man as Spectacle

In 1859, the famed entertainer

P. T. Barnum placed William Henry
Johnson, a black man, on display
at the American Museum in New
York City. Johnson was billed as

a missing link between apes and
humans and drew huge crowds.
Johnson was part of a larger
fascination with “freak shows" of
the era, which frequently featured
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some sort of exotic human.
Another example was Krao, who
was put on display in the 1880s as
living proof of the link between
man and monkey. Krao merely suf-
fered from hypertrichosis, a rare
condition that leads to the over-
production of hair on the body.
Such shows were more than just a
fringe curiosity or historical odd-
ity; they were gaining purchase as
justifications for racial hierarchy,
and they began to take on even
more sinister forms at the great
temples to human progress known
as the World'’s Fairs. In fact, these
global events were frequently
designed around scientific racism
and evolution.

In 1893, Chicago hosted the
World's Columbian Exposition in
celebration of the 400th anniversa-
ry of Columbus’s arrival in the New
World. At the center of the mas-
sive complex was the “White City,”
with stately buildings illuminated
by electric light. But on the fringes
of the fair were exhibits displaying
non-white peoples. Perhaps most
revealing was “an exhibit featur-
ing sixty-nine Fon, black African
people colonized by the French.
Onlookers gawked at these hu-
man beings, and one journalist
remarked on their ‘barbaric ugli-
ness.”” Black leaders like Frederick
Douglass and Ida B. Wells decried
this blatant display of “racial
hierarchy."’

But such displays continued,
nay, intensified. Eight years later,
the entire 1901 Pan-American
Exposition in Buffalo (the fair
where President William McKinley
was assassinated) exuded the
social Darwinist mood. Central
areas and buildings highlighted
the accomplishments of whites,
while the fringes of the fair hosted
exhibits like “Darkest Africa,” in
which indigenous people were
presented as backwards curiosities
or evolutionary inferiors.®

For much more on this mem-
ory-holed era of racist ideology
masquerading as science, see
John West's documentary, Human

Zoos: America’s
Forgotten History
of Scientifi
Racism (available
on YouTube).
Human Zoos
draws special
attention to the
1904 World's Fair
in St. Louis, where
thousands of
indigenous people
from all over

the world were
imported and dis-
played as evidence
for human evolu-
tion, with whites
presented as the
pinnacle. Perhaps
most offensive is
the story of Ota
Benga, an African
pygmy who was
placed in an ex-
hibit in the Bronx
Zoo. Hundreds

of thousands of
zoo-goers came
to see the man on
display. Clergy es-
pecially protested
the spectacle, but
zoo and govern-
ment official
ignored them.
Despite his even-
tual release later
that year, within
a decade, Ota Benga was found
dead by suicide. While the era of
human zoos came to a close, the
documentary also draws attention
to the eugenics movement that
grew to prominence in that era,
with countless Americans undergo-
ing compulsory sterilization. Many
states passed sterilization bills and
created eugenics programs and
boards which were discontinued
more recently than we’d like to
admit.

These are the dark places to
which man goes when he views
himself as just material, a mere
brute struggling to survive. Such
sordid parts of our past remind us

Ota Benga, Bronx Zoo, 1906

that we must never give up on the
dignity of each human being, for
each human being is made in the
image of God. @

Notes

1. The term first appears in the 1869 ed -
tion. “Survival of the Fittest,” Britannica
(Jan. 29, 2025).

2. Jacques Barzun, From Dawn to Deca-
dence: 1500 to the Present...500 Years of
Western Cultural Life (2001), 502, 455.

3. Ibid., 570-571.

4. |bid., 577.

5. Ibid., 577-579.

6. lbid., 571-572.

7. Jemar Tisby, The Color of Compromise:
The Truth about the American Church’s
Complicity in Racism (2019), 111.

8. “Murder at the Fair: The Assassination of
President McKinley,” directed by Joe Ber-
linger (2006: The History Channel), DVD.
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The Monogamy

Miracle

Marriage & the Founding of
Democratic Self-Governance

by Nicole M. King

study just released out of Australia claims to find that
polyamorous and monogamous relationships are equally
satisfying. The study is actually a literature review ex-
amining 35 research papers. “Across a number of popu-
lations, consistent evidence was found to indicate that monoga-
mous and non-monogamous individuals experience equal levels

of relationship and sexual satisfaction,” the authors report. They
speculate that greater openness and communication, as well as the
ability “to have a wide variety of needs met” by various partners,
might be factors in the participants’ relationship satisfaction.

| remain skeptical, in part due to research design.

Data was self-reported, and the researchers admit,
“the majority of participants included in this review
were recruited via social networks and online snow-
ball sampling and were therefore not representative
of the population in which they were drawn.” They
continue, “it has been hypothesized that non-
monogamous participants who self-select into stud-
ies are open to sharing their experiences and may
therefore be less likely to have had negative experi-
ences.” In other words, the data comes from those

likely already highly satisfied with their relationships.

The second source of my skepticism is history.
Literally all of human history bears evidence that
polyandry, polygyny, and other forms of partner
sharing are associated with abuse, subjugation, and
violence on a truly massive scale. (And to be clear,
polyandry—a woman having multiple husbands—is
extremely rare. One study of pre-industrial societies
found that only 0.5 percent permitted polyandry.’
So much for female sexual empowerment.)

Polygamy, Slavery & Violence

The violence characterizing such polygamous societ-
ies is part of the argument of Sex and the Citizen, by
Conn Carroll. Carroll, currently the commentary edi-
tor for the Washington Examiner, was formerly the

communications director for Utah Senator Mike Lee.

While Carroll was serving
in that role, Senator Lee
created the Social Capital
Project. The Project’s goal
was to “investigate the
evolving nature, quality,
and importance of our associational life—namely our
families, communities, workplaces, and religious con-
gregations.”? Carroll had always had a vague aware-
ness that marriage was better for everyone involved,
he writes, but he never appreciated the overwhelm-
ing depth and conclusiveness of the research until
this new assignment.

Furthermore, he reports, the “monogamy isn’t
natural” argument is pure bunk. Carroll, writing
from a purely secular perspective, traces the de-
velopment of monogamy all the way back to apes
and then observes as it is carried into early hunter-
gatherer societies. For early peoples, who literally
carried all their worldly possessions from one spot
to the next, having more than one spouse simply
wasn’t feasible. Only the development of agriculture
allowed a man to amass enough wealth to support
more than one woman. The real change came with
war and slavery. When one people defeated another
and then transported the conquered people back
home as slaves, they could also kill all the men and
keep the women for themselves. And they did.

Carroll then traces the practice of polygamy
over several millennia and continents, including
early Mesopotamian peoples, the Romans, Asian
peoples, the Vikings and other barbarian tribes, and
finally to the Americas with the Aztecs and Mayans.
The similarity in these stories is startling. Each of
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these civilizations was ruled by a powerful few, who
brutally enslaved other peoples, taking thousands
of concubines as a means to solidify their power and
grow personal wealth. As a stunning illustration,
consider Genghis Khan, who produced so many chil-
dren with thousands of women that roughly eight
percent of modern Central Asian men can trace their
lineage directly back to him.?

Math tells us that if there are roughly as many
men as women in the world, and if the richest and
most powerful men were taking several wives, then
at the bottom you're going to find a lot of young
men unable to get a wife. Notably, skeletal evidence
from Viking longships shows that most of these
marauding Norsemen were between the ages of 18
and 25. A recent DNA analysis of modern Icelanders
shows that while 80 percent of the men who found-
ed Iceland were Scandinavian, over half the women
were Celtic. In other words, hordes of those Vikings
had stolen wives from other lands and then sailed on
to Iceland.?

Sexual servitude, rape, murder, and other forms
of torture and bloodshed were all parts of these
stories.

The Christian Di erence

So what changed? How did we transition from pow-
erful and bloody oligarchies founded on nonconsen-
sual relationships, including slavery, to the modern
standard of monogamous households and represen-
tative government?

One word: Christianity.

Carroll finds what many others have found be-
fore him—including perhaps most famously Rodney

Stark in The Rise of Christianity. The Church was truly
radical in its protection of women, the poor, the sick,
and others less fortunate. And these profound indi-
vidual protections, he argues, laid the foundation
for democratically governed societies. For the firs
time in human history, a man was expected to marry
one wife, remain faithful to her, love her even, and
take care of her and her children. He was to be fair
to his household, including slaves (and eventually,
Christianity’s emphasis on true human equality led to
the abolition of slavery). He was to treat others as he
himself wanted to be treated, lay down his life for a
friend, and sacrifice his own desires for the good of
his family, his church, and his community.

The modern (Marxist) line goes something like
this: “Marriage is an institution created by men
and the church to subjugate woman and take her
earning potential for himself.” But this couldn’t be
further from the truth. Before Christianity, polygamy
was the norm, and it held no protections for women.
There was almost no concept of a man’s faithful-
ness to his wife; unless he slept with another man’s
wife, he would face no consequences for adultery.
Sleeping with slaves, concubines, prostitutes—all
were licit. For a woman, however, unfaithfulness to
her husband in any form was mostly punishable by
death. Her children, likewise, lived or died by her
husband’s decree.

But the church ended all of that, and in so do-
ing, created a world in which “the least of these”
were protected. This was the foundation upon which
stable, monogamous households began to blossom
and bear fruit (i.e., children), while wealthy polyga-
mous households failed to thrive in spite of all of the
sex that seemed to be happening. This was the foun-
dation for the guilds, and then some types of limited
government, and finally, full-fledged representative
government. You cannot have democracy without
monogamy, Carroll argues.

So what do we make of research which seems
to find “polyamorous” households are doing just
fine? We can recognize, first, that the self-selected
and self-reported nature of this research leaves much
wanting. We can also recognize that, human sexual-
ity and human jealousy being what they are, these
arrangements are unlikely to represent more than
a small blip in modern history. And we can appreci-
ate the record of history. Far from being oppressive,
chauvinist, or elitist, the biblical laws are the best
tools we have for channeling the power of human
sexuality into proper, fruitful, harmonious ends. ®

Notes

1. Rosemary L. Hopcroft, “The Problem With Polyamory: A Social
Scientific iew,” Institute for Family Studies (Feb. 7, 2024).

2. Conn Carroll, Sex and the Citizen: How the Assault on Marriage
Is Destroying Democracy (2024).

3. lbid., 61.

4, |bid., 59.
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Inhuman
Designs

Eugenics Old & New

by Bryan Just

o most 21st-century ears, “eugenics” is a dread-
ful word, calling to mind racism, sterilization, and
the horrors of Nazi extermination programs. We
would like to think that society has moved on
from eugenics, but the truth is we have only abandoned
the term, not the underlying ethos. Many developments
we see today are implicitly eugenic; some go so far
as to promote a new eugenics to ensure the future of

humanity.

Eugenics Comes to America

The “science” of eugenics originated with the work
of Francis Galton, a 19th-century British anthropolo-
gist and cousin of Charles Darwin. Its meaning is
“good in birth,” and its origin traces directly back
to Darwin'’s theory of evolution by natural selection.
Discomfited by the randomness of natural selection,
scientists like Galton sought ways to take control of
human evolution by applying principles used in ani-
mal breeding to produce “better” humans.

In the U.S., eugenics gained popularity in the
late 19th—early 20th century. According to the tenets
of eugenics, most of society’s problems, including
poverty, criminality, alcoholism, sexual deviance, cer-
tain diseases, and “feeblemindedness”—a catch-all
term that included mental iliness, low intelligence,
and diseases such as epilepsy—were caused by infe-
rior genes. To certain moral reformers the imperative
was clear: the problems of poverty and vice could be
solved by improving the human gene pool. Simply
aiding individuals who were of lower intelligence
or trapped in poverty was not good enough, it was
thought, as these efforts did not get to the root of
the problem—they treated symptoms rather than
the underlying cause, which was defective genes.

This tied in quite nicely with the era’s push for
“scientific philanthropy”: applying the cutting-edge
findings of contemporary science to charity work
in order to be as efficient as possible in helping the
poor and sick. What could be more efficient than
eugenics, which promised to end poverty, disease,

and criminality by improving the gene
pool such that charity work would
become unnecessary?

The American eugenics movement applied both
positive and negative eugenics. Negative eugen-
ics referred to preventing the “wrong” types of
people from reproducing, such as through requiring
a health certificate before two people could marry.
These became popular in many states, including
Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, and Vermont. More ex-
treme measures included sterilizing criminals, the in-
firm, racial minorities, or the feebleminded—anyone
deemed a “threat” to the gene pool. Following the
1927 Supreme Court case Buck v. Bell, which upheld
the right of states to sterilize individuals deemed un-
fit for reproduction, an estimated 70,000 Americans
were forcibly sterilized.

Positive eugenics, on the other hand, encour-
aged the “right” types of people to marry and have
children. In the 1920s, parents could enter their
children in Better Baby competitions, where they
would be judged and ranked to see which family had
produced the “best” children. Pastors were enlisted
to spread the message of eugenics in their congre-
gations, and the American Eugenics Society even
sponsored eugenic sermon contests.

Though eugenics was popular, it was not uni-
versally supported. Many, including evangelical
Christians and Catholics, opposed eugenicists’ efforts
to control human evolution as immoral and perhaps
impossible. Eugenics, and the social Darwinism that
lay behind it, became a key point of opposition in
the fight against Darwinism and the theory of evolu-
tion more generally.
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Carrie Buck (left), involuntarily

sterilized in 1927

Eugenics, Scopes & “Scientifi
Breeding” of Humans

Concerns over eugenics and social Darwinism were at
least partially responsible for the 1925 passage of the
Butler Act in Tennessee, which prevented teaching
human evolution in schools receiving public funds.
Unlike neighboring Virginia, Tennessee had resisted
eugenics and refused to pass compulsory sterilization

Biology, did not just teach evolution, but also social
Darwinism and eugenics. It divided humanity into
five groups and claimed that the Caucasians were
the “highest type of all.” It described families with a
history of sexual immorality, illness, and feeblemind-
edness as “parasites” who “do harm to others by
corrupting, stealing, and spreading disease,” while
also being a drain on public resources. The author’s
proposed solution is chilling:

If such people were lower animals, we would
probably kill them off to prevent them from
spreading. Humanity will not allow this, but we
do have the remedy of separating the sexes in
asylums or other places and in various ways pre-
venting intermarriage and the possibilities of
perpetuating such a low and degenerate race.

The textbook explicitly promoted eugenics, positing
that “it is not unfair to ask if the health and vigor
of future generations . . . might not be improved by
applying to them the laws of selection.”

This was of huge concern to William Jennings
Bryan, prosecutor at the Scopes trial. Bryan thought
that Darwinian evolution was not just contradictory
to the Bible but a threat to public morality because
of the way it promoted the elimination of the weak.
In a speech Bryan intended to give at the trial but
that was not published until after his death, he la-
mented that

Darwin reveals the barbarous sentiment that
runs through evolution and dwarfs the moral
nature of those who

by applying to them the laws of

William Jennings Bryan.

A Civic Biology explicitly promoted

eugenics, positing that “it is not unfair
to ask if the health and vigor of future
generations . . . might not be improved

selection.” This was of huge concern to

become obsessed with
it.... Darwin speaks with
approval of the savage
custom of eliminating
the weak so that only
the strong will survive,
and complains that “we
civilized men do our
utmost to check the
process of elimination.”
How inhuman such a
doctrine as this!"

laws. Tennesseans were suspicious of progressives
and recognized that, as country people, many of
them would have been grouped among those the
eugenicists wanted to sterilize. The Butler Act was, at
least in part, an attempt to curb the pernicious ideas
of eugenics and social Darwinism.

It is largely unacknowledged that the textbook
used by Scopes, George William Hunter’s A Civic

Bryan condemned evolution
as having only one method for
improving humanity: “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—an impossible
system!”?2

Our understanding of the Scopes trial is incom-
plete if we fail to recognize its connections to eugen-
ics. There was very real fear about this dehumanizing
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system of thought, which saw its logical conclu-
sion reached in the Nazi extermination programs.
Fortunately, eugenics fell out of favor in the U.S.
before it went down the same path. Western horror
at the Nazis' embrace of eugenics further discour-
aged its pursuit for several decades.

Eugenics Today

Today, however, eugenics is being quietly, or some-
times not so quietly, revived. It does not look exactly
the same; few would argue for compulsory steriliza-
tion. And yet, through birth control, abortion, and
prenatal genetic testing, as well as commercialized
IVF and other reproductive technologies, our society
continues to attempt human improvement through
the elimination of the weak.

Birth control is frequently put forth as a method
of poverty reduction. Margaret Sanger, founder of
Planned Parenthood, wrote that birth control “is
nothing more or less than the facilitation of the pro-
cess of weeding out the unfit, of preventing the birth
of defectives or those who will become defectives.”?
Today, many claim that the best way to lift families
out of poverty, both in the U.S. and globally, is to en-
able them to stop having children, whether through
birth control or abortion on demand. Though it's
never said out loud, the implication is that it is better
not to exist than to be born into poverty. Since pov-
erty disproportionality affects minorities in the U.S.,
the push for poverty reduction has at times taken on
racist undertones. Advocates rarely go so far as to
say that birth control or abortion should be manda-
tory, but their approach is still essentially eugenic:
attempting to improve society through limiting the
reproduction of the “lower” classes.

Another commonly accepted practice that is
essentially eugenic is the use of genetic testing.
Couples pursuing IVF are encouraged to eliminate
any embryo with a genetic defect. Even when
children are conceived naturally, prenatal screen-
ing is frequently used to identify and abort children
with unwanted conditions such as Down syndrome.
In Iceland, for example, nearly all Down syndrome
diagnoses end in abortion.

If genetic testing leads to a negative eugenics of
preventing births of those with disabilities, there are
those who support positive eugenics as well. Helping
people create better, “designer” babies is a matter
of course with IVF, which frequently encourages pro-
spective parents to try to select for certain desirable
traits in the embryos created during the process. This
push is becoming more explicit as advanced genetic
tests designed to rank embryos become ever more
common.

Some have taken eugenics even further. Many in
the pronatalist movement, concerned about declin-
ing fertility rates, have embraced a supposed duty

to have as many of the “best” children possible in
order to secure and improve humanity. Perhaps the
best-known pronatalist is Elon Musk, who, through
extensive use of IVF and surrogacy arrangements,
has fathered 14 children with four different mothers.

Just as the early eugenics movement embraced
“scientific philanthropy,” contemporary pronatal-
ists use terms like “effective altruism” and “long-
termism,” framing their movements as efficien
philanthropic efforts seeking long-term, rather than
immediate, solutions. Unsurprisingly, the eugenicists
of today are often connected with transhumanism,
the idea that humans should make full use of tech-
nology to direct the next stage of human evolution
toward something more than merely human. The
first transhumanists, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin and
Julian Huxley, were both committed eugenicists,
as have been many of their heirs, including Nick
Bostrom, John Harris, Julian Savulescu, and Jeffrey
Epstein.

Pronatalists and transhumanists reject the coer-
cive and at times murderous methods of the early
eugenicists. And yet, they are fully on board with the
aims of guiding evolution for societal improvement.
Their position has been called “hipster eugenics,” as
it merely takes the attitudes and goals of the old eu-
genics and dresses them up in contemporary, politi-
cally correct packaging.

A Better Way

The idea that we humans can become masters of
our own destiny through eugenics has appealed
to many people for the past 150 years. And yet, its
legacy, from forced sterilization to mass murder to
the systematic elimination of the disabled through
abortion, has consistently been one of coercion and
suffering. The great irony of eugenics is that, in sup-
posedly promoting humanity, it consistently dehu-
manizes people, ranking them against one another
and declaring some unfit to be counted among the
human family.

The antidote to eugenic thinking is to shift
our gaze away from an abstract, utopian view of
the future of humanity and focus instead on the
needy who already surround us. All humans—born
or unborn, healthy or disabled, rich or poor, law-
abiding or criminal— possess inherent dignity and
are worthy of our care and compassion. Caring for
the lowest among us might not be “efficient,” but it
is far more human—and can even transform us into
better people. ®

Notes

1. John Thomas Scopes, The World’s Most Famous Court Trial: Ten-
nessee Evolution Case (The Lawbook Exchange, 2008), 335.

2. Scopes, 334.

3. Margaret Sanger, Woman and the New Race (1920, repr. Project
Gutenberg, 2021).
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A History of Evolution Education
in U.S. Public Schools by Casey Luskin

copes v. State did not hap-

pen by accident. Earlier in

1925, Tennessee’s state legis-

lature had passed a “Monkey
Law,” which criminalized the teaching of
evolution. The American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU) then put out an advertisement seek-
ing a teacher willing to test the law and go
to trial for having committed the “crime.”

It's not clear that Mr. Scopes ever actually taught
evolution, but for his defense attorneys working
with the ACLU, that wasn't crucial. They wanted
to overturn the Monkey Law, arguing that it was
unconstitutional to force a teacher to present only
one view of humanity’s origin—the biblical account
of creation.

Eventually Tennessee’s high court upheld the
law, stating that because the prohibition of evo-
lution did not establish an official government
religion, the law did not violate the Constitution.
Mr. Scopes’s conviction was later overturned on a
technicality.

THE INHERIT THE WIND STEREOTYPE

Scopes v. State is undoubtedly the most famous
court case in the history of the evolution contro-
versy—some have called it the “trial of the century.”
But the facts behind the case were simple, and its
long-term legal import relatively small. So why the
infamy?

First, the widely publicized “Monkey Trial” was
a colossal cultural moment. When the forces of mod-
ernism and the forces of fundamentalism clashed in

a humble courtroom in Dayton, Tennessee, a media
circus ensued. New radio technology allowed the en-
tire country to tune in and debate evolution versus
creation. Although Scopes “lost,” the public widely
perceived that the pro-evolution side had won
after prosecutor and Darwin critic William Jennings
Bryan took the witness stand to be examined by
lead defense attorney and religious skeptic Clarence
Darrow. It didn't go the way you might think (more
on that in a moment).

Second, the notoriety of Scopes expanded
in 1960 when a stage play, Inherit the Wind, was
turned into a movie loosely based on the trial. The
film made no attempt to hide its agenda to depict
the Darwin skeptics as ignorant, backwards, close-
minded, power-hungry, intolerant, religious big-
ots, while casting the evolutionists as enlightened,
winsome, progressive, freedom-loving scientists and
educators. (See “Art in the Service of Falsehood,”
p.47.)

The film also distorts history. The character
representing Darrow (named “Drummond”) eas-
ily humiliates the Bryan character (named “Brady”)
with simple questions about the Genesis creation ac-
count that Brady was seemingly unable to answer. In
the actual trial, this never happened. Even Stephen
Jay Gould, the late Harvard evolutionary scientist,
recognized the historical inaccuracies:

The most celebrated moment—when Darrow
supposedly forced Bryan to admit that the days
of creation might have spanned more than
twenty-four hours—represented Bryan’s free-will
statement about his own and well-known per-
sonal beliefs (he had never been a strict biblical
literalist), not a fatal inconsistency, exposed by
Darrow's relentless questioning.’

Cultural memory has thus recorded a version of the
Scopes trial that differs sharply from reality. U.S.
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Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia called this por-
trayal the “beloved secular legend of the Monkey
Trial,”2? while UC Berkeley law professor Phillip John-
son dubbed it the “Inherit the Wind stereotype.”

Nonetheless, the film has been shown in count-
less college and high school classrooms, embedding
this stereotype deep into our cultural psyche. It con-
tinues to be perpetuated by the media, as the story
of enlightened Darwinian scientists and educators
humiliating unsophisticated religious rubes riles up
emotions and sells newspapers just as well today as
it did back in 1925.

THE ROAD TO DOGMATISM

ith the hindsight of history we can make a
much more sober analysis about the impact of
the trial and its subsequent cultural retellings.

The Monkey Law that formed the basis for it
was arguably the most misguided attempt by
Darwin skeptics to address this issue in public educa-
tion. Though highly flawed, evolution is a scien-
tific theory, and teaching about scientific theories
should never be banned or criminalized. In Epperson
v. Arkansas (1968), the U.S. Supreme Court over-
ruled Scopes v. State and guaranteed the legality of
teaching evolution. This was good, but it began a
line of cases that disallowed challenges to teaching
evolution dogmatically, banned alternative views,
and ultimately led to where we are today: one-sided
teaching of only the pro-Darwin viewpoint in most
public schools.

One of the most recent cases, Kitzmiller v. Dover
(see p. 50), ruled in 2005 that intelligent design (ID)
is religion and thereby unconstitutional to teach in
public schools. Because the decision was issued from
the lowest level of the federal courts and was not
appealed, it is therefore binding precedent only in
the middle district of Pennsylvania. On a national
level, the constitutionality of teaching of ID thus
remains an unsettled legal question; however, the
effect of this case was to fan the flames of intoler-
ance against Darwin skeptics. Even Justice Scalia

once wrote that we now live in an era of “Scopes-in-
reverse,”? where viewpoints that do not bow to the

evolutionary consensus are suppressed through mis-
guided law and a climate of fear and intimidation.

ID GETS EXPELLED

he years during and after the Dover case saw an

intense spike in persecution of scientists and edu-
cators who challenged Darwin and/or supported ID.
ID critics in some arenas became so intolerant that in
2007, the Council of Europe—the leading European
“human rights” organization—called ID a potential
“threat to human rights”!* A 2008 documentary,
Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed, told the story of
some of these discrimination cases—but it really only
scratched the surface. Some noteworthy incidents
include:

Richard Sternberg was a research biologist at the
Smithsonian Institution (SI) until he allowed the pub-
lication of a pro-ID scientific paper in the SI's biol-
ogy journal in 2004. Though the paper was properly
peer-reviewed, he was accused of thought crimes
and subsequently lost access to his research space.
He was demoted, transferred to a hostile supervisor,
and eventually forced to leave. An investigation by
the U.S. Office of Special Counsel found it was “clear
that a hostile work environment was created with
the ultimate goal of forcing you out of the SI.">

In 2005, the president of the University of Idaho
instituted a speech code in which “evolution” was
“the only curriculum that is appropriate” for science
classes.® This was done in retaliation against a biolo-
gist at the university, Scott Minnich, who had just
testified in favor of ID as an expert witness in the
Dover trial.

In 2009, paleontologist Gunter Bechly was a fos-
sil curator at the State Museum of Natural His-
tory in Stuttgart, Germany, when he was asked to
oversee the museum’s “Darwin Day” exhibit. He

In Epperson v. Arkansas (1968), the U.S. Supreme Court overruled Scopes v.

State and guaranteed the legality of teaching evolution. This was good,
but it began a line of cases that disallowed challenges to
teaching evolution dogmatically, banned alternative views,

and ultimately led to where we are today: one-sided teaching

of only the pro-Darwin viewpoint in most public schools.
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HEADQUARTERS

In contrast to the Scopes era, when Darwin critics sought

to ban evolution, today leading ID groups like the

Discovery Institute argue that evolution should be taught—

including both its scientific strengths and weaknesses.

began reading books by ID proponents and became
convinced that they were right! In 2015, he publicly
came out as an ID supporter and subsequently faced
a hostile work environment. He recounted that the

museum viewed him as “a big threat to the credibil-
ity and reputation of the museum” and he was “no

longer welcome.” He, too, was forced to resign.”

In 2011, Jerry Coyne, an evolutionary biologist
and atheist blogger, stated that “adherence to ID...
should be absolute grounds for not hiring a science
professor.”® Coyne tried to make good on those
threats in 2013, when he collaborated with the Free-
dom From Religion Foundation to attack Eric Hedin,
a physics professor at Ball State University (BSU) who
was teaching an interdisciplinary honors seminar on
“The Boundaries of Science,” which briefly cov-
ered ID. Hedin was eventually barred from further
teaching about ID, and BSU's then-president issued
a speech code declaring that ID “is not appropriate
content for science courses.”®

It may sound like all is bad news, but it isn't.
Isaac Newton taught that every action has an equal
and opposite reaction, and sometimes the best
thing you can do to spark interest in an idea is to
tell students they aren’t allowed to hear about it. So
even while some have attempted to suppress ID, its
research program has blossomed. (See “ID 3.0: The
Scientific Renaissance of Design Research,” p. 42.)

ACADEMIC FREEDOM

here’s even more good news in the educational
arena.

In contrast to the Scopes era, when Darwin
critics sought to ban evolution, today leading ID
groups like the Discovery Institute argue that evolu-
tion should be taught—including both its scientifi
strengths and weaknesses.™ Since 2000, about a
dozen states have adopted policies endorsing this
approach, with approximately ten having such a
policy now on their books.

And what exactly are these weaknesses? To
name only a few, students could learn about how:

random mutation and natural selection struggle to

build many complex biological features;

the fossil record shows abrupt explosions of new
life-forms that contradict Darwinian expectations;

conflicting DNA evidence has failed to yield a
grand “tree of life”;

evolutionary biology wrongly led many scientists to
anticipate that much of our genome is “junk DNA";

many scientists readily admit we don’t understand
how life could have arisen via chemical processes on
the early earth.

Darwin defenders sometimes deny that these
weaknesses even exist. During the heat of a curricu-
lum debate in Texas in 2009, leading activist Eugenie
Scott declared, “There are no weaknesses in the
theory of evolution.” But many scientists disagree.
Over 1,200 PhD scientists have signed a statement
declaring they “are skeptical of claims for the ability
of random mutation and natural selection to ac-
count for the complexity of life” and that therefore,
“Careful examination of the evidence for Darwinian
theory should be encouraged.”™

Undoubtedly there will be more court cases and
curriculum battles in the future over how to teach
evolution. But one outcome is guaranteed: legal
edicts won't change the evidence. And this should
give us hope. Despite decades of attempts to suppress
the debate, the scientific case for design in nature has
grown stronger with each passing year. We should
also expect this trend to continue into the future. ®

Notes
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11. "A Scientific Dissent from Darwin.”
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STILL
UNREFUTED

William Jennings Bryan’s Key Arguments
Against Darwinian Theory

by Rick Townsend

t took the Great War we now call World War I to make William Jennings Bryan
get serious about his anti-evolution campaign. As you might imagine, there is a
backstory.

Bryan was one of the most famous Americans of the early 20th century. He ran
for president as the Democratic Party nominee in 1896, 1900, and 1908, losing all
three elections, but gaining a large, loyal constituency that never lost its devotion

to him. He was influ ntial in national politics from 1890 until his death in 1925. It is hard
for people living in the 21st century to grasp how influ ntial he was and how effectively he
advocated for his beliefs.

— THE GREAT COMMONER

Bryan supported causes as varied as women’s right to vote, the federal income tax, and regu-
lation of railroads. But he is best remembered for his role in the 1925 Scopes trial. His work
on Scopes was a part of his last campaign—one he thought would be his most important:
opposing the teaching of Darwinian evolution to students in public schools and universities.

Bryan was known as “The Great Commoner” because he was able to break down com-
plex issues into terms that the common man could understand. He used personal stories
of people he met to frame his intellectual arguments and enhance their effectiveness. He
worked hard to become a skilled orator and routinely spoke to thousands of people in the
days before microphones and amplification. He was quick on his feet and loved turning
hecklers’ attacks to his advantage. He also thought independently and used folksy logic
with impeccable diction and grammar. Think Ronald Reagan or John F. Kennedy as a com-
municator. Or perhaps the outside-the-box thinking of Donald Trump, but with complete
sentences and eloquent speech. And tact.

Before World War I, Bryan was convinced that Darwinian evolution was a speculative
and unproven theory, but he did not push hard against it. He said in a 1913 lecture,

— €€
I am not yet convinced that man is a lineal descendant of the lower animals. I do not
mean to find fault with you if you want to accept the theory; all I mean to say is that
while you may trace your ancestry back to the monkey if you find pleasure or pride in
doing so, you shall not connect me with your family tree without more evidence than
has yet been produced.!

2
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13

As the war progressed, I became more and more impressed with the conviction that
the German propaganda rested upon a materialistic foundation. I secured the writings
of Nietzsche and found in them a defense, made in advance, of all the cruelties and
atrocities practiced by the militarists of Germany.?

William Jennings Bryan, 1896 F EAT U R E

Bryan’s live-and-let-live attitude changed, however, with the events of the war. From the
late 18th to early 20th century, many thought society in general was improving in the age
of modernism and technological progress. All of that changed with the barbaric violence
of World War L.

For Bryan, the war displayed a danger associated with the prevalence of materialistic
thinking associated with Darwin’s theory. The beliefs that everything happened by chance
and that death determined the most-fit species’ survival had led, at least in part, to gro-
tesque violence. Those factors changed Bryan’s ambivalence into action. He saw Darwin’s
theory to be the causal force driving societal decay; it had to be opposed. A 1922 booklet
revealed his changed attitude:

13

Those who reject the idea of creation are divided into two schools, some believing that
the firs germ oflife came from another planet and others holding that it was the result
of spontaneous generation. Each school answers the arguments advanced by the other,
and as they cannot agree with each other, I am not compelled to agree with either.®

»

Bryan thus changed his attitude from letting bygones be bygones to direct opposition to
the teaching of what he saw as a dangerous force opposing Christianity and its emphasis
on peace and reconciliation.

Opposition to teaching evolutionary theory grew out of several lines of reasoning. Bryan
opposed the theory on moral, religious, and scientific grounds. The focus here will be on key
scientific arguments Bryan made. They have been ridiculed, and they have been ignored,
but they are as coherent today as when he made them a century ago. Four specific chal-
lenges will be described, along with current scientific evidence showing that his questions
still have not been answered. None of these arguments have been refuted, a full century
later.

Bryan is typically portrayed by his detractors as egotistical, shallow, and bombastic.
As recently as 2023, in a book on the Scopes trial, he is introduced as “plump and wiping
the sweat off his ample face.”® This characterization sets the tone for the author’s portrayal
of Bryan in the worst possible stereotypes. The same negative image emanated from press
coverage of the trial, when East Coast newspaper reporters descended on Dayton, Tennes-
see, to cover the drama. They characterized the town and its people as backwoods yokels,
to the delight of their elite, “sophisticated” readers.* The negative stereotypes found their
way into the trial itself, exacerbating an already tense situation.5

— ARGUMENTS & EVIDENCE

Origin of Life. Bryan saw this as a major hurdle, one Darwin brushed aside with a rhe-
torical flourish as he theorized a “warm little pond.” Bryan was not convinced.

»
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Bryan clearly did not agree that the case was closed on the origin of first life.

e Status of Current Research: Origin-of-life research is notoriously difficult Bryan
intuitively understood that scientists in his day were grossly out of touch with these diffi-
culties. Researchers today are no closer than they were in Bryan’s day. An essay published
in 2016 by the prestigious Royal Society summarized the problems that still exist in this
fi 1d a century later.

A detailed understanding of [the origin-of-life] process will have to wait un-
til ongoing studies in systems chemistry reveal both the classes of chemical
materials and the kinds of chemical pathways that simple replicating systems
are able to follow in their drive towards greater complexity and replicative
stability.”

In other words, we don’t have a clue how it happened.

Synthetic organic chemist Dr. James Tour is more direct in his assessment: “Those
who think scientists understand the issues of prebiotic chemistry are wholly misinformed.
Nobody understands them. Maybe one day we will. But that day is far from today.”®

Genetics & Morphology. Little was known about how genetics worked in Bryan’s
lifetime, but Mendelian genetics had morphed into the neo-Darwinian synthesis incorpo-
rating genetic mutation with natural selection. The “neo-Darwinian synthesis” terminology
became standard usage after Bryan’s passing, but the concepts were being circulated in
his lifetime. Bryan didn’t buy it and used a watermelon illustration to explain his doubts.

— 66

I was eating a piece of watermelon some months ago and was struck with its beauty....
One [seed], put into the ground, when warmed by the sun and moistened by the rain,
takes off its coat and goes to work; it gathers from somewhere two hundred thousand
times its own weight, and forcing this raw material through a tiny stem, constructs a
watermelon. It ornaments the outside with a covering of green; inside the green it puts
a layer of white, and within the white a core of red, and all through the red it scatters
seeds, each one capable of continuing the work of reproduction. Where does that little
seed get its tremendous power? Where does it find its coloring matter? How does it
collect its flavour ng extract? How does it build a watermelon?

Until you can explain a watermelon, do not be too sure that you can set limits to the
power of the Almighty and say just what He would do or how He would do it. I cannot
explain the watermelon, but I eat it and enjoy it.?

»

Bryan’s argument was that a watermelon seed contains “power” (which we now know to
reside in the genetic code) to build a specific fruit, another watermelon. The structure of
the plant and its fruit are the morphology (shape and structure) of the vine that produces
the watermelon. And Bryan knew that the process was unexplained.

* Status of Current Research: We know today that DNA codes for proteins and regu-
lates many biochemical cellular functions. But the body plan (morphology) of plants and
animals remains a mystery to current researchers. What is known is that non-coding re-
gions of the genome are involved in some way, but scientists have yet to crack the code on
how it all works. Articles frequently describe the idea that “a deeper understanding of how
genetic architecture influ nces phenotypes ... can help explain” complex features of life.*
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Chemistry is an insurmountable obstacle in the path of evolution. It is one of the great-
est of the sciences; it separates the atoms, isolates them and walks about them, so to
speak. If there were in nature a progressive force, an eternal urge, chemistry would
find it. But it is not there. All of the ninety-two original elements are separate and dis-
tinct; they combine in fixed and permanent proportions. Water is H,O, as it has been
from the beginning. It was here before life appeared and has never changed; neither
can it be shown that anything else has materially changed.*

FEATURE

William Jennings Bryan, 1913

But they never get around to showing that such ideas actually have been explained. That is
because at present, they have not."

ARGUMENT 3

Chemistry Does Not Explain Evolution. One early idea about nature’s ability to
generate new complex features was that the chemistry of life naturally tended toward such
complex coding. Bryan doubted that was the case. He wrote this comment in his planned
closing argument, later published after his death:

»

In short, Bryan said that there was no chemical imperative to life.

* Status of Current Research: A century later, no chemistry research has ever been
shown to move toward a life-defining capability. Those who advocate for a natural, acciden-
tal advance in chemical capabilities also admit (in obscure journals and scientific jargon)
that chemistry does not “explain the origin of new species or even the origin of new genes.
Instead, ‘present theory tacitly assumes the prior existence of the entities whose features it
is meant to explain.””3 In other words, chemistry cannot do the heavy lifting of complexify-
ing life and originating new features, just as Bryan claimed. To argue in the way these things
are typically explained amounts to circular reasoning.

No Defin tive Proof of Origin of Any New Species. Bryan discussed the prob-
lem of an organism’s deviating from the tendency toward stasis—the continuity of features
and body plans found in previous generations of a species. He suggested that no evidence
had been presented to validate the claim of new species arising naturally. He cited a letter
in which an acquaintance had claimed that “nearly all scientists seemed to accept Darwin-
ism.”* Bryan countered that “many evolutionists adhere to Darwin’s conclusions while
discarding his explanations.... [They] accept the line of descent which [Darwin] suggested
without any explanation whatever to support it.”> To paraphrase, Bryan said there was
no convincing evidence to support Darwin’s theory of species arising through materialistic,
undirected means.

* Status of Current Research: A 2016 meeting of the Royal Academy in London ad-
dressed the lack of progress the scientific community had made in validating the mech-
anisms of microevolution leading to macroevolutionary change, in accordance with the
modern synthesis. (The term “modern synthesis” became scientific common parlance in
the 1940s. It carries the same meaning as “neo-Darwinian synthesis,” but typically uses
more technical language, such that it sounds more authoritative.) Candid passages are
occasionally buried deep within carefully phrased qualifi rs typical of journal articles, but
several admissions appear in the keynote address from that meeting. They point to a lack of
clear and convincing evidence that Darwin’s theoretical framework can do the heavy lifting
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required to form new species. Conference leader Gerd Miiller, a respected evolutionary biologist, sum-
marized the problem in writing: “The real issue is that genetic evolution alone has been found insufficient
for an adequate causal explanation of all forms of phenotypic complexity, not only of something vaguely
termed ‘macroevolution.””*® In layman’s language, no one knows how evolutionary processes resulted
in species change. Nonetheless, Miiller assures his readers that natural processes did indeed accomplish
speciation; we just don’t yet know how. So he proposed a new combination of features working together in
a yet-to-be-discovered harmony of creative work that is now called the “extended evolutionary synthesis.”

— CASE RESTED

In other words, in this area, as well as in the others cited, Bryan was correct. A century later, Bryan’s
evidential intuition proved basically correct, and it seems he was ahead of his time in all of these issues.
Maybe the Eastern press had him all wrong, after all. ®
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Third Way Evolution

& the Extended
Evolutionary Synthesis
by Casey Luskin

n the decades following On the Origin of Spe-
cies, Darwin’s vision of evolution driven by natu-
ral selection acting upon random variations—
“Darwinism”—gradually infiltrated biology.
Then, in the first half of the 20th century, Darwinism
incorporated new discoveries about chromosomes,
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Mendelian inheritance, genetics, and DNA, which led
to the “neo-Darwinian” model of evolution, sometimes
called the “modern synthesis.”

Things were generally peachy until the late 20th/
early 21st century, when some biologists began to
acknowledge that neo-Darwinism had a glaring ex-
planatory deficit: the origin of biological novelty. Neo-
Darwinism is well-suited for explaining small-scale
changes in gene frequencies due to changing selection
pressures—“microevolution”—but is ill-suited to ac-
count for the origin of new complex biological features




like wings, eyes, or body plans—“macroevolution.” For | random and that evolution is undirected or “purpose-
growing numbers of biologists, Darwin’s quest to ex- | less.” Ultimately, what Third Way evolutionists offer is a
plain the “origin of species” remained unresolved, lead- | smorgasbord of ideas intended to supplement or buffe
ing to the oft-quoted phrase that the modern synthesis | natural selection in the quest to explain evolution in
“explained the survival of the fittest, but not the arrival | totally materialistic terms. These include:
of the fittest.
Over the past few decades, evolutionary biologists | + Evolutionary developmental biology (evo-devo),
have increasingly broken with neo-Darwinism and | where mutations that occur early in development might
have begun coalescing around alternative evolutionary | have great eff cts downstream that can greatly change
models. Sometimes called the “Extended Evolutionary | the body plan. Think saltations (abrupt changes) pro-
Synthesis” (EES) or “Third Way” evolution, these mod- | ducing hopeful monsters. But the evidence shows that
els are ultimately entirely blind, materialistic accounts | early developmental mutations kill embryos before
of the history of life that reject intelligent design (ID). | they can produce new body plans.
But there are some positives.  Natural genetic engineering, where organisms in-
crease mutation rates or target sections of their genome
with transposable elements in response to stress, in
blind hope that something useful might evolve.
« Neutral evolution, where biologists actually do de-
emphasize the role of natural selection in favor of the

A SMORGASBORD OF view that random “neutral” changes build biological
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS complexity ... somehow.

In my experience, because they have often faced mis- | » Neo-Lamarckian inheritance, where epigenetic
treatment and censorship at the hands of neo-Dar- | changes acquired during an organism’s lifetime can be
winists, Third Way evolutionists tend to be far more | passed on to offspring

open to dialogue, pro-free speech, and candid about | « Horizontal gene transfer, where organisms can re-
weaknesses in evolutionary models. Last year, Ox- | ceive genes from neighbors, rather than only from
ford University biologist Denis Noble, who founded | parents.

TheThirdWayofEvolution.com, declared, “Neo-Dar- | « Symbiosis, where new types of organisms evolve by
winism is dead,” and University of Chicago biologist | cooperation rather than competition.

James Shapiro acknowledged that “The ID argument | « Niche construction and teleonomy, where organisms
has a valid point with regard to the explanatory lim- | purposefully reshape their environments.

its of neo-Darwinism.”? In another instance, leading
EES proponents admitted in Nature that the field of
evolutionary biology uses unhealthy practices to keep
intelligent design at bay:

The mere mention of the EES often evokes STILL NO ENCHILADA

an emotional, even hostile, reaction among There are other ideas too, and ID theorists see many
evolutionary biologists. Too often, vital dis- of them as interesting proposals that may have lim-
cussions descend into acrimony, with accusa- ited explanatory capacity. For example, natural genetic
tions of muddle or misrepresentation. Perhaps engineering and epigenetic changes suggest pre-pro-
haunted by the spectre of intelligent design, grammed mechanisms where organisms appear intel-
evolutionary biologists wish to show a united ligently designed to respond to environmental cues and
front to those hostile to science.? “evolve” within limits. But ultimately, the big enchi-

lada—the origin of new complex biological features—
But anyone hoping Third Way evolutionists will | remains just as unexplained by the EES as it was under
unify around some clear, simple idea that can serve as | neo-Darwinism. e
an alternative to Darwin’s vision of “evolution by natural
selection” is going to be sorely disappointed. Not only | Nores
. gomng o y pp Ce Y | 1. “Science Is Reconsidering Evolution,” YouTube (2024).
do Third Way evolutionists reject ID, but they will usu- | 2. James Shapiro, “Evolution Is Neither Random Accidents nor
ally officially say their models incorporate the central- | Divine Intervention,” Academic Questions (Spring, 2024).
. . “ 1 ink?
ity of natural selection. Where they often depart from 3. Laland”et al., “Does ]?",volutlonary Theory Need a Rethink? Yes,
o L Do . A Urgently,” Nature, 514:161—164 (Oct. 9, 2014).
neo-Darwinism is in rejecting claims that mutations are
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RED mn TOOTH

Racism, Eugenics & Othei-Bad Ideas from

the Intellectual Descendants of Darwin
by Bob Perry /

ON JULY 21, 1823,

John Scopes was found guilty of teaching
Darwinian evolution in a state-funded high school
in Dayton, Tennessee. He was fined $100. Scopes

the losing side. In other words, it
was successful at mainstreaming

had ostensibly lost his battle with the state. But scientific materialism. At its core,
the side he represented was winning the greater a materialist mindset removes all
g restraint from the human tendency
war. | don't say that because Scopes'’s verdict was to misuse science. Darwinism was
later overturned on a technicality. My contention is just the idea that made it seem
. . reasonable, and the Scopes trial
that the ideology he helped unleash on the public made it go viral.
has been the source of more human oppression, Both during and after the trial,
. . the news media, led in large part
suffering, and death than anyone in that Dayton by H. L. Mencken, mocked prosecu-

courtroom could have imagined. tor William Jennings Bryan and
his Christian faith. At one point,

Mencken put it this way:

: : One somehow pities him,
As it turned out, there was : real tragedy of the Scopes trial was despite his so palpable
some question as to whether { not that it in some way authorized imbecilities.... But let no
Scopes had ever actually taught i the teaching of evolution, but that : one, laughing at him,
evolution. But he agreed to claim | it cemented in the public mind underestimate the magic
that he had for a greater pur- i acceptance of a deeper pathol- that lies in his black, ma-
pose—to ignite a national debate | ogy. It popularized the idea that lignant eye, his frayed but
and deliberately attract attention | there was a war between science still eloquent voice. He can
to the fight. And it worked. The : and religion and that religion was shake and inflame these poor
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ignoramuses as no other man
among us.’

The press played along, describ-
ing the people of rural Tennessee
as backward “boobs and bigots,”
“peasants,” "yokels,” and “mo-

" ou

rons” who were hopelessly behind

the times. The descriptions reflec
the tendency of those defending

science’s all-encompassing reach to

abhor the “other.” History shows

that those who label opponents of

the “enlightened, scientific elite”
in such degrading ways aren’t just
trying to get laughs. Their dehu-
manizing bent is not a byproduct
of their scientific materialism; it is
one of its most prominent fea-
tures. And it has a way of leading
to horrific ends.

ACVIC BIOLOGY

H idden behind the mythology
and revisionist history of the
“"Monkey Trial” is a centerpiece
that seems to have gotten lost in
all the noise: the textbook from
which Scopes was teaching, A Civic
Biology. John G. West notes that

FEATURE

SANGER, GALTON, STODDARD, GRANT,
and THE NAZIS are all connected to the same

monster—a strand of dehumanization and

death that runs from the materialist Greek

philosophers, through the work of

Charles Darwin, and straight into the gas

chambers of Dachau and stainless-steel
killing fi 1ds of Planned Parenthood.

If any teacher in America
tried to teach Evolution using
A Civic Biology today, the
teacher would be stopped
just as surely as John Scopes,
and not merely because the
book’s science is outdated....
The goal was to equip stu-
dents to be good citizens,
and it is the social and politi-
cal agenda of the textbook
that most dates it. For
example, the textbook enlists
evolutionary science to justify
white supremacy.... Even
more pronounced than the
book’s racism is its advocacy
of eugenics in the chapter on
“Heredity and Variation.”?

Racism and eugenics are evil

{ twins of the same pernicious

i source, spawn of thinking that :
: originated long before Scopes and
i that continues to this day to rot

i everything it touches. Darwinian

i evolution has been used to justify
i both. But if Darwinism is about

i descent with modification, it has

: failed miserably at modifying

i the materialist mindset that has

i claimed millions of victims by bru-
! talizing those whom the powerful
{ consider “unfit.” History is replete
i with examples.

& HITLER'S BIBLE

In 1921, Margaret Sanger orga-

nized the first American Birth

{ Control Conference in New York

i City. Sanger’s overt racism and ad-

i vocacy of eugenics were in perfect

i keeping with A Civic Biology.? Here
: is Sanger in her own words:

The government of the
United States deliber-

ately encourages and even
makes necessary by its

laws that breeding—with

a breakneck rapidity—of
idiots, defectives, diseased,
feeble-minded, and criminal
classes.... Year by year more
money is expended ... to
maintain an increasing race
of morons which threaten
the very foundations of our
civilization.*

{ Sanger was one of the dehuman-

{ izers' greatest champions. She

: believed that the way to protect

{ “the very foundations of our
 civilization” was to choke off the

i upcoming glut of “morons” by

{ whatever means necessary. Her pri-
i mary means of choice was "birth
control,” a term she coined.
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Sanger was greatly influence

by Havelock Ellis, a British lover she

took while in self-imposed exile
to England to escape prosecution
for sexual deviancy laws she had
broken in New York City. Ellis,

the architect of England’s sexual
revolution, had been mentored by
a man named Francis Galton. Gal-
ton’s family was intertwined with
another British family through
their common memberships in
various elite academic and scien-
tific societies. But the two families
weren't just connected socially;
they were related through a com-
mon grandfather named Erasmus
Darwin. Francis Galton was Charles
Darwin’s half-cousin. Galton was
also the man who coined the term
“eugenics,” which he defined as:

applicable to men, brutes,
and plants. We greatly want
a brief word to express

the science of improving
stock, which is by no means
confined to questions of
judicious mating, but which,
especially in the case of man,
takes cognisance of all infl -
ences that tend in however
remote a degree to give the
more suitable races or strains
of blood a better chance of
prevailing speedily over the
less suitable than they other-
wise would have had.®

Galton’s eugenics was nothing
but a modernized application of
Thomas Malthus’s contention that

the world and that this “problem”
could be addressed by actively
eliminating undesirables:

If we dread the too frequent
visitation of the horrid form
of famine, we should sedu-
lously encourage the other
forms of destruction, which
we compel nature to use.
Instead of recommending
cleanliness to the poor, we
should encourage contrary
habits. In our towns we
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should make the streets nar-
rower, crowd more people
in the houses, and court the
return of the plague.®

Returning to Margaret Sanger,

{ make no mistake. When she

: touted her ideas about eliminating
i "defective” humans, she was not
 talking only about the poor and

i uneducated. She also specificall

i sought “the gradual suppression,

i elimination, and eventual extinc-

i tion of defective stocks, those

i human weeds which threaten the

{ blossoming of the finest flowers of
i American civilization.”” That was

i the goal of “The Negro Project,”

: which she launched in 1939.

One of the board members of

 that project was Lothrop Stoddard,
! a high official of the Massachusetts :
i Ku Klux Klan, whose 1920 book,

! The Rising Tide of Color Against

i White World-Supremacy, applied
i eugenics to what he called “scien-
{ tific racism.” Another friend, advi-
i sor, and co-advocate for scientifi

{ racism with Sanger was Madison
Grant. Grant was instrumental

i in placing an African man, Ota

i Benga, in a cage alongside apes

i and chimps in 1906 at the Bronx

: Zoo to “demonstrate evolution.”®

Darwinian connections to eu-

: genics and racism didn‘t end with
i Sanger or the men who shared

i and promoted the same ideas.

i When she founded the American

i Birth Control League (eventually
renamed Planned Parenthood),

i Sanger shared offices in New York
there were just too many people in

i City with the American Eugenics

i Society and invited eugenicists

: from around the world to publish
i articles in her magazine, "Birth

i Control Review.” Stoddard and

: Grant not only wrote for the

i magazine but also published their
own books on the subjects. Those
i books reached readers across the

i Atlantic Ocean. Stoddard’s The

i Revolt Against Civilization: The

i Menace of the Under-Man intro-

i duced the term “under-man” into
i certain German leaders’ concep-
tion of race. For that reason,

i Stoddard was later considered one
: of the “spiritual fathers” of Nazi

i Germany. And Grant's The Passing
of the Great Race: Or, The Racial

i Basis of European History was also
i well received. Originally written

in 1916, Nazi leaders ordered it re-

: printed when they came to power.
{ None other than Adolf Hitler said

i he considered “this book [to be]

: my Bible.”®

DARWIN'S DEMON

inpointing Charles Darwin as
the God-hating atheist respon-

 sible for all this is too easy. Char-

: ity demands that we consider the

i whole story. There is some evi-

i dence that Darwin saw his theory
i as being compatible with Christian
i theism. After all, he repeatedly

i made a point of referring to the

i "Creator” and “creation” in his

{ writings, denying that his analyses
i should shock anyone’s religious

: views. And he ended every edition

MARGARET SANGER was one of the

dehumanizers’ greatest champions. She

believed that the way to protect “the very

foundations of our civilization” was to

choke off THE UPCOMING GLUT OF “MORONS"

by whatever means necessary.




of his infamous Origin published
after 1860 with this line: “There is
grandeur in this view of life, with
its several powers, having been
originally breathed by the Creator
into a few forms or into one.” ™

We can also have empathy for
the grief he suffered after losing
his 10-year-old daughter to scarlet
fever. Her death hung over him
for the rest of his life, overwhelm-
ing him with the most common
and debilitating question human
beings have asked, “How could a
good God allow this?” Maybe, in
Darwin’s mind, his theory was not
so much an attempt to eliminate
God altogether, but to let him off
the hook as the Designer respon-
sible for a world where seemingly
cruel things happen.

Charity allows that we can ex-
tend Darwin the man some grace,
even as we reject his conclusions.
But what we cannot do in good
conscience is deny that the philo-
sophical foundation on which his
theory was based gave philosophi-
cal cover to his intellectual descen-
dants. And that is what allowed

them to carry out some of the most

diabolically evil practices in human
history.

HEADS OF THE HYDRA

Sanger, Galton, Stoddard, Grant,
and the Nazis are all connected
to the same monster—a strand of
dehumanization and death that
runs from the materialist Greek
philosophers, through the work
of Charles Darwin, and straight
into the gas chambers of Dachau
and stainless-steel killing fields of
Planned Parenthood. Darwinian

evolution, racism, and eugenics are

all simply different heads of ma-
terialism’s hydra. Darwin let that
monster out of its cage, and 127
years later another Englishman,
Richard Dawkins, triumphantly
thanked him for “[making] it pos-
sible to be an intellectually fulfille
atheist.”"

But if racism and eugenics
weren’t enough, the monster

: continues to grow heads. Today,
: we have “thought leaders” like Yu-
i val Harari who extrapolate science
{ to assure us that human rights are
: just an illusion:

The idea of equality is inex-
tricably intertwined with the
idea of creation.... "Created
equal” should therefore be
translated into “evolved
differently.” Just as people
were never created, neither,
according to the science of
biology, is there a “Creator”
who “endows” them with
anything. There is only a
blind evolutionary process,
devoid of any purpose, lead-
ing to the birth of individuals
... there are no such things
as rights in biology. There
are only organs, abilities, and
characteristics."

{ From there, it’s an easy path to
 justify all forms of “mercy kill-

i ing” as ways to end the life of an

i evolved organism with “dignity.”

i Or, if death isn't your thing, the
similarly motivated transhumanists
i promise immortality if you're will-
i ing to wait in cryogenic timeout

: until technology permits them to

i upload your brain into “the cloud”
i to be downloaded into a mechani-
: cal host.

SOULLESS SCIENCGE

copes was the cultural moment
: mdthat gave the monster a public
i platform. And once its ideology

Notes

FEATURE

took root, it promised to finall

remove the scourge of religious

i irrationality from society’s think-

i ing and usher in the blessings and
i triumphs of scientific material-

{ ism. After the Dayton showdown
: in the so-called “war between

i science and religion,” our post-

i Scopes culture never looked back.
i Today, it embraces the monster

: and chastises any moronic rube

i who refuses to blindly “trust the

i science.”

Most who champion the

{ methods and goals of scientifi

{ materialism either don’t under-

i stand, or don't have the courage

{ to acknowledge, that the ideology
i they worship is loveless because it
i reduces love to a series of chemi-

: cal reactions; that it is purposeless
i because it renders final causes a
mirage; that it is irrational and

i deterministic because it dismisses

i consciousness and free will as illu-
sions; and that it is amoral because
i it offers objective morality no

i foundation (see p. 58).

Somehow, they smile and nod

! as rationality, purpose, love, and

i moral virtue get removed from

i the human equation, missing

: the fact that all they have left is

i power—a power so enchanting it
i scorns any limitations on its use.
The powerful have a world to run,
i morons, rubes, defectives, yokels,

i and useless eaters be damned. If

i there ever were a clearer illustra-

: tion of the axiom that “ideas have
i consequences, and bad ideas have
{ victims,” it is hard to imagine what
{ it might be. ®
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» UNCONFIRMED

Darwin’s Own Tests Fail to Validate
the Darwinian Model
by Hugh Ross

harles Darwin’s 1859 book On the Origin of Species is considered by many

to be the beginning of the ongoing creation vs. evolution debate. Surpris-
ingly, the controversy started much earlier, in 50 BC, with the appearance of
Lucretius’s book, De Rerum Natura (On the Nature of Things). Darwin’s book
deserves credit, however, for catapulting the conflict into the public arena.

The Scopes Monkey Trial helped popularize the dispute.
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What often sparks a heated ex-
change on the subject is either an evolu-
tionist’s claim that biological evolution
is a “proven fact” or a creationist’s
comment that evolution is “just
a theory.” With such salvos, a
needless battle begins—a war of
misused and/or misunderstood
words.

Seeing that life has be-
come increasingly diverse and
complex since it began ap-
proximately 3.8 billion years
ago, biologists can rightly
declare evolution a “proven
fact,” since the simplest de -
nition of evolution is “ob-
served change over time.”

How life originated and pro-
gressed from relatively simple
to enormously complex remains
an ongoing scientific debate
between those who attribute the
changes to natural processes alone
and those who acknowledge the
necessity of intelligent causation or
supernatural intervention.
People who cast aside evolution as
“just a theory” make light of what scientists
mean by theory. In everyday use it often refers to
a guess, but among scientists it means much more.
A theory emerges from substantial observations and
rigorous testing to offer a reasonable explanation
of some physical phenomenon. To use the term as
if it means a mere “hunch” is insulting to scientists’
integrity.

ATTEMPTS T0 TEST THE HOW

When Albert Einstein published his theories of
relativity, he identified tests that could confir
or deny his theories. Within a few years, several
observations did so. To his credit, Darwin also identi-
fied tests that could affirm or refute his claim that
natural processes can account for all life's changes.
Oddly, scientists delayed performing these proposed
tests for more than a century.

Darwin noted that according to his naturalistic
theory, animals that look most like humans should
be most like humans in their intellectual capacity.

FEATURE
eAny scientific
model’s validity is
tested by how well

the model fares

as relevant data
and understanding
increase. Does the
evidence supporting

the model grow

stronger or weaker?

Not until 2009 was this hypothesis tested—and
shown incorrect. Biologists observed that ravens and
crows exhibit far greater intellectual prowess than
chimpanzees and monkeys.!

In his book, The Descent of Man, Darwin at-
tributed cognitive differences between human and
nonhuman animals to a natural, continuous progres-
sion. In a 2008 paper titled “Darwin’s Mistake,” a
team of psychologists reported that humans, alone,
manifest the capacity to invent and use symbols in
their communication and, thus, to develop abstract
thinking and writing.? In the researchers’ words,
“This symbolic-relational discontinuity [between
anatomically modern humans and all other animals]
pervades nearly every domain of cognition.”?

. . . A survey of the
scientific literature
reveals that
naturalistic models
for mass speciation

events have grown more
problematicJ
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Only four natural processes are known to
produce changes in the morphology, behavior, and
genetics of life-forms: natural selection, mutations,
gene exchange, and epigenetics. Evolutionists and
creationists agree that these four mechanisms can
and do generate microevolutionary changes. Natu-
ralists go on to claim that microevolution, given suf-
ficient time, can produce macroevolutionary change.

Macroevolution refers to the emergence of novel
organisms, organs, and/or body structures by natural
processes alone. Familiar taxonomic ranking purports
to show the progression of ongoing change. For ex-
ample, 16 species of foxes belong to the Vulpes genus.
These 16 differ in body size, structure, and internal
and external organs, enabling them to thrive in a
widely diverse range of ecosystems. The next larger
taxonomic rank for foxes is the Canidae family, which
includes all dogs, wolves, coyotes, jackals, dholes,
and foxes. The next rank is the Carnivora order, to
which all mammalian carnivores belong. This rank
is followed by the class Mammalia for all mammals.
All foxes and other creatures included in Mammalia
belong to the phylum Chordata, which includes all
vertebrates and invertebrates having a hollow dorsal
nerve cord.

One intractable problem for the naturalistic view
arises from the discovery that in many instances, such
as in the Avalon and Cambrian explosions, enormous
macroevolutionary changes occurred rapidly; then,
later, over long time spans, mere microevolutionary
changes occurred. Diversification of phyla occurred
first and in no time, while diversification of species
and genera occurred over eons. In the journal Evo-
lution, paleontologists noted, “The major pulse of
diversification of phyla occurs before that of classes,
classes before that of orders, and orders before that
of families.”* The fossil record reveals the reverse of
what naturalistic models would predict. However, that
history reveals precisely what a biblical perspective
would anticipate.

Another challenge to naturalism comes from the
observation that the most dramatic macroevolution-
ary changes occur as soon as physical and chemical
conditions permit. For example, Avalon animals need
eight percent oxygen in the atmosphere to survive.
However, in the geologic moment when atmospheric
oxygen jumped from two percent to eight percent,
the Avalon phyla appeared.’ Likewise, the moment
atmospheric oxygen jumped from eight percent to
10 percent, more than 30 distinct Cambrian phyla
appeared.®

Decades ago, naturalists assumed that the most
primitive Cambrian phyla appeared at the beginning
of the Cambrian era, with more advanced phyla ap-
pearing gradually over the following 50 million years.
Paleontology now establishes that the Cambrian
phyla appeared simultaneously. The most advanced
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phylum, Chor-

data, to which
humans and
vertebrates be-

long, appeared

with the most
primitive phyla

at the beginning

of the Cambrian.
Included among the
chordates were verte-
brate fish and creatures
with complex eyes.

While 30 or more
animal phyla appeared at the
beginning of the Cambrian, only
30 remain today.” Of these, at least
28, including bryozoa,® appeared at or
near the beginning of the Cambrian.

Any scientific model’s validity is tested by how
well the model fares as relevant data and understand-
ing increase. Does the evidence supporting the model
grow stronger or weaker? A survey of the scientifi
literature reveals that naturalistic models for mass
speciation events have grown more problematic.
According to a paleontologist team’s review paper,
“Elucidating the materialistic basis for the Cambrian
explosion has become more elusive, not less, the
more we know about the event itself.”®

WHAT DARWIN DIDN'T
KNOW ABOUT THE SUN

n Darwin’s day, scientists thought the Sun’s radia-

tion was constant. So, understandably, solar ra-
diation received no attention in the development of
Darwin’s origin-of-species theory. What would have
seemed irrelevant then has become highly relevant
today.

Astronomers now know the Sun’s energy comes
from the nuclear fusion of hydrogen into helium.
Because helium is denser than hydrogen, ongoing
nuclear fusion causes the Sun’s core density to in-
crease. This increasing density results in increasingly
efficient nuclear burning. Today, the Sun is 20-24
percent brighter (more luminous) than it was when
life began.

Even a mere two percent change in solar lumi-
nosity would be deadly to all life, whether through
runaway freezing or runaway evaporation of Earth’s
surface liquid water. Such a catastrophe has been
prevented by a perfectly measured and timed reduc-
tion of Earth’s greenhouse gases, coordinated with
a perfectly measured and timed alteration of Earth'’s
albedo (reflectivity). As the Sun has grown brighter,



atmospheric
greenhouse
gases have de-
creased. Earth'’s
albedo has also
altered, keeping
Earth's surface
temperature opti-
mal for life.
Two processes
are responsible for
this timely reduction
of greenhouse gases: the
silicate-carbonate cycle and
organic carbon burial.
In the silicate-carbonate
cycle, rain catalyzes a chemical reac-
tion that converts silicates (continental
building blocks) and atmospheric carbon di-
oxide (a greenhouse gas) into carbonates and sand.
Different organisms regulate how much silicate rock
is exposed to water and how much rain falls from
clouds.

Microbes, plants, and animals all take carbon
dioxide from the atmosphere to manufacture car-
bon compounds. Burial of these organisms by floods
landslides, and volcanic eruptions prevents the decay
of their bodies and subsequent release of carbon
dioxide into the atmosphere.

The existence of a just-right diversity and abun-
dance of life at the just-right times and locations
guarantees that greenhouse gases will be removed
from the atmosphere at just-right rates to compen-
sate for increasing solar luminosity. Also, because
life impacts Earth's albedo by altering cloud cover
and surface reflectivity, this process must be pre-
cisely coordinated. In short, organisms have played
an “orchestrated” role in compensating for the Sun's
increasing luminosity.

The type of radiation emitted by the Sun has
also changed, and so have its flaring activity and
luminosity. These alterations affect what kinds of
life can thrive on Earth under what conditions—a
challenge for ensuring the presence of just-right life
to compensate for the Sun’s brightening.

Unless all these compensating factors operated
at just-right levels throughout the past 3.8 billion
years, life would have become extinct. Natural selec-
tion, mutations, gene exchange, and epigenetics
possess no inherent “knowledge” of ongoing
solar dynamics. Only a Mind with awareness of the
changing physics of the Sun, Earth, and Moon can
know which life-forms must be present on Earth and
when. For life to persist on Earth requires an un-
derstanding of the past, present, and future physics
of the Sun, Earth, and Moon, as well as the ability
to remove certain life-forms, those no longer able

FEATURE

fThe fossil recoxd
reveals the reverse
of what naturalistic
models would predict.
However, that history
reveals precisely what
a biblical perspective
would anticipatea

to compensate for changes in the Sun, and replace
them with just-right life-forms at just-right times and
locations in just-right abundance and diversity.

Neither Darwin nor the lawyers arguing in the
Scopes trial knew of these life-essential features of
the Sun and how they point to the existence of a
Mind. The fossil record bears witness to this Mind.
So does our ability to see and understand what this
mindful Being has accomplished to make possible
our existence. We are here by no accident of nature
but, rather, by the intention and agency of a super-
natural Creator. ®
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INTELLIGENT DESIGN 3.0

n the Scopes era, religious fundamentalists tried to ban evolution. In the subsequent

decades, Darwinian fundamentalists worked hard trying to ban intelligent design (ID).

But one thing that has quietly grown over the years is a community of research
scientists who simply want to know: Is there evidence for design in nature?

The most popular strategy for suppressing the
case for design is to claim, “It's not science!"” For
many critics, it boils down to two claims: ID doesn’t
use the methods of science, and ID has no research
program. As scientists working at Discovery Institute,
the leading ID think tank, we know these claims are
false because we use ID on a regular basis to guide
research and to manage a vibrant community of
scientists who are conducting scientific research to
explore the evidence for design.

WHAT IS ID?

If we're going to argue that ID is science, we should
first define the term.

Intelligent design is a scientific theory which uses
the methods of historical sciences to infer that many
features of nature are best explained by an intel-
ligent cause rather than an (apparently) undirected
cause like natural selection—because those features
exhibit forms of information and complexity which
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in our experience only come from intelligence. First
and foremost, ID is a scientific theory of design
detection, but it's also a scientific theory that can
be applied to guide research investigating how the
natural world operates.

As a theory of design detection, ID uses informa-
tion as a reliable indicator of whether an object or
natural feature was intelligently designed. We call
this complex and specified information (CSI).

Roughly speaking, something is complex if it is
unlikely. But this alone is not enough to infer de-
sign. To understand why, imagine you visit Mount
Rainier. You don't infer design simply because
Mount Rainier has a unique, complex, and unlikely
shape. Why? Because unlikely things can occur
naturally.

But then you visit Mount Rushmore. This moun-
tain also has an unlikely shape, but it's also specifie
to match a pattern—the faces of four presidents.
From experience, we know this combination of com-
plexity and specification happens only by design.




Crucial to detecting design are the methods of his-
torical sciences, which study present-day causes and
apply them to explain the past. Based upon present-
day experience, we observe that intelligent agents
alone generate high CSI, and that natural mecha-
nisms such as random mutation and natural selec-
tion cannot generate high CSI. This means that when
we find high CSl in a natural object, we can make a
“design inference.”

ID thus seeks to find in nature the kind of in-
formation—CSl—that we know from experience is
produced only by intelligent agents. By studying the
actions of human intelligent agents and the proper-
ties of known designed objects, we can construct
positive, testable predictions about what we should
find if design is present in nature.

The outline above sketched out how we can use
methods of science to detect design. Some critics will
then complain that ID just says, “Goddidit,” or “ID-
didit,” and quits. Yet ID is far more potent than they
appreciate.

Having established evidence for design in na-
ture, we can then model and predict what natural
systems should look like if they were designed—
effectively applying design-detection criteria to
discover how natural systems should function and
operate in the present.

This sketch also hints at two basic types of ID
research:

PURE DESIGN RESEARCH —

independently folded re-
gion) in a typical protein.!
This result demonstrates
high CSl in proteins.
Later, Axe, along

FEATURE

¢ Pure Design Research: Investigates whether design
is the best explanation for the origin of natural
features.

e Applied Design Research: Applies design reasoning
to better understand how natural features work in
the present day.

ID research has basically progressed in three
phases, which we like to compare to a snowball.

During ID 1.0 (1985-1999), the snowball was
small but witnessed the development of core ID con-
cepts like CSI and irreducible complexity as hallmark
indicators of design.

Then came ID 2.0 (2000-2015). The snowball
picked up mass as researchers began testing fun-
damental ID questions like protein evolvability,

i.e., whether natural mechanisms can produce CSlI,
and strengthened the theoretical groundwork for
detecting design through making “inferences to the
best explanation.”

Since 2016, we've been in the phase we call ID
3.0 (2016-present), where the groundwork is laid,
the predictions are made, and ID is being applied
to make new scientific discoveries that were un-
expected on an evolutionary paradigm. Over 100
peer-reviewed, ID-inspired research papers have been
published during this time. The snowball has rapidly
grown and picked up speed to the point where we're
struggling to keep up with the mad rate at which
new scientists are joining our community! That's our
problem, not yours—so let’s review some examples of
Pure Design and Applied Design research.

EXAMPLES
Protein Origins
Orphan Genes

Systematics
Evolutionary Waiting
Times

with biologists Ann
Gauger and Marci Reeves,
published multiple
experimental research
papers showing that
modifying one protein so

Protein Origins: Protein scientist
Douglas Axe published the results
of mutational-sensitivity experi-
ments on the beta-lactamase en-
zyme which showed that only 1 in
1077 amino acid sequences would

yield a functional domain (i.e., an in proteins.

that it could perform the func-
tion of a highly similar protein
would require more mutations
than could possibly arise over the
entire history of the earth.? Their
results further confirmed high CSI

Orphan Genes: According to
evolution, genes evolve from
other similar genes. Yet as more
genomes are sequenced, it's
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become apparent that many genes
are unique—as much as 10 to 30
percent of a genome for many
organisms might consist of these
"orphan genes.”? Orphan genes
were predicted by ID because they
show informational discontinuity,
something evolution can’t handle.
ID researchers are studying orphan
genes and creating improved tools
for identifying them.*

Systematics: Evolutionists claim
that species are related through
universal common descent in

a "tree of life.” ID allows for

common ancestry,

but also considers

common design,

where similarities

result from a designer

re-using components

in different species.

Computer scientist

Winston Ewert has

developed a “de-

pendency graph”

model of organismal relationships
based upon his observation that
programmers often re-use coding
modules.

Ewert compared the distribu-
tion of various gene families and
found they fit a common design-
based “dependency graph” 1030
times better than a Darwinian
tree!®> He then studied echoloca-
tion, a complex trait found in bats
and whales. Common descent can’t
explain why this trait is shared by
distantly related species, so evolu-
tionists resort to “convergent evo-
lution.” But Ewert has shown that
a common-design-based depen-
dency graph is superior for explain-
ing the unexpected distribution of
echolocation traits among highly
disparate mammals.®

APPLIED DESIGN RESEARCH —

Junlk DNA: Evolution has long
predicted that our genomes are
filled with useless “junk DNA."”

a4 SALV®

But because

we observe

that intel-

ligent agents

make things

for a purpose, ID

proponents have

long predicted

that “junk DNA"

is functional. It's

now known that ID

was right! Biologist

Richard Sternberg

was an early van-

guard critic of junk

DNA, publishing a
2002 paper in Annals of the New
York Academy of Sciences.? Jona-

than Wells’s 2011 book The Myth

Evolutionary Waiting Times:
This project is evaluating whether
the geological record allows
enough time to evolve mutations
required for new complex biologi-
cal features. This is a direct test of
whether standard evolutionary
mechanisms can produce the
information in life—or whether
design is implicated. The team has
published two papers developing
a mathematical model” and is cur-
rently studying the evolvability of
whales. Their results demonstrate
that the maximum time available
for major transitions (according to
the fossil record) is far too short for
an undirected process to gener-
ate the required new information.
Only a mind could create the infor-
mation so quickly.

EXAMPLES
Junk DNA
Brain Blood Flow
Glycolysis Efficienc
Vertebrate Limb Design
Systems Engineering Analyses

of Junk DNA continued this trend.
Today the ID community boasts
multiple scientists investigating
functions for junk DNA, and we've
launched a “Junk DNA" work-
group to foster research collabora-
tions on this topic!

Brain Blood Flow: Your heart
pulses blood through your brain,
but if these pulses aren't care-
fully controlled, blood flow would
burst the brain’s fragile capillar-
ies. Applying the assumption that



the brain is a “designed system,”
Dr. Michael Egnor, a professor of
neurosurgery at Stony Brook Uni-
versity, has sought to understand
how our physiology allows blood
to flow smoothly into and through
the brain.

By carefully measuring blood
flo , his team has found that brain
capillary blood flow is controlled
by a band stop filte , and cerebro-
spinal fluid flow is controlled by a
band pass filter—features known
from electrical engineering. This
reveals intelligent design of the
brain. They have published papers
in BIO-Complexity® and the Journal
of Neurosurgery Pediatrics," and
Egnor anticipates his ID-inspired
model could lead to improved
treatments of brain bleeds!

Glycolysis Efficiency Glycolysis
is a universal metabolic pathway
that performs vital functions such
as producing energy or helping to
synthesize life’s building blocks.
Led by biochemist Emily Reeves,
this project published a paper ap-
plying “reverse systems engineer-
ing” to understand why glycolysis
works the way it does:

Biological systems exhibit fea-
tures that are traditionally as-
sociated with good top-down
requirements-driven system
engineering practices, such as
modularity, optimality, robust-
ness, common protocols, and
design reuse.

Although “the near-uniformity of
central metabolism across life has
traditionally been attributed solely
to universal common descent,”
they found that “from a systems
engineering perspective” this

“uniformity
might be ex-
pected” due to
its functional el-
egance: Glycol-
ysis pathways
“maximize
thermodynamic
efficiency

and use “recy-
clable waste
products”
which “simplify
maintenance
of ecosystem
homeostasis.”""
The structured
sequence of
steps in gly-
colysis reveals

a meticulously
prearranged
design, ensur-
ing maximal
efficiency in
energy production and the synthe-
sis of essential building blocks for
organisms.

Vertebrate Limb Design: Almost
every biology textbook contains

a drawing of vertebrate limbs,
claiming that the similar skeletal
structures of the limb of a bat,

whale, horse, and human show
their common ancestry. But what
if there are good functional design
reasons for their skeletal similari-
ties that have nothing to do with
common ancestry?

Engineer Stuart Burgess pub-
lished a paper in Bioinspiration
& Biomimetics showing that the
vertebrate limb structure is reused
because it is “highly versatile and
optimal not just for arms and legs
but also for flippers and wings”

FEATURE

Various vertebrate limbs, including the wing of
a bat, the flipper of a porpoise, the leg of a

horse, and the arm of a human.

and uses “networks of segmented
bones that enable smooth mor-
phing of shapes as well as mul-
tifunctioning structures” which
“fine-tune motions and mechani-
cal advantage.”'? He recommends
humans mimic its structure in our
own designs: “The vertebrate limb
has significant potential for the
bioinspired design of robotic and
prosthetic limbs.”

Burgess demonstrated that
the limbs of each vertebrate are
precisely suited to each animal’s
environment and functional needs.
For example, birds’ wings are
engineered for efficient flight
while the flippers of whales are
specialized for aquatic locomo-
tion. In contrast, human forelimbs
are optimized for dexterity and
precise manipulation. This pattern
of highly specialized and efficien
limb structures aligns with the
expectations of intentional design
yet contradicts evolutionary predic-
tions. Evolution, as an unguided
process, would be expected to
produce suboptimal, makeshift
adaptations rather than the
finely tuned structures observed in
nature.
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Arguably the largest ID research
project is the “Engineering Re-
search Group,” where biologists
and engineers are collaborating
to explore how biological systems
employ design patterns known
from human engineering, in-
cluding control feedback loops,
signal transmission protocols, and
just-in-time delivery of materials
for manufacturing. The sensory
systems in animals implement
complex strategies to achieve sig-
nal processing, risk management,
efficient transmission of energy
across interfaces, and adaptation
to changing environments.” ID
researchers have applied systems
engineering modeling tools to

biological systems to illustrate their

We'd love to go on telling you about ID research,
but we're out of space. For more information, visit
Discovery Institute’s ID 3.0 Home Page at
Discovery.org/id/research/ or see our list of 150+
peer-reviewed pro-ID scientific publications at

top-down design
logic. In short, bio-
logical systems were
designed according
to the same prin-
ciples employed by
systems engineers.
Evolution glibly
predicts that biologi-
cal systems resemble
Rube Goldberg
devices in which
components appear
haphazardly linked to inefficientl
bungle into some function. In
contrast, ID predicts that biological
systems should demonstrate the
same top-down design seen in hu-

man engineering, where a complex

system is planned in advance such
that multiple sub-systems work

together, engineered to optimally
achieve the overall purpose. And
the latter is precisely what we see
in the human body." No undi-
rected process could achieve the
high efficiencies seen in life if a
mind did not plan everything in
advance.

cannot be discussed publicly because this could jeop-
ardize the careers of the researchers involved.

Yet even what we can say publicly about ID 3.0 re-
search more than suffices to show that ID not only uses
scientific methods but has an active and fruitful scien-
tific research program—guided by a paradigm which
says life was intelligently designed. New scientists are

Discovery.org/id/peer-review/. Both pages are nec-
essarily incomplete, as some projects and papers

Notes

1. Douglas D. Axe, “Extreme Func-
tional Sensitivity to Conservative
Amino Acid Changes on Enzyme
Exteriors,” Journal of Molecular
Biology, 301(3) (2000), 585-95;
Douglas D. Axe, “Estimating the
Prevalence of Protein Sequences
Adopting Functional Enzyme
Folds,” Journal of Molecular Biol-
ogy, 341(5) (2004), 1295-315.

2. Ann K. Gauger and Douglas D.
Axe, "The Evolutionary Accessibil-
ity of New Enzymes Functions: A
Case Study from the Biotin Path-
way,"” BIO-Complexity (1) (2011),
1-17; Mariclair A. Reeves et al.,
“Enzyme Families—Shared Evolu-
tionary History or Shared Design?
A Study of the GABA-Aminotrans-
ferase Family,” BIO-Complexity (4)
(2014), 1-16.

3. Lothar Wissler et al., “Mecha-
nisms and Dynamics of Orphan
Gene Emergence in Insect
Genomes,” Genome Biology and
Evolution 5(2) (2013), 439-55.

4. Paul A. Nelson and Richard J. A.

46 SALV®

Buggs, “Next Generation Apomor-
phy: The Ubiquity of Taxonomically
Restricted Genes,” In: Olson PD,
Hughes J, Cotton JA, eds. Next
Generation Systematics (2016),
237-263; Richard S. Gunasekera

et al., “ORFanID: A Web-Based
Search Engine for the Discovery
and Identification of Orphan and
Taxonomically Restricted Genes,”
PLOS One (Oct. 25, 2023).

5. Winston Ewert, “The Dependen-
cy Graph of Life,” BIO-Complexity
(3) (2018), 1-27.

6. Winston Ewert, “AminoGraph
Analysis of the Auditory Protein
Prestin From Bats and Whales Re-
veals a Dependency-Graph Signal
That Is Missed by the Standard
Convergence Model,” BIO-Com-
plexity (1) (2023), 1-15.

7. Ola Hossjer et al., “On the
Waiting Time Until Coordinated
Mutations Get Fixed in Regulatory
Sequences,” Journal of Theoretical
Biology, (524) (2021); Ola Hossjer
et al., “Phase-Type Distribution
Approximations of the Waiting

joining our research community on a regular basis—
to get involved, contact us at Discovery Institute! @

Time Until Coordinated Mutations
Get Fixed in a Population,” In: Sil-
vestroy, S., Malyarenko, A., Ranci¢,
M. (eds) Stochastic Processes and
Applications (2017).

8. Richard von Sternberg, “On the
Roles of Repetitive DNA Elements
in the Context of a Unified Genom-
ic-Epigenetic System,” Annals of
the New York Academy of Sciences
(981) (Dec. 2022), 154-88.

9. Michael Egnor, “The Cerebral
Windkessel as a Dynamic Pulsation
Absorber,” BIO-Complexity (3)
(2019), 1-35.

10. Michael Egnor et al., “A Quan-
titative Model of the Cerebral
Windkessel and Its Relevance to
Disorders of Intracranial Dynam-
ics,” Journal of Neurosurgery,
Pediatrics, 32(3) (Jun. 23 2023),
302-311.

11. Gerald L. Fudge and Emily
Brown Reeves, “A Model-Based
Reverse System Engineering Meth-
odology for Analyzing Complex
Biological Systems With a Case
Study in Glycolysis,” IEEE Open

Journal of Systems Engineering, (2)
(2024), 119-134.

12. Stuart Burgess, “Universal Opti-
mal Design in the Vertebrate Limb
Pattern and Lessons for Bioinspired
Design,” Bioinspiration & Biomi-
metics, 19 (5) (Aug. 9, 2024).

13. See Science and Faith in Dia-
logue, Frederik van Niekerk and
Nico Vorster (eds) (2022).

14. See Waldean A. Schulz, “An En-
gineering Perspective on the Bacte-
rial Flagellum: Part 1—Constructive
View,"” BIO-Complexity (1) (2021);
“An Engineering Perspective on
the Bacterial Flagellum: Part 2 -
Analytic View,"” BIO-Complexity

(2) (2021); and “An Engineering
Perspective on the Bacterial
Flagellum: Part 3 — Observations,”
BIO-Complexity (3) (2021).

15. See Steve Laufmann and
Howard Glicksman, Your Designed
Bodly (2022).



411

Artinthe
Service of
Falsehood

Inheritthe Wind

by Anthony Esolen

an a superb work of art be evil? Can
it tell lies about the human condition
and still be splendid in its execution,
its intelligence, the coherence of its
parts, and the power of its presentation?

This question is not easy for me to answer. | have
encountered works whose greatness in one respect
or another has struck me, yet afterwards | feel the
uncanny sense of having been deceived, or of being
seduced along a path that leads to contradiction
and chaos. In this category—and | hesitate to name
them, because | freely admit that | may be missing
something—I would place Thomas Wolfe's Look
Homeward, Angel, with its hatred of tradition and
family life and the pieties we owe to our forebears;
so also George Eliot's Daniel Deronda, for its reduc-
ing religion, both Christianity and Judaism, to the
political and racial; and so also this film | am discuss-
ing here, Inherit the Wind (1960), directed by Stanley
Kramer.

It is not that | dislike Kramer’s work. His
Judgment at Nuremberg (1961) is a powerful de-
fense of the natural law written on the hearts of
men, the Law to which all human law must defer.

He produced High Noon (1952), the story of a coura-
geous sheriff who risks his life for the sake of law
and the welfare of a town whose people are not
worth his commitment. In both cases, and in other of
his films, he admires people who stand athwart the
cries of the crowds; you will not find any kindness
toward ordinary people, not even in his zany comedy
It’'s a Mad, Mad, Mad, Mad World (1963).

But that is the problem with Inherit the Wind.
Ostensibly, it is a film about the notorious Scopes
“Monkey Trial,” where two former friends—the
statesman, three-time loser in presidential elections,
and outspoken Christian William Jennings Bryan
and the agnostic lawyer Clarence Darrow—came to
Dayton, Tennessee, the former to prosecute John

Scopes, the latter to defend him. The trial made
headlines around the world. That was no surprise,
since H. L. Mencken of The Baltimore Sun was be-
hind the uproar. He it was who brought Darrow to
Tennessee in the first place.

Gross Fictionalization

In the film, these persons are both present and not
present. The account is fictionalized, and sometimes
in grossly abusive ways, while still being offered

up as a faithful account of the events in ques-

tion. The names themselves are but thinly veiled:
Clarence Darrow is one Henry Drummond (Spencer
Tracy); William Jennings Bryan is one Matthew
Harrison Brady (Fredric March); H. L. Mencken is E. K.
Hornbeck (Gene Kelly); and John Scopes is Bertram
Cates (Dick York).

Kramer and his screen writers Nedrick Young and
Harold Jacob Smith said that the film was not about
any battle between science and religion, but rather
about McCarthyism and the freedom to think and to
speak one’s mind. | will deal with that issue shortly.
The problem is that you cannot watch Inherit the
Wind without sensing the conclusion you are meant
to come to, which is that the Scriptures—for that is
what stands in the crosshairs, not some all-including
“religion”—are absurd, if they are interpreted liter-
ally, and thus that everyone who does so interpret
them is an idiot. The real William Jennings Bryan
did not believe that the six days of Creation were
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periods of twenty-four hours, as his parodic coun-
terpart Matthew Harrison Brady believes. The real
Bryan offered to pay any fine that the court imposed
upon Scopes. He was not a gibbering moron, as he

is sometimes portrayed by March. The real people of
Dayton, Tennessee, did not rise up in fury against the
reporters but welcomed them. They did not threaten
to torch the court.

In the fictionalized trial, Brady-Bryan puts the
fiancée of Cates-Scopes on the stand and savages
her, getting her to admit that Cates-Scopes left the
church over the question of whether a drowned
baby that had not been baptized would be excluded
from heaven. There was no such fiancée, and the
question seems to have been chosen precisely to
embarrass Christians while avoiding the range of an-
swers that Christians themselves have given to it. In
the fictionalized trial, after the guilty verdict is given,
Drummond-Darrow demands an appeal, after which
a blubbering Brady-Bryan collapses to the floor with
a heart attack after having been denied the chance
to enter a summative speech. But Darrow was the
one who demanded a guilty verdict so that he could

Inherit the Wind (1960)

entering his speech. Bryan died in his sleep several
days later.

These are not “inaccuracies.” They are not exer-
cises in poetic license, invented to get at the heart of
the events without distraction. They are lies. Fredric
March—an actor | admire—plays Brady-Bryan as a

appeal it, and so that he could block Bryan from

ALLEGED

BY JOSHUA FAULING

welcome contrast to Inherit

the Wind is the 2010 movie
Alleged, which offers a different
take on the Scopes trial. Putting
the two movies in conversation can
be a helpful way to complicate the
science-versus-religion narrative
which says that science vanquishes
superstition and bigotry, always
and forever advancing the cause
of truth. Anyone who knows a lick
about the history of science knows
that science is a much more con-
tingent enterprise than that, one
that is filled with fits and starts
and once-reigning hypotheses that
proved to be quite wrong and
were eventually overthrown.

In fictionalized form, Alleged
brings home this reality in rela-
tion to the famous trial that
framed much of the 20th century’s
evolution-versus-creation debates.

Alleged provides a more variegat-
ed picture of the trial, hinting at
the gaps in Darwin’s theory while
highlighting the power of the me-
dia more generally. Famed journal-
ist H. L. Mencken plays the villain
in Alleged, pushing

fool. Spencer Tracy—another actor | admire, but

The movie ends happily ever after,
as Anderson both takes the high
road in journalistic truth-telling
and marries Rose.

Frequently, | must admit, | fin
"Christian movies” (whatever that
means) overbearing

a local reporter, 4
Charles Anderson,
to distort the truth
and paint the
fundamentalists as
backwards Bible-
thumpers. Lured
into Mencken'’s in-
ner ring, Anderson
goes along for a
while. But thanks
to his fiancée Rose,
he eventually
comes to his senses
as he sees the con-  \ _

7\ and off-putting—and
just generally second-
rate. This movie
didn’t come across
that way, which is

no small feat. There
were a few parts of it
that | found histori-
cally implausible for
the time period (the
way race relations
are depicted perhaps
too serenely, for ex-
ample). But putting
/ this movie in conver-

nections between

Darwinism and eugenics. While
this storyline represents artistic
license, it does provide a powerful
counterpoint to Inherit the Wind,
which exercises plenty of artistic
license in the opposite direction.

sation with Inherit
the Wind is a worthwhile exercise
that reminds us of the power of
media, the fact that history is al-
ways an argument about the past,
and that every story has at least
two sides. ®
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not in his roles as a political grandstander—plays
Drummond-Darrow as a folksy old friend of brave
thinkers everywhere. The screenplay allows him to
surprise Hornbeck-Mencken in the end, by setting
the Bible and On the Origin of Species together, as if
the man were somehow still a Christian, deep inside.
The film thus keeps Hornbeck-Mencken at arm'’s
length—no surprise, since the real Mencken loathed
political liberalism and democracy.

Gross Dishonesty

As for the film s being really about the McCarthy era
and the Hollywood blacklist, | doubt very much that
a single moviegoer out of a hundred would have
made that connection. Language is not a private
thing. If you say to a man, “You are a liar and a
thief,” you do not get to defend yourself by saying
later on that you really meant that his neighbor Joe
was an adulterer.

There is one thing that the McCarthy hear-
ings, along with those of the House Un-American
Activities Committee, have in common with the peo-
ple of Tennessee who passed the law against teach-
ing human evolution. They were aimed at preserving
something the people believed was good, which
they perceived to be under threat. | am not here
defending their means, nor do | here make any claim
about the biological origin of species. That is beyond
the scope of this article. But | will note that the most
terrifying political experiment against human free-
dom and the mind of man was going on full-bore
in the world of Kramer, Young, and Smith: namely,
the miseries of living behind the Iron Curtain,
such offenses as make the worst of the Hollywood
blacklisters look like a schoolyard bully who filche
the cupcake from your lunch bag. | will also note
that the focus on McCarthy to the exclusion of real

Drummond-Darrow

& Brady-Bryan

traitors is a neat way of averting the issue. For there
were Soviet moles high in the ranks of the American
government, as McCarthy contended, particularly in
the State department: Alger Hiss and Harry Dexter
White, for example.

I will also note that to imply of the Tennessee
law that it was simply lame-brained stuff coming
from knuckle-dragging rednecks is to beg the ques-
tion and to avert the issues, which have to do with
being sure that something you teach schoolchildren
really is the truth, and, if it is still open for debate,
whether such matters and their social and intellectu-
al implications are fitly addressed in a public school. |
know from my old copies of The Century Magazine,
in my experience the broadest-based and most
rewarding of all American periodicals, that theologi-
cal discourse was carried on at a very high level. It is
true that the judge at the Scopes trial did not permit
Darrow to call in scientists as witnesses for the
defense. Nor is it clear to me that the judge should
have done so, since the law itself neither compelled
nor permitted evil action; a county courthouse is not
the place to adjudicate the prudence of a law en-
acted by the duly elected legislature when the worst
that can be said about the law is that it is too timid,
that it prevents something good from being done,
whose goodness is questionable even so.

Demagoguery & Liberal Self-Flattery

Inherit the Wind is worth watching for the brilliant
performances of Tracy and Kelly, for reminding your-
self of the dangers of demagoguery, and for seeing
on full display the flattering unction that American
liberals lay to their souls.

The free speech movements on American cam-
puses in the 1960s had little to do with freedom of
inquiry in the classroom, but rather with protests and
forms of behavior corrosive to civility and the com-
mon good. Most of those champions of free speech,
when they came to power, were quick to impose an
all-ambitious program of political orthodoxy that we
are far from getting out from under. Try to say, at any
public school or college in America, that you believe
that a man cannot conceivably marry another man,
that it is a biological and anthropological absurdity,
and that accepting the absurdity has brought harm to
family life, to social analysis, to political discourse and
action, and to the common good, and then see how
many admirers of Inherit the Wind will come to your
defense. Try to say at a high school any of a thousand
things that liberals themselves once took for granted
as common sense. H. L. Mencken might have defend-
ed you, if for no other reason than that he suspected
that all mass movements were founded in stupidity.
Bryan would have defended you. Darrow? Kramer,
Young, and Smith? I'd like to believe they would
have, but | doubt it. @
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A Parade of
Darwinian
Errors

Judge Jones &
the Dover ID Trial

by Jonathan Witt

his year marks both the centennial of the 1925
Scopes Monkey Trial, immortalized in the Holly-
wood movie Inherit the Wind, and the 20th anni-
versary of the 2005 Kitzmiller v. Dover intelligent

design trial, which | attended and reported on.

The Dover trial was a modest affair. The judge in
the case, John E. Jones Ill, had little if any training in
either science or the philosophy of science, and his
ruling was never appealed, so it only applies to the
middle district of Pennsylvania. But the media spun
the case as a watershed moment in the history of
American public science, so it's worth revisiting.

In some regards Scopes and Dover were polar
opposites. In Scopes, the teaching of Darwinism was
banned. In Dover, Darwinism was the favored child,
and intelligent design was banned. The Scopes at-
torneys were famous orators; the Dover attorneys,
relatively obscure.

At the same time there are striking parallels be-
tween the two trials. Both pitted Darwinism against
a view that the living world is the work of a design-
ing mind—at the Scopes trial, biblical creationism; at
the Dover trial, the theory of intelligent design. Also,
in the Scopes trial, pro-evolution attorney Clarence
Darrow cross-examined his lawyer opponent, William
Jennings Bryan, while Darrow himself evaded cross-
examination and thus avoided having to defend evo-
lutionary theory from the witness stand. Similarly,
in the Dover trial the pro-evolution ACLU and its
plaintiffs succeeded in removing from Dover Area
School District biology classrooms any challenge to
evolutionary theory.

There was also an explicit connection. At one
point early on, the Dover trial judge told the press he

planned to watch Inherit the Wind for
“historical context.” This was trou-
bling. The 1960 movie starring Spencer
Tracy is widely acknowledged to be a
grotesquely inaccurate depiction of
the Scopes trial, and one flagrantl
biased in favor of Darwinism (see "Art
in the Service of Falsehood,” p. 47).
Nor did one need to be an expert historian to know
this. An eminently accessible popular book about
the trial, Summer for the Gods, winner of the 1998
Pulitzer Prize, had made this abundantly clear. Judge
Jones could have learned this from two minutes of
investigation.

That he had, in essence, recommended the fil
for historical context meant either that he wasn’t the
sharpest knife in the drawer, or that he hoped to get
the press to view the Dover trial through the same
distorted pro-Darwin lens that Inherit the Wind had
trained on the Scopes trial.

Hope in Harrisburg

Yet | still hoped Judge Jones would give intelligent
design a fair shake. | had three reasons. First, he had
been appointed by President George W. Bush, and
that summer Bush had voiced support for open in-
quiry and opposed a longstanding policy of teaching
Darwinism as unquestionable dogma.

Second, in a previous case Judge Jones had ruled
in favor of free speech, and hey, the Dover trial was
a free speech case. The Dover school district was
being tried for having a statement read in biology
classes, encouraging students to keep an open mind
about Darwinism and noting that if they wanted to
learn about an alternative theory, intelligent design,
there were books about it in the school library. Was
the school district not free to so inform students?
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Third, as | sat in the courtroom press section
during the trial in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, Judge
Jones occasionally looked my way, and his expression
seemed full of sympathetic fellow feeling, as if he
were telling me, “Don’t sweat it. I'm all about free
speech and open inquiry. I've got your back.”

Later the obvious occurred to me: Judge Jones
had no idea who | was. His expressions of fellow
feeling weren't specifically for me;

It gets worse. Judge Jones copied into his rul-
ing several erroneous factual claims made by the
ACLU, errors exposed in the trial itself. As Discovery
Institute’s Robert Crowther reported:

For example, Jones claimed that biochem-

ist Michael Behe, when asked about articles
purporting to explain the evolution of the
immune system, responded that the articles
were “not ‘good enough.’” Behe actually
said the exact opposite: “It's not that they
aren’t good enough. It's simply that they

are addressed to a different subject.” Jones'
misrepresentation of Behe came directly from
the ACLU’s “Findings of Fact.” Again copying
from the ACLU, Jones insisted that “ID is not
supported by any peer-reviewed...publica-
tions.” But, in fact, the court record contained
evidence of several such publications.’

So much for careful, independent, and masterful.

Is Intelligent Design Science?

In his ruling, Judge Jones decided to move beyond
the narrow legal issue of whether the Dover school
board had a legitimate secular purpose in briefl
alerting students to the theory of intelligent design,
and instead he took it upon himself to tell scientists,

they were for the press pool, whom he
had every reason to believe were, in
the tradition of Scopes newsman H. L.
Mencken, very much in Darwin'’s corner.
Also, | noticed that he didn't look at
pro-ID biologists Michael Behe and
Scott Minnich in the same way. As they
testified, plunging into the necessary
scientific details to argue for intelligent
design over Darwinism, his eyes would
glaze over or wander the room.

This was not a man, | realized,
eager to master even the rudiments
of this scientific debate. He wanted an
easy way out.

False Facts, Copied

When Jones published his ruling, it was
clear he had found it. His decision—

As one legal scholar | spoke with
at the time commented, “It is
worse than horrible, if that is
possible. Essentially, what the
judge has concluded is that if one
is a religious citizen who offers

an argument for a point of view
consistent with your religious
worldview, you will be segregated
from the public square.”

against the school district and intel-
ligent design—was lauded by the mainstream media
as a careful, independent, and “masterful decision.”
But the pivotal part—a 6,000-word section arguing
that ID isn't science—was lifted practically verbatim
(more than 90 percent of it) from the “Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law"” earlier submitted to
him by the ACLU, who represented the plaintiffs in
the trial.

science educators, and philosophers of science what
is and isn't science and, specifically, why intelligent

design, in his opinion, isn't science (even while con-
ceding that ID arguments may be true).

According to him, intelligent design was merely
“Reverend Paley’s” early 19th-century watch analogy
updated for the modern era.? In this, Judge Jones
deftly combined two fallacies in a short space: ad
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hominem and guilt by association. In essence, he was
saying Paley was a reverend arguing for God, so all
design arguments, then and now, are just religious
arguments.

Judge Jones offered three slightly more substan-
tial reasons for his conclusion, but all three collapse
under even the lightest pressure.

The first reason: “ID violates the centuries-old
ground rules of science by invoking and permitting
supernatural causation.” No. Design theorists argue
that an intelligent cause is the best explanation for
certain features of the natural world. Whether the
intelligent cause is supernatural or not is a separate
issue. Jones countered this point by noting that most
design theorists believe in the Christian God. But
some design theorists do not, and in any case, Judge
Jones is here committing the genetic fallacy, dismiss-
ing an argument based on its source.

As one legal scholar | spoke with at the time
commented, “It is worse than horrible, if that is
possible. Essentially, what the judge has concluded
is that if one is a religious citizen who offers an
argument for a point of view consistent with your
religious worldview, you will be segregated from
the public square. But not because your argument
is bad, but because of your beliefs and the company
you keep or may have kept. | can't believe this could
happen in America.”

Lest anyone accuse the judge of bowing to “the
hobgoblin of little minds” (consistency), Judge Jones
also noted that the Dover school board emphasized
that even British philosopher and former atheist
Antony Flew came to embrace certain ID arguments.
Their point was that even respected scholars who are
not Christians, or even theists, have examined intel-
ligent design arguments and found them cogent.
Judge Jones somehow twisted this into evidence that
the Dover policy was all about religion; otherwise,
why would they mention that Flew was a former
atheist!

Judge Jones was also unfazed by the fact that
design theory emphasizes that ID reasoning cannot
identify the designer, and that any such insight must
come from other lines of evidence and modes of
inquiry—e.g., theology.

A Straw Man Refuted

A second reason Judge Jones gave for concluding
that ID isn't science: “The argument of irreducible
complexity, central to ID, employs the same flawe
and illogical contrived dualism that doomed creation
science in the 1980s.”

The “contrived dualism” he referred to goes
something like this: “If one can punch enough holes
in Darwinism, then creationism must be true.” But
this is a straw man. ID doesn’t reason that way.
Consider Stephen Meyer's article published in the

Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington
the year before the trial, one of the peer-reviewed ID
articles that Judge Jones claimed didn’t exist. There
Meyer examines neo-Darwinian, punctuationalist,
self-organizational, and structuralist theories for the
Cambrian explosion of new animal forms in the fossil
record. After exposing fatal flaws in each theory, he
makes a positive case for intelligent design.?

Meyer also sets forth five explanatory categories
that exhaust all the live and formerly live possibilities
for explaining the Cambrian explosion: (1) We don't
need to explain the origin of the Cambrian animals,
because they didn’t originate; rather, they existed
for eternity past. (2) The Cambrian forms emerged
by chance. (3) They emerged through lawlike natural
processes. (4) They emerged by a combination of
chance and lawlike processes. (5) They emerged by a
process involving an intelligent cause. These options
really do cover all the bases. Meyer demonstrated
the inadequacy of the first four, and then made a
case for the fth, intelligent design.

Meyer doesn’t argue that he has proved his case
in the way a deductive syllogism proves its conclu-
sions. Building on the work of mainstream philoso-
phers of science, he shows that scientific models are
routinely advanced as arguments to the best expla-
nation, and he argues from the evidence that intelli-
gent design is the best explanation for the Cambrian
explosion.

A third reason Judge Jones offered for conclud-
ing that ID isn"t science: “ID’s negative attacks on
evolution have been refuted by the scientific com-
munity.” Not so. ID has merely been denounced
by the governing bodies of various scientific orga-
nizations. Where Darwinists have mounted actual
arguments against intelligent design, typically they
have merely attacked straw men, such as the judge’s
misleading depiction of ID as just a negative argu-
ment, devoid of positive evidence for design.

The Logic of Intelligent Design

ID holds that we have broad and detailed experience
with intelligent causes. Intelligent agents, unlike

a blind evolutionary process, can look ahead to a
future goal and arrange parts to achieve that goal.
Such purposeful activity often leaves behind telltale
features in the designed systems, a fact recognized
in various scientific fields, including forensics and
archaeology. Meyer explains:

The scientists arguing for intelligent design

do not do so merely because natural pro-
cesses—chance, laws or the combination of
the two—have failed to explain the origin of
the information and information processing
systems in cells. Instead, they also argue for
design because we know from experience that
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systems possessing these features invariably
arise from intelligent causes. The information
on a computer screen can be traced back to

a user or programmer. The information in a
newspaper ultimately came from a writer—
from a mental, rather than a strictly material,
cause. As the pioneering information theorist
Henry Quastler observed, “Information ha-
bitually arises from conscious activity.”*

Judge Jones attempted to dismiss this line of
reasoning by quoting an ACLU expert witness who
noted that the comparison between design in hu-
man artifacts and in natural structures is not per-
fect. But no design theorist ever claimed it was, nor
does the design argument depend on their being
identical.

Imagine if someone unfamiliar with British
culture said, “Basketball, football, and baseball are
all sports, possessing such-and-such common fea-
tures. It's very probable this strange activity among
the Brits called cricket is also a sport, since it involves
these same telltale features.” If we went off the logic
of Judge Jones and the ACLU's expert witnesses, we
would find ourselves convinced that we couldn’t rea-
son from the other sports examples to the conclusion
that cricket is probably a sport. Why? Because there
are some differences between cricket and the other
three sports. That is, there is not “a perfect identity.”
The reasoning is ludicrous.

Read
Salvo

everywhere

The Courtroom of Nature

Judge Jones made many other incorrect assertions
and illogical arguments, including the charge that
ID isn"t science because it isn't testable, a claim he
discredited by elsewhere insisting that ID had been
tested and refuted. (You can’t make this stuff up.)

Judge Jones’s 139-page opinion was a parade
of ignorance and illogic. But even if the decision
had been more carefully reasoned, it would have
amounted to little. The debate between Darwinism
and intelligent design will not be settled by court-
room judges. It will be settled on the scientifi
evidence. And that evidence continues to mount in
favor of the view that nature is the work of a design-
ing intelligence—and indeed, a most ingenious one
at that. e

Notes

1. Robert Crowther, “Study Shows Federal Judge Copied ACLU Text
in Dover Intelligent Design Ruling,” Evolution News & Science To-
day (Dec. 12, 2006).

2. Paley argued that if you came across a watch on a heath, you
could reasonably infer that it was purposively designed, even if
you were a primitive who had never seen a watch and didn’t know
humans made them. You could infer design from the finely tuned
arrangement of parts, assembled just so for the purpose of keep-
ing time. He said the fine-tuning evident in living things bespoke
design in the same way.

3. Stephen C. Meyer, “The Origin of Biological Information and the
Higher Taxonomic Categories,” Proceedings of the Biological Soci-
ety of Washington, 117(2) (2004), 213-239.

4. Stephen C. Meyer, “Not by Chance,” National Post (of Canada)
(Dec. 1, 2005).
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Atheists

Gaslighting

The Darwinian Ploy to
Obscure Obvious Truths

by Thomas Williams

e’ve all seen videos of amazing robots that walk,
jump, pick up objects, avoid obstacles, keep
their balance when hit, right themselves when
they fall, and even engage in conversation.

These incredible machines seem to think and make rational
choices, but in reality, they have no options in their behavior.
They merely do as their programs direct and make automatic
adjustments to their movements and actions in response to
built-in sensors that continually monitor their environments.

Denying Free Will

According to Richard Dawkins,
robots are not the only automa-
tons on planet Earth. He asserts
that the above description of how
robotic machines operate applies
equally well to humans: “We, and
all other animals, are machines
created by our genes.” He claims
we have no power of choice. Every
action is dictated by the highly
sophisticated computer we call a

brain. The late physicist Stephen
Hawking concurred, saying, “Free
will is just an illusion.”

The name of this philosophy
which denies free will is determin-
ism. Its followers claim that all our
actions are pre-determined, dic-
tated by previous actions, external
stimuli, and mental conditioning.
Determinists believe we have no
capacity for choice. Everything we
do is as inevitable as the trajectory
of a billiard ball struck by a cue.

Despite the claims of deter-
minism, when we make a decision,
whether it involves selecting a tie,
a car, a career, or a mate, we feel
that we are choosing freely from
alternatives that we could just as
freely reject. Often, we agonize
over our choices and vacillate be-
tween them before finally settling
on one. This assumption that we
have free will is infused into us.
Hawking admits that we all share
this feeling and explains why: it's
because nature hid from us the
awareness that we are automatons
and gave us instead the illusion of
choice. This illusion is necessary,
he says, because to survive we
must act as if we have free will,
even though we don’t. Hawking
admitted that “even people who
claim everything is predetermined
and that we can do nothing to
change it, look before they cross
the road.... one has to adopt the
effective theory that one has free
will and that one is responsible for
one’s actions.”

Hawking understood that to
adopt determinism openly would
destroy society. Determinism
undermines order and justice by
eroding responsibility for antiso-
cial or destructive behavior. We
cannot justly punish a murderer
if he's merely a robotic machine
that cannot help doing whatever it
does. What Hawking and Dawkins
do not explain is how evolu-
tion, which they see as the blind,
undirected force that created us,
managed to plant into humans an
illusion necessary for survival even
though it contradicts their deter-
ministic theory of reality. It seems
clear that Dawkins, Hawking, and
their Darwinian colleagues are at-
tempting to gaslight us.

The term “gaslighting” comes
from the 1944 film Gaslight, a
story set in the Edwardian era
of England in which an abusive,
avaricious husband distorts reality
in an attempt to force his wife to
question her own judgment and
intuition. A recurring phenomenon
in the film is the flickering of the
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house’s gaslights, which he uses to
convince her that she is imagining
things that are not really happen-
ing in an attempt to gain control
over her mind.

Determinist Darwinians are
gaslighting us by saying, in effect,
“You must ignore what seems
blatantly obvious—that in every
decision you make you seem to be
exercising free will. The facts are
the opposite of what they appear
to be. You do not have free will;
your every decision is dictated by
internal conditioning and external
stimuli over which you have no
control.” We are expected to trust
them in this matter, suspend our
own judgment, and believe that
what they are telling us is true, as
they have appointed themselves as
authorities on this subject.

Denying Design

Determinism is not the only ex-
ample of Darwinian gaslighting.
Dawkins, a staunch and vocal athe-
ist, admits that everything in the
universe strongly appears to have
been designed. But because he
believes that no grand designer ex-
ists, he asserts that this appearance

4 N

of design is another illusion. He
tells us that all the diverse ele-

ments in our universe came into
being and evolved blindly into
their present forms via natural pro-
cesses. This claim requires that we
deny several scientific truths long
affirmed by evidence and reason.

For example, despite the scien-
tifically and historically demonstra-
ble fact that life does not emerge
from nonliving matter, Darwinians
assert that it did. They tell us that,
without plan or purpose,
a highly complex and
intricate cell capable of
bearing life somehow
formed itself through ran-
dom processes, perhaps
in a primeval pool where
it was then shocked into
life by a stray electrical
current.

They also tell us that,
despite the fact that
chaos cannot produce
order, it did. They explain
that a sudden expansion
of an incredibly dense
pinpoint of primeval
matter scattered atoms
throughout space, where,
without plan or direction,
they ordered themselves
into a highly structured and finel
tuned universe.

Though logic says that non-
rational matter cannot produce
reason, the Darwinians tell us
that it did, that man’s reasoning
mind emerged spontaneously
from insentient matter. Darwinian
gaslighting offers a universe built
on logical impossibilities that defy
both reason and basic tenets of
science. Yet they deride Christians
who believe the universe was
created by a supernatural God—a
belief they label as medieval, ir-
rational, anti-scientific, and rooted
in blind faith.

W

Engaging with Reality

Since the universe appears to be
designed and science cannot sup-
port any rational alternative, it is
highly likely that the appearance

of design reflects reality. The
universe and everything within it,
from the precise order of plan-
etary movement down to the
code-filled DNA molecule, attest to
the existence of information, and
the origin of information requires
a mind. Since we appear to have
free will—and even Darwinian
atheists admit that we must act
as if we do—isn't it highly likely
that free will is also a reality? As
the old syllogism says, if it looks

e are expected to trust
them in this matter,
suspend our own
judgment, and believe

that what they are telling

usistrue, asthey have
appointed themselves
as authorities.

like a duck, walks like a duck, flie
like a duck, and swims like a duck,
it's likely that it really is a duck.
We must not let the gaslighting
Darwinians deceive us with their
quacked-up claims that free will
and our intuition of design are
illusions.

According to the book of
Genesis, our universe was designed
by an omnipotent, supernatural
designer, and free will is a vital and
defining attribute of humanity
that gives us the power to choose
our destiny. The sense of freedom
we experience each time we make
a decision exposes determinism
as a lie at war with reality. It is
imperative that we use our free
will for its intended purpose—to
choose the right side in this great
cosmic war that involves us all,
whether we realize it or not. @
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& Reconnaissance

Evolutionary

Jeopardy

A Field Report from Peterson
Academy’s “Evolution Inference”

by Richard W. Stevens

ver wonder if the Discovery Institute authors and other
Darwin critics are knocking down a “straw man,” or a
weak, tired, obsolete version of neo-Darwinian theory
(NDT)? Or if some cutting-edge version of NDT over-
comes the ID challenge? To find out, | enrolled in Peterson
Academy’s 2024 online course, “Evolution Inference.”

What a fascinating eight-hour
presentation! Taught by nation-
ally known evolutionary biologists
Drs. Heather Heying and Bret
Weinstein, the course promised
to “explore the fundamentals of
the biology of evolution, provid-
ing tools to interpret the natural
world through the lens of evo-
lutionary inference.” | enjoyed
learning about animals and plants
from all over the world that are
uniquely tailored to prosper in
their environments. But does
“Evolution Inference” present a
new or improved NDT that sprints
ahead of its critics?

An Awkward Incoherence

NDT typically says that all spe-

cies of life-forms on Earth exist as
products of evolution from earlier
common ancestors. Evolution pro-
ceeds in four basic phases:

1. An organism'’s genetic material
is modified—"mutated”—by an
undirected process;

2. The mutation gives the organ-
ism an advantage so that it sur-
vives and reproduces more readily
in the environment than the non-
mutated ones;

3. The mutation is “heritable,”
i.e., it is passed to the organism’s
offspring; and

4. The process of “natural selec-
tion” occurs as the mutated organ-
isms increase in greater numbers
compared to their non-mutated
cousins because they have greater
“fitness.

The course scarcely mentions
NDT in this way, however. Instead
of relying on the so-called “blind,
pitiless, indifference” of material
processes, it says that:

Every single creature that
has ever lived, and presum-
ably every creature that has
evolved on any other planet
that might have them, has
the same purpose.

What is that common purpose?
Quoting Dr. Weinstein:

The actual purpose is to
lodge one’s genes as deeply
into the future as you can
get them.... the goal of all
evolved creatures is to lodge
their genes as deeply into
the future as they can.

A couple of times the speakers
deny they are “trying to ascribe
consciousness or forward-thinking
to evolution,” but in teaching that
all biological organisms have a
“purpose,” they are not holding
to a “mindless-random-mutation-
plus-natural-selection” vision of
evolution. So as it turns out, the
course awkwardly holds to the
usual materialist worldview—that
lifeforms are just matter and
energy—while also saying all life-
forms have a purpose, which isn't
consistent with materialism.

“It Just Happens”

The course advises that biological
evolution really should be called
“adaptation,” which is “a combi-
nation of two things”: (1) “selec-
tion,” i.e., “a filter that lets certain
things through,” and (2) “hered-
ity,” i.e., the means by which new
or modified “traits” will “come
together” to “successfully allow
creatures to lodge their genes into
the future.”

New and modified traits are
crucial to NDT, but the course
never explains how traits are en-
coded or modified. The standard
terms “mutate” and “mutation”
only appear a total of three times
(combined) in the course’s more
than 80,000 spoken words. The
lesson discussing macroevolution
(large-scale changes) condenses
the entire NDT engine to:

56 SALV®



Mutations happen, and then
selection hits, and we end
up with, often, a process by
which complexity evolves.

| heard this statement and won-
dered, Is that all they’re going to
say about the evolution inference?
Alas, indeed, little more was said.

The course teaches that natu-
ral selection “filters” out traits
that aren’t helpful to the organ-
ism’s “purpose” of deep-future
gene transmission. Yet a plan to
preserve genes into the future is
only coherent within a theory that
presupposes some form of intel-
ligence behind the goal.

A Game of Begging

the Question

The speakers taught the course us-
ing their coined term, “evolution-
ary jeopardy.” Like the TV game
show, they give the answer first
The “answer” is a description of a
certain animal’s specialized feature
or function. The students are

then to formulate the “ecologi-
cal question” that the adaptation
"answers.” Here's one example
based on a behavior exhibited by
leafcutter ants:

Leafcutter ants cut leaves.
What is the question to that
answer? That is an evolu-
tionary answer to some
ecological question [leaf-
cutter ants] are presented
with. What might they be
answering?

For background, leafcutter
ants haul leaves into the colony,
where fungus grows on them;
the ants then feast on the fun-
gus. Before | share what the right
“question” is, consider this teach-
ing method. The given “answer”
is a fully formed and operational
hardware and software system
that exists now and which serves
the animal’s survival and reproduc-
tion. Evolutionary jeopardy starts
by observing the animal’s func-
tions and then the students are to

figure out why or how these func-
tions benefit the animal.

In this game, the right “ques-
tion” won't be, “How did evolu-
tion produce this system?” or,
“How did a series of random
genetic mutations over the course
of thousands or millions of genera-
tions lead to this fully function-
ing system?” No, in this game the
teachers say the “right question”
is, “How does this animal’s special
feature effectively solve the chal-
lenge of its environment?”

Notice that neither the ques-
tion nor the answer in this game
shows how NDT works to build
new body plans, organs, limbs, or
the fully functional subsystems
within systems we observe today.
The “question” that the ants’ leaf-
cutting operation “answers” is:
“How might a beneficial farming
system feed the colony?” In this
way, the leaf-cutting behavior is
implicitly put forth as “proof” that
evolution solved the problem of
feeding the colony.

Behavior Is Software

The course concedes what | and
others have been writing about

for years: animal behaviors are
software. The speakers themselves
presume pre-engineered software
exists when they describe baby sea
otters, for example:

A software program is built
for the offspring after they
are born. And that software
package allows it to be
tailored to the specific piece
of environment where that
offspring is going to live.

But the course never describes
how an animal’s behavior software
is coded, stored, retrieved, decod-
ed, or executed, let alone modi-
fied to carry out new functions in
changing situations. Referring to
how some bats build residential
tents, one speaker admitted:

I suspect we will never know
how much of the [behavior-
al] program is being handed
off genetically. Do these
animals have an impulse to
make these tents that they
then fulfill through trial and
error as they tear at leaves
and they collapse not quite?
[sic] Don’t know. Or is it
entirely cultural?’

Evolution Inference left that
necessary-behavior part of animal
evolution entirely unaddressed.

Still Unexplained

In this course, | loved learning
about plants and animals with
ingeniously designed features and
behaviors. As of 2024, however, it
appears that evolutionary biolo-
gists cling to a materialist world-
view and still cannot explain how
neo-Darwinian evolution pro-
duced, modified, or refined ancient
hardware and software to produce
the species we see today. @

Note

1. Some bats build a home by strategically
chewing the underside of a large leaf until
it partially collapses over them, creating a

tent. The instructors contend the behavior
evolved, but they do not explain anything
about how.
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Escape from
the Acid Bath

CAMOUFLAGE

Can Darwinism Support Morality?

by Douglas Groothuis

he late atheist philosopher Daniel Dennett claims in
his book, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea: Evolution and the
Meaning of Life, that Darwinism is “a universal acid”
that dissolves all elements of objective purpose in na-
ture and culture. How could a theory of the origin of species
possess such corrosive force? Dennett argues that Darwinism
is not only a naturalistic account of the evolution of life, but
also a worldview that is universal in scope and unsparing in
its effects. In a sense, he is continuing Nietzsche’s declara-
tion that when “God is dead,” nothing remains the same.’ All
the beliefs and practices supported by a Christian worldview
must die along with God. Dennett cites atheist philosopher
Karl Marx, who was exultant about Darwin’s On the Origin

of Species:

Darwin'’s book is very im-
portant and serves me as a
basis in natural science for

the class struggle in history.

One has to put up with the
crude English method of
development, of course.
Despite all deficiencies

not only is the death-blow
dealt here for the firs
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time to “teleology” in the
natural sciences but their
rational meaning is empiri-
cally explained.?

With the death of teleology
comes the death of any moral
ordering of the natural world
according to a divine plan or an
objective standard. This acid eats

through any moral law, whether
based on the Bible or on what

can be known about reality by
virtue of being human—otherwise
known as the natural law (see
Romans 2:14-15).

Morality Without God
&by Evolution
A welter of atheist writers claim
that morality can be rooted in
Darwinian evolution and needs no
supernatural assistance.®* Although
| will mention a philosophically
telling comment by Darwin, | will
address Darwinism more as a natu-
ralistic and atheistic worldview.
According to Darwinists, evolu-
tion provides us with a standard
version of morality supported not
by religion, but by science. We can
be good without God, and we can
know what is good without God.
In other words, morality can be
naturalized and fit into the secular
evolutionary narrative.

Those naturalists who want
to support the dignity of humans,
some modicum of human rights,
and the need for altruism often
appeal to biological and social
evolution as their basis. As their
story goes, reproductive success
(the engine of evolution) requires
more than organisms of one spe-
cies dominating those of another
species in an egotistical “survival
of the fittest” wherein nature is
“red in tooth and claw” (Alfred,
Lord Tennyson’s phrase). Group
selection demands that individuals
work for the good of the group—
the species or some other sub-
class—in order to promote fitness
Species may also need to get along
with each other, not just consume
each other, in order to survive and
reproduce. However, this coevolu-
tion is not all sweetness and light,
since the predator-prey relation-
ship is part of it and species may
engage in an “arms race” against
each other’s threats of attack.

So in the long biological and
social evolution of humanity, cer-
tain moral norms were selected for




the good of the species. Among
these are cooperation, mutual
respect, altruism, and other posi-
tive traits, none of which need any
theistic or immaterial scaffolding.
Of course, along the way, history
has been repeatedly seized and
savaged by war, racism, slavery,
female subordination, planned
famines (Stalin’s Holodomor, for
example), genocide, and lots more
nastiness and cruelty. It is not just
nature that is often “red in tooth
and claw.” Humanity is stained as
well. From a biblical viewpoint,
nature itself is fallen and is thus
not an adequate basis for morality.

The upshot is that mere nature
as construed by materialism—the
collection of all physical things and
processes, describable by natural
science, and organized by mindless
natural laws, plus nothing—has,
in itself, no normative properties,
neither with respect to moral obli-
gation nor with respect to virtues
(and vices), nor with respect to
intrinsic value.

And, as such, the universe does
not care, issue commands, pun-
ish evil, or reward the good. As
Richard Dawkins wrote,

In a universe of blind
physical forces and genetic
replication, some people
are going to get hurt, other

Statue of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels

people are going

to get lucky, and
you won't find any
rhyme or reason in it,
nor any justice. The
universe we observe
has precisely the
properties we should
expect if there is, at
bottom, no design,
no purpose, no evil
and no good, noth-
ing but blind, pitiless
indifference.*

The Moral Problem
with Darwinism

A naturalistic account of
nature (with neo-Darwin-
ism as the reigning theo-
ry) can only describe what
is, not what ought to be.
As C. S. Lewis wrote,

From propositions

about fact alone no
practical conclusion

can ever be drawn.

This will preserve

society cannot lead

to do this except by the
mediation of society ought
to be preserved. This will
cost you your life cannot
lead directly to do not do
this: it can lead to it only
through a felt desire or an

\

Certainly, morality

based onthe character

of a self-existent,

eternal, and personal
being provides a better

foundationthanto

positimmaterial moral

principles that are

inexplicably just there

inthe twilight zone
of a godless world.

acknowledged duty of self-
preservation. The Innovator
is trying to get a conclusion
in the imperative mood out
of premisses in the indica-
tive mood: and though he
continues trying to all eter-
nity he cannot succeed, for
the thing is impossible.®

If we appeal to nonhuman
living nature for moral guidance
we find predation, cannibalism,
and deception—as well as beauty
and cooperation. Human history
is a jumble of the same, plus all
the uniquely human contribu-
tions, such as pettiness, racism, and
genocide. As Aristotle said,

For as man is the best of
the animals when per-
fected, so he is the worst
of all when sundered

from law and justice. For
unrighteousness is most
pernicious when possessed
of weapons, and man is
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Camoufl ge by Douglas Groothius

born possessing weapons
for the use of wisdom and
virtue, which it is possible
to employ entirely for the
opposite ends. Hence when
devoid of virtue man is the
most unholy and savage of
animals, and the worst in
regard to sexual indulgence
and gluttony.®

“Law and justice” are not sim-
ply read off the record of human
or nonhuman history. A purpose-
ful human nature (based on a de-
sign plan) and a normative moral
standard are required, neither of
which atheism can provide. So the
evolutionist’s problem is threefold.

(1) There is no standard to decide
what behavior and values ought to
be conserved from the vast array
of biological possibilities. Social
Darwinism advocated letting the
“favored races” succeed and the
others fail. Few would accept this
today, but if not, why not?
Typically, Darwinists take
something as good, then consider
how to produce it and preserve it.
So in The Moral Landscape, Sam
Harris specifies what he takes as
good for humanity and then ad-
vocates what ought to be done to
further these conditions. However,
he never justifies the initial judg-
ment of value. He cannot do so on
Darwinian grounds. He must philo-
sophically cheat to retain morality.

(2) Even if principles for behavior
are found that are conducive to
survival, these principles would
not necessarily be morally good.
Surviving and being good are two
different things. Darwin himself
thought nature could have been
otherwise.

If...men were reared under
precisely the same condi-
tions as hive-bees, there
can hardly be a doubt that
our unmarried females
would, like the worker-
bees, think it a sacred duty
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to kill their brothers, and
mothers would strive to
kill their fertile daughters;
and no one would think of
interfering.’

In this macabre alternative sce-
nario, the human conscience
would look quite different than it
does today. On this account, our
deepest moral convictions about
human dignity and proper treat-
ment would be rendered mere
happenstances of biology. This is
counterintuitive, to say the least.
We need a better explanation for
conscience and its contents.

(3) If we must make moral deci-
sions based on instinct, we are
left with an unreliable faculty

for moral judgments, since our
instincts are often in conflict
Should we save ourselves or give
ourselves to others? Should we
favor family or country? We may
be torn, but without an appeal to
objective moral value, we are left
to our biological drives. As Lewis
argued, we need a standard above
our impulses.

Now this thing that judges
between two instincts, that
decides which should be
encouraged, cannot itself
be either of them. You
might as well say that the
sheet of music which tells
you, at a given moment, to
play one note on the piano
and not another, is itself
one of the notes on the
keyboard. The Moral Law
tells us the tune we have
to play: our instincts are
merely the keys.®

According to Lewis, conscience has
access to “objective moral value,”
which can adjudicate between
competing instincts. But this no-
tion ill fits naturalism.

Some atheists embrace
Darwinism but posit the existence
of objective moral facts indepen-
dent of the natural world—a view

sometimes called atheistic moral
realism. Of course, this far-flun
and ad hoc metaphysics has noth-
ing to do with Darwinism; it rather
exposes Darwinism’s intrinsic and
inexorable inability to ground
anything like a coherent or livable
morality on its own merits. But
certainly, morality based on the
character of a self-existent, eter-
nal, and personal being provides
a better foundation than to posit
immaterial moral principles that
are inexplicably just there in the
twilight zone of a godless world.

No Acid Bath

If Darwinism were true, it would,
as Dennett claimed, dispense a
universal acid, eating through

all traditional morality and all
objective meaning and purpose.
Darwinism can provide no basis
for moral principles that transcend
nature. But given our knowledge
of basic morality, we can see that
Darwinism must not be true—even
apart from the scientific evidence
against it. We can avoid the acid
bath by affirming the existence of
objective morality and by findin

a sure support for it in the Judeo-
Christian tradition. @

—This article was adapted

from Christian Apologetics: A
Comprehensive Case for Biblical
Faith, by Douglas Groothuis,
pp. 341-345.
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Believing Is Seeing

A Review of Believe: Why Everyone
Should be Religious by Ross Douthat

by Joshua Pauling

or generations, it has been assumed that the inevitable
march of scientific and technological progress would
vanquish religious belief. Yet, despite great advance-
ments in man’s knowledge and material condition,
religion persists, even in secularizing societies. It may take on
different forms (utopian political dreams, conspiracy theories,
psychedelics, UFOs, transhumanism), but the religious im-
pulse of man remains. In his new book Believe, Ross Douthat
makes the case that traditional religion still offers a robust,
reasonable, beautiful pathway for exercising our religious
impulse in ways that are conducive to human flourishing

Douthat has been on the front
lines of these discussions in his
professional and personal life. As
a New York Times columnist who
doesn’t hide his conservatism nor
his Christianity, he gets countless
letters and emails from skeptics
and believers alike. And the circles
he moves in means that he has
personal relationships with many
folks who represent the various
views discussed in the book. His
own life experiences grant him fur-
ther credibility: a religious journey
spanning everything from the
Episcopal Church to charismatic
Christianity to Roman Catholicism,
along with a lengthy, continual
struggle with intense personal
pain and suffering from Lyme
disease.

The Best Explanation
of Reality

Douthat begins his case for tra-
ditional religious belief by chal-
lenging the science-versus-religion
mindset that has been so common
since the Enlightenment and since
Darwin. “The habit of thinking
that regards scientific progress
as perpetually diminishing the
reasonability of religion has things
backward,” he writes, and “the
long arc of science, which initially
seems to bend away from reli-
gion...ultimately bends back by
confirming humanity’s unique posi-
tion in a universe strangely suited
to both our bodies and our minds.”
In such a universe, Douthat
argues, religion explains the data

points best. Order, design, hard-
to-explain numinous experiences,
suffering—all are best explained
within a religious framework. The
historic, systematized religions
probably deserve our respect and
consideration, he writes, since they
have been tested and refined by
the best thinkers and mystics over
time. Do you think you could craft
your own religious system, or mix
and match one that does better?
Douthat argues that’s highly un-
likely if the goal is to find actual
truth. What you’d more likely end
up with is a god made in your own
image and practices that make you
feel good about yourself.

Then he turns specifically to
Christianity and how it offers a rich
bounty that satisfies both mind
and soul: a blend of rationality and
mystery; a grounding in historical
events in a way that roots mystical
experience in revealed truth; and
practices that anchor us in reality
and connect us to the God who
has come into the world in the
Incarnation of Jesus Christ.

Warranted Belief

While you probably won't agree
with everything in the book, the
final chapter is worth the price of
admission, in my opinion. Douthat
explains why he is a Christian,
weaving together an accessible
apologetic and intuitive account
of how Christian truth claims hold
up to scrutiny and make the best
sense of reality. His case is equal
parts ethos (ethics), pathos (emo-
tion), and logos (logic), which
makes it relatable, reasonable, and
compelling.

Yes, even in 2025, Christianity
is warranted belief. Not only that,
but it also makes the most sense
of what we see and experience.

It gives us eyes to see. To turn a
phrase on its head, believing is see-
ing. Christianity is what allows us
to see reality as it truly is. And that
ultimately satisfies the religious
impulse we all have. @
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BOOKBLIPS

Living in Wonder: Finding Mystery & Meaning

ina Secular Age by Rod Dreher

[though materialist narra-

‘ N tives have deeply affected
our perception of the world,
all life possesses ultimate, transcen-
dent meaning, and the heavens and

earth are brimming with signals of it.

Writing like a tour guide of weird and

wonderful things, Dreher helps us
relearn how to perceive the numinous
and engage with the living Logos so
that we may have “the wherewithal
to endure chaos and breakdown...
without losing hope and confidenc

in the future.” o

When Culture Hates You: Persevering for the Common Good as
Christians in a Hostile Public Square
by Natasha Crain

light shine for the benefit of the world

hristians holding to certain
Cbiblically orthodox positions face

heightened pressure to go along
with cultural tides. But when a culture

embraces darkness, it's more important
than ever that Christians faithfully,

courageously, and graciously let their

(even when the world doesn’t want it).
Ultimately, it's not Christians that the
dark forces hate; it’s God. This book
will encourage you and help you to
confidently let your light shine in the
face of darkness.

Pro-Child Politics: Why Every Cultural, Economic & National
Issue Is a Matter of Justice for Children edited by Katy Faust

his book explains how a multi-
Ttude of issues tied up with public

policy affect children. Life, family,
religious liberty, gender, sexuality,
race, the economy, taxes, debt, energy,

technology, foreign policy, law en-
forcement, border security—children

have no say in how any of these mat-
ters are regulated, but the choices
adults make have massive effects on
them, for good or ill. This book will
equip you to use your voice and votes
to prioritize children’s interests over
the desires of adults. e

Happy Lies: How a Movement You (Probably) Never Heard
of Shaped Our Self-Obsessed World by Melissa Dougherty

ougherty traces the lineage of
“New Thought,” a 19th-century

philosophy that interprets tradi-

spiritualized, works-based self-help
to the occult. The way she examines
ideas and then unpacks them with

tional Christian teachings through

a "metamystigorical” (her word)
looking glass, which has led to expres-
sions of “Christianity” ranging from

compassion (and just a touch of light-
hearted snark) makes this a delight-
ful, edifying, and necessary read for
Christians in a post-truth culture. e

No Second Amendment, No First by John Zmirak

udeo-Christian tenets made pos-
J sible the founding of America as

a self-governing, free republic.
Zmirak argues that the biblical view
of man and natural law philosophy
directly imply a right of self-defense as
articulated in the Second Amendment.
As the last bulwark against tyranny,

it is crucial to the preservation of all
other rights. From Lenin’s Russia to
Mao's China to Chavez's Venezuela, the
first move of authoritarians has been
to deny citizens the ability to defend
themselves against the government.
This book is aimed at preventing that
from happening in America. ¢
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FILM BLIPS

The Lunatic Farmer

environmentalist capitalist,” he

all his life. Although his farm | has also been called a “lunatic,”

J oel Salatin has farmed nearly

services more than 5,000
families, 10 restaurants, and fiv
retail outlets, his farming meth-
ods are intentionally natural and
hands-on, not industrial. A self-
described “Christian libertarian

a "bio-terrorist,” and a “world-
class bigot.” Part biopic and part
farm tour, this delightful fil
serves up a refreshing slice of
healthy, sustainable 21st-century

farming in America. ¢

The American Miracle

osted by Michael Medved, this
H inspiring film recounts and reenacts

strange and wonderful aspects of
the rise of the American republic, placing

special emphasis on turns of events which,
unless you're an avowed skeptic, can only

chain of seemingly haphazard, but consis-
tently beneficial, occurrences suggests a
pattern or design,” he concludes. In a day
when Marxist sympathizers falsify history,
this film recovers a story of divine blessing
purchased for posterity at great price by

be described as providential. A long

sacrificial fathers and mothers for liberty. o

Joinor Die

oluntary civic and social
engagement is vital to
making democracy in

America work, says sociolo-
gist Robert Putnam, author of
Bowling Alone (2000). Yet
community involvement has
declined to the point of threat-
ening our wellbeing, both

Eternal You

new market in Al en-
trepreneurship involves
creating avatars and

chatbots from the digital
“remains” of the deceased for
bereaved loved ones to inter-
act with (for a fee, of course).
Project December, HereAfter.ai,
and YOV (You, Only Virtual)

are just a few of the start-ups
turning grief and the quest for
immortality into a business.
These developments reveal a
cultural vacuum in desperate
need of the ministry of the
church and her answer to the
problem of death found in
Jesus Christ.

individually and collectively. To
thrive, we must connect and
engage. While this film occa-
sionally hints that government
is a form of “community,” the
concept of “join or die” applies
across the board, including to
the church, and this is an other-
wise healthy call to do so. ¢

The Unseen War

ictor Marx of All Things
Possible Ministries is
dedicated to setting cap-

tives free physically, emotion-
ally, and spiritually, primarily in
war-torn regions in the Middle
East and Southeast Asia. This
documentary focuses on the

battlefield of the human mind
as the place where the Enemy’s
lies threaten to thwart God'’s
purposes in the believer’s life.
More than just a documentary,
this film is a call to engage in
the unseen global war against
evil. e
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'PARTING SHOT

Disinheriting

the West

Science & the Specter of Private Truth

by Denyse O’Leary

Il the participants in the Scopes trial took one thing
for granted: public truth. Gravity, for example, is a
public truth. What goes up must come down. Defy-
ing the law of gravity is a byword for folly.

Scopes and his patrons re-
garded Darwinian evolution as
truth of that sort. In Summer for
the Gods (1997), Edward Larson
quoted a lead story in The New
York Times which asserted that
Clarence Darrow “bearded the
lion of Fundamentalism today,
faced William Jennings Bryan and
a court room filled with believers
of the literal word of the Bible and
with a hunch of his shoulders and
a thumb in his suspenders defie
every belief they hold sacred.” The
NYT writer, too, assumes that there
is such a thing as public truth,
and it is not Fundamentalism.

The Darwinists thought that

their (true) public truth, taught

in the schools, would replace the
Christian view of human origins,
and for nearly a century, they
were largely successful among the
educated classes.

But the landscape in which
science flourishes has greatly
changed. A rising power threatens

even popular science staples like
Darwinism. | call that new power
private truth.

Cancel Culture Comes

for Darwin’s Faithful
Evolutionary biologists have come
under assault from a quarter they
hardly expected. Their public
truth that says humans acciden-
tally evolved as unusually brainy
apes requires acknowledging the
sex-binary nature of primates.
But as transgenderism became a
mass intellectual movement, the
idea took hold that a human be-
ing could be “born in the wrong
body.” Sensing a contradiction
between biological reality and
passionately held private truths
such as this, elite institutions have
begun to deplatform biologists
who speak out.

The evolutionary biologists
are the most vulnerable because
they have the biggest stake in our
kinship with the great apes. For

example, Richard Dawkins lost

his Humanist of the Year title for
refusing to agree that humans can
change sex. Colin Wright left aca-
demic life, tired of the constant at-
tacks on his doubts about current
gender ideology. Last summer, he
was abruptly ejected from a tax-
payer-funded National Institutes
of Health webinar for no apparent
reason—he had not even so much
as submitted a question in the
Q&A chat window. Evolutionary
biologist Carole Hooven, author of
The Story of Testosterone (2021),
left her position at Harvard and
appears to have suffered a nervous
breakdown. University of Chicago’s
Jerry Coyne found that anything
other than total surrender was re-
jected. Thus, a recent Washington
Post article announced, “Trump
says there are ‘two sexes.’ Experts
and science say it's not binary.”
Right. Those experts who say it is
binary get canceled.

In a world of private truth,
science has no one to plead its
case. This problem is certainly not
limited to evolutionary biology.
We hear claims that witchcraft
should be taken seriously and that
the pursuit of correct answers in
math is a form of oppression. We
face a very different intellectual
world from the one in which Bryan
and Darrow sparred.

A Noxious Liberation

During the birth of early modern
science, long-held European folk
beliefs were often upended. Belief
in noxious vapors as a cause of
disease, for example, eventually
gave way to germ theory. But that
happened in a world that held to
public truth. Much has changed.
The trend to private truth
has recently begun to face more
criticism, but, in my view, it is more
entrenched than some commenta-
tors suppose. Many people experi-
ence a vast liberation when they
are freed from the constraints of
logic, reason, and evidence. They
will not part lightly with their new
freedom. @

64 SALV®



Take turns rolling the 12 dodecahedron dice

to accomplish increasingly difficult combinations.
Can you get all twelve numbers to turn up in one roll?

CONGRATULATIONS! YOUR ADVENTURE BEGINS!

BANG! LIGHTNING
STRIKES THE POND!

SIMIAN SUCCESS!
NOW THINGS WILL
REALLY GET HAIRY!

WHAT ARE THE
ODDS!? YOU'VE
REpLICATED
YOURSELF!

YOUR MONKEY'’S
GONE
NEANDERTHAL!
BUT DO YOU HAVE
THE TOOLS TO
REACH THE NEXT
LEVEL?

YOU'RE OUT OF THE
pRIMORDIAL SOUp!

YOU'VE REACHED
YOUR FINAL FORM!
DARWIN HIMSELF!

YOU'VE GOT A NEW
POWER! TIME TO
LEG IT!

YOU BOARD THE H.M.S.
BEAGLE A HERO AND
WIN THE GAME! ON TO
ENGLAND TO RETIRE IN
STYLE IN YOUR VICTORIAN
COUNTRY ESTATE!




“Well-packaged
and thoughtful
journalism. Highly
recommended!”

Stephen C. Meyer

“An essential
resource to help
you think wisely

about the greatest

“A feast for the
mind and delight
for the soul, a one-
stop banquet for

any thoughtful challenges facing
Christian.” the Christian
Greg Koukl WorIdView."

J. Warner Wallace
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“Each issue is like an
inflatable raft.

Small package. ..
until you pull the cord.”
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THE
BINARY

Are male and female brains really that different?
Does it matter? Why should anybody care?
BY LEONARD SAX
PLUS:
Remembering “Transgender Patient Zero” BY BRUCE WOODALL
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