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Intelligent Design Debate 2005

1. If Christianity really made sense of the world, it would not be so hard to accept, but it doesn't. When you come to something that doesn't make sense, you will simply utter some phrase akin to the old "The Lord works in mysterious ways" and feel you have somehow gained an insight, yet you are still without insight into those "mysterious ways". This thread deals with "God vs Science" and the concept of Intelligent Design has been rather central here. That is an excellent example of what I'm talking about. Intelligent Design says that there are things we cannot make sense out of unless we add an "intelligence" to the mix, but the problem is that doesn't add to our understanding because we can't understand the intelligence.

2. You seem, then, at last, to offer a sense that science shall ultimately usurp the role of myth altogether -- ostensibly because it explains things more accurately???  I'd have it the other way round:  science explains more things accurately.  When there is a clash of science with myth, the science usually wins out in the long run.  But that may be years, or centuries, after the inquisitions and burnings at the stake.  By the way, behavioral scientists are beginning to discover that a community of belief does have adaptive value, even to the extent that humans may be genetically wired for self-deception to maintain that community  (cf. work of Robert Trivers.)  Interesting that it doesn't seem to matter what the beliefs are, only that they are held in common in the community.

3. Science is proven using a standard methodology called the scientific method that is understood the world over

4. Some science can be proven. The Theory of Evolution is just that, a THEORY. Would it be such a bad thing to introduce alternate theories as to how the earth was formed, and how we arrived here?

5. Take the eyeball. All of its parts are useless without all of them appearing at exactly the same moment, spontaneously. The only mechanism available, to evolution, without outside intervention (ie a designer) is mutations. Current scientific observations show that mutations are harmful. So for evolution to have an eyeball, thousands of harmful mutations had to happen at the same time, at precisely the same location, under exactly ideal/perfect conditions and "poof" an eyeball.
6. Evolution isn't a creation story and says nothing about the origins of the universe. Evolution doesn't even really say anything about the origins of life necessarily, biogenesis is separate from evolution. Evolution concerns itself with changes within populations over time and only with that.

As for creation stories and religious ideas - teach them in a philosophy or religious studies class, not a biology class in which they have no place.

7. It takes more faith to believe in no designer, than to believe in a designer.  Believing in no designer, is really a big leap of faith, which is probably why the proponents of no designer, so dishonestly try to keep the true facts from being studied, and revealed.

8. “Intelligent Design Theory,” presents scientific evidence and leaves open the possibility that a higher power could be the creator.

9. How does evolution remove the possibility of God? Seems to me this is more about trying to brush off evidence that proves that the Bible is not accurate, there is no real evidence that God doesn't exist and no real evidence that God does exist either. That's probably why science doesn't touch on God at all - the concept of God is inherently unscientific and therefore God is not an appropriate subject for science to examine. Many scientists do believe in God but it's not something that should be taught about in a science class.

10. ID doesn't fit the available evidence with the claims it makes, relies entirely on attempting to discredit others (usually through mined quotes, misquotes or outright lies) and concealing/misinterpreting the evidence. It also follows no basis of logic (makes the assumption that God created everything and works from there), makes no useful or testable predictions and is essentially a theory that is totally useless to biology being taught because religious people don't like the facts that science has uncovered.

11. This idea about a creator is not forcing a secular god on anyone, it is simply recognizing a higher power could exist.

12. By forcing God into a biology class, yes you are forcing God on someone. You want to learn about God, go to church. I don't want to learn about God and I study biology, why should my time be wasted being taught a theory that is totally unscientific, has no evidential basis and isn't used by any practicing biologist? Again I'll point it out - no scientific theory denies the possibility of the existence of God, it's not a scientific subject - if people want to talk about God, go to church not a biology class.

13. Students should always be given a chance to learn both sides, so that they may make informed decisions.

14. An informed decision requires information and facts, evidence that allows one to make an educated choice. ID provides no facts, no evidence - just attacks evolution in a rather uninformed way. You say learn both sides... problem is that ID cannot survive a peer review (intensive questioning/examination by experts in the field), it doesn't have any papers written using it (ie it isn't used by working biologists as a theory because it doesn't fit the information that we know and provides no usable predictions) and ultimately it has less than no value - if we teach children that God is responsible for all natural processes... then why are they studying science again?

15. Therefore, they both belong in a science classroom.

16. What useful knowledge has been gained through the 'theory' of ID? (it's not a real scientific theory - IDer's know that it can't pass established standards or hold up to intensive questioning by experts) Evolution on the other hand predicted DNA and gave us a basis to understand it once we discovered it (it probably wouldn't have been discovered if people weren't looking for the basic unit of inheritance), allows us to understand how insects mutate to resist pesticides and bacteria mutate to resist anti-biotics, it allows us to understand the physical evidence we see and accounts for the facts, it's allowed us to produce better strains of crops and better breeds of animals by understanding the processes at work. It's allowed us to target problem viruses that are at risk of evolving into something far more deadly before they become a worldwide pandemic. What has ID done for you lately?

17. I think that in the times we are living in, the possibility that we are not merely an accident of nature, is comforting.

18. Should science be about 'comforting people'? What if people had wanted science to be comforting and so kept teaching that the world was flat? What if people wanted science to be comforting and therefore ignored the preposterous notion that little creatures breeding in the filthy environs most people lived caused disease when it was so much more comforting and easy to believe it was due to demons of ill health or strange miasmas? If we're going to prostitute science for the comfort of religious groups, why not go all the way and just teach that a correct answer to any question is that God did it because we can't disprove God? At least then it'd be uniform since I don't see anyone pushing for Intelligent Falling or Intelligent Sub Atomic Physics or anything equally preposterous.

If we only teach what is comfortable then we might as well give up all attempts to search for truth right now because the truth isn't always comfortable or comforting, sometimes it cuts through our preconcieved or inherited notions that we cherish despite them being totally illogical. The point is to get over it and adapt your beliefs to the known facts rather than trying to do it the other way around because you're more comfortable with that.

Just some thoughts anyways, hope life is treating you and yours well.

Peace.

19. I don't think you could teach "intelligent design"  in science class as that is not what science is about. If it were it would be in the science text books. 

