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The controversy over the teaching of science in public schools has been in the news recently.  Several school boards, either local or state, have attempted to stifle the teaching of evolution in biology classes, and have attempted to introduce such concepts as “Creation Science” or “Intelligent Design” as alternative explanations for the origins of life on earth.  The proponents of these anti-evolution alternatives have also rammed through some legislatures, including our own here in Texas, a law requiring that the weaknesses in all scientific theories be illuminated.

I see my job today as outlining the controversy, and giving you a short course in science and its processes.  I also must attempt to tell you what the alternative science is about.  To cover my assignment in half an hour is, of course, impossible, and that would also be true of a full year’s course.  So you won’t come away from here with any new great understanding; but I do hope to lift slightly the veil that obscures some of these seemingly arcane concepts.

First, let us understand that both religion and science begin with assumptions that cannot be proved.  In religion, truth is revealed to and through some medium to the people, and is accepted on faith by the people (voluntarily or otherwise).  The assumption of science is that the universe and its phenomena can be observed and can be understood by observation, questioning, testing, and drawing conclusions.  A necessary condition for science is the absence of what I call discontinuous processes, and some call miracles.  Further, science assumes that the mechanisms of processes remain the same throughout time.  One cannot have God intervening in the affairs of the universe or changing the mechanisms, otherwise, there could be no consistency, and no understanding.  This does not imply a denial of God, but it does deny an intervening God.

I have written one definition of science:  Science is that portion of human endeavor that attempts to understand, explain, and exploit the observable phenomena of the universe.

I shall not discuss the point of view that the world was created by God according to the literal words of Genesis, other than to note that most, if not all, cultures have their own myth of creation.  This assertion is revealed truth and is accepted by many as a matter of faith; but there is no evidence for such assertion or faith.  I don’t think that many of the advocates of literal creationism will insist that their belief should be called science.

“Intelligent Design” is a derivative of creationism.  Its proponents assert that life is too complex to have arisen by chance, and, therefore, some designer must have designed the universe and its life forms.  The assertion that this abdication of intellectually honest pursuit is akin to science is absurd, and I dismiss it as intellectually dishonest.  At its best, it is pseudoscience.
Now, we can consider some other issues.  I noted the insistence that science teachers point out the so-called weaknesses in all scientific theories.  Is it not interesting that the only scientific theory noted to have weaknesses is that of evolution?  We don’t hear about the weaknesses in the theory of molecular structure, of atomic structures, Newtonian physics, or the lack of any theory for that well-known Lay of Gravity.  That’s because these other weaker theories present no threat to the religious fundamentalists’ relationship with God, as they see it.  Most of them wouldn’t recognize the others owing to their general ignorance of science, anyway.

I propose to show you some pictures of that marvelous molecule DNA.  I hope I can give you an idea, not an understanding, of how evolution seems to occur, and some very powerful evidence that Homo sapiens and Chimpanzees are not only cousins, but also that both arose from the same precursor.

