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PROCEEDI NGS
JOHN F. HAUGHT, PH.D.,
havi ng been sworn, testified as foll ows:
EXAM NATI ON BY COUNSEL FOR THE DEFENDANTS
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Good norni ng, Professor Haught. As you
know, nmy name is Richard Thonpson, and we've met
previously, and I would like to ask if you've ever
been deposed before in a court case.

A No, this is ny first tine.

Q kay. And you've just been sworn to tell
the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?

A Yes.

Q You understand the neani ng of that oath?

A Yes.

Q It's the sane as if you were in a
courtroom - -

A Yes.

Q -- in front of a judge. Because of the

i nportance of telling the truth, the whole truth and
not hing but the truth, | would Iike you to just follow
a fewrules | think that are basically common to all
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depositions. And that is, you have to speak orally;
you can't shrug or nod your head because the court
reporter cannot take down a shrug or a nod of the
head; that if you don't understand a question that I
ask you or don't hear it, please ask ne to repeat the
qguestion or rephrase it and I will try my best to do
that. Do you understand that?

A Yes.

Q You understand that the deposition is a way
of the defendants finding out the basis of your expert
opi ni on?

A Yes.

Q And that the answers that you give nme wll
be answers that we may use in court?

A Yes.

Q The rules take a -- regardi ng depositions
are a little nore lenient than the rules in actua
court testinony, and, so, the basis is that you answer
the questions | ask you unless your |awyer directs you
not to answer it. At that time you follow the
direction of your lawer. |If you need to take a break
at any tine, please say you need to take a break. I'm

sure we will take periodic breaks anyway, but if you
need to take a break, please first finish the
guestion -- answering the question, and then we can
take the break then.

Are you taking any kind of medication or
drugs that would in any way detract fromyour ability
to understand the questions?

A No.

Q Ckay. Is there any reason that you can
think of that you will not be able to truthfully
answer the questions?

A No.

Q Ckay. So if you answer a question that |
ask, then | will assunme that you' ve heard the question
and understood it; is that correct?

A Yes.

MR WLCOX: bjection. He mght not
have understood it the way you understood it.

VR THOWPSON: Right.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q During the deposition your counsel will
object, and that is for the Record, and normally you
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will continue to answer the question unless your
counsel directs you not to.

The reason why you're here this norning is
because you have prepared an expert report in support
of the plaintiffs' case; do you understand that?

A Yes.

Q And the plaintiffs are several parents who
have filed a | awsuit agai nst the Dover School
District; do you understand that?

A Yes.

Q And t he Dover School District is considered
t he defendant in this case; do you understand that?

A Yes.
Q Have you tal ked to anyone in preparation for
your deposition this norning?
A No.
MR WLCOX: Excuse ne. You tal ked
with ne.

THE WTNESS: | thought you nmeant this
morning did I talk --
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q vell --

A -- did | talk to anyone --

Q -- "this norning" --

A -- this norning.

Q In preparation for your deposition this
norni ng - -

A Ch, okay.

Q -- have you tal ked to anyone? It could have

been yesterday or the day before.

A Yes, | talked to M. WI cox.

MR THOWPSON: | would |ike to have
mar ked as Defendants Exhibit 1 a document entitled,
John F. Haught CurriculumVitae, and |'ve nade copies
for you and you.

(Def endants Deposition Exhibit Nunber 1 was
marked for identification and attached to the
transcript.)

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q I want to show you Defendants Exhibit 1 and
ask if you could identify that?
A Yes.

Q And what is it?
A It's ny curriculumvitae.
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Q And you prepared that?

A | prepared this, yes.

Q kay. Would you please reviewit, and |I'm
going to ask you whether that is an accurate depiction
of your history -- of your career and the books that
you've witten?

A As far as | know, vyes.

Q kay. You were born on Novenber 12th, 19427
A Yes.

Q kay. And you're married?

A " mmarri ed.

Q

And what was the date of that marriage, if
you recal |l ?
Sept enber 4th, 1967.
kay. And you have two children?
Two children
And what are their ages?
Thirty -- one was born in 1970 and the ot her
1973, so 34 and 32.
Q Ckay. Do you recall whether they went
t hrough a public high school or whether they went to a
private school ?

>O>0 >

A They both went to private high schools,
public grade schools.

Q kay. Private high schools, do you renenber
t he nane of the high school s?

A The ol der son went to Gonzaga H gh School in
Washi ngt on and the other son went to Bi shop O Connel
in Arlington, Virginia.

Q Are those both Ronan Catholic?

A Both of those are Roman Catholic schools.

Have you ever been a party to a | awsuit
bef ore?

A No.

Q Ckay. Have you testified -- have you ever
testified in a trial --

A No --
Q -- before?
A -- | haven't.
MR WLCOX: Just off the Record for a
second.

(Di scussion off the Record.)
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q VWhat is your current occupation?
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A | ama witer and speaker -- lecturer. |
have just retired fromteaching at Georgetown.
Q And what was the date of that retirenent?
A It will be -- well, the official date was

May -- no, |I'msorry, August of 2000 and -- what's
the -- 2004.

Q 20047

A Uh- huh.

Q Prior to your retirenent from Georgetown,
what was your position there?

A I was the Heal ey Professor of Theol ogy,

Thomas Heal ey Professor of Theol ogy.
Q And how | ong had you held that position?

A That particular chair only one year.
Q And before then?
A Before that | was the Landegger

Di stingui shed Professor from 1996 to 2002.

Q And that was al so as a professor of
t heol ogy?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. When were you contacted by the
plaintiffs to be an expert in this case?

A | believe it was in February of 2005.

Q And who --

A Possibly earlier. 1 don't remenber.

Q VWho cont acted you?

A St eve Harvey.

Q And do you know who he is?

A He's a | awer for Pepper Hamlton.

Q Had you had any prior relationship with
M. Harvey?

A None what soever.

Q Ckay. What were you asked to do by
M. Harvey?

A To be a witness for this particul ar case.

Q Did he ask you to be a witness in any

particul ar area of the case or just be a witness in
this case?

A Wll, to -- to be a witness against -- in
the Gvil Liberties or ACLU case agai nst the Dover
School Boar d.

Q And did he tell you how you could help in
t hat case?

A I"mnot sure that he ever said so
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explicitly; | can't recall. But ny assunption was he
t hought that | could be a -- a witness in making a
case agai nst the Dover School Board's advice that
students be exposed to intelligent design theory as an
alternative to evolutionary biology as usually taught
in the schools.

Q Wl |, why did you agree to do that?

A | didit out of principle that -- a deep
principle that I have that the school board was
inmplicitly confusing issues in science and religion
that should be carefully distinguished and that, in
effect, the school board was proposing that science
cl assroons in Pennsylvania and presumably el sewhere
should, in the interest of what they referred to as
bal anced treatnent, give the students exposure to what
they consider to be alternatives to evolutionary
bi ol ogy but which | consider to be not alternatives to
bi ol ogy but alternatives to a specific ideol ogy.

Q Did you cone to that conclusion prior to
agreeing to be an expert?
A Yes, | had witten about intelligent design

and its relationship to the science and religion issue

for a nunber of years, particularly starting in 1995,
but nmore recently in ny books God After Darw n and
Deeper Than Darwin as well as in many | ectures and
other articles and book chapters that 1've
contri but ed.

Q Is it an accurate statenment, then, that you
becane involved in a substantial degree with the issue
of intelligent design theory in 1995?

A | started probably before that, but
especi ally since 1995, yes.
Q How | ong before that had you becone famliar

or involved in studying the issue of intelligent
design theory?

A Well, since |'ve taught science and religion
for 35 years, | have been inplicitly and | ess
i ntensely, but, nonethel ess, substantively involved in
di scussions of intelligent design for nmany years.

Q How many years?

A | would say probably 20 -- 15 to 20.

Q At the earliest part of your interest in
intelligent design theory 15 to 20 years ago, who were
t he proponents of intelligent design at that tine?
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A Wll, the termintelligent design theory was
not in vogue at that tine, but substantively there
have al ways been what we would call proponents of
natural theol ogy goi ng back a nunber of centuries, in
fact, but I can't recall specifically what the nanes
of the people were because it was just one genera
alternative in a wi de spectrum of approaches in
sci ence and religion.

Q VWhen is the first article or book you
publ i shed that touched upon intelligent design theory
in any way?

MR WLCOX: (bjection, vague. Could
you use a nore specific phrase than "touched upon"?
Do you nean nentioned intelligent design?

MR, THOWPSON: Thank you.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Mentioning intelligent design.

A | believe the first explicit nention of that
formal termwas in ny book God After Darw n; although
it's possible -- | don't recall that I nmentioned it in

an article published in a book by the Vatican Press or
the -- a book published jointly by the Center for

Theol ogy and Natural Sciences and the Vatican
oservatory. | can't renenber the title of the
collection, but it was only a year or so before the
CGod After Darwi n book came out, and | substantively
made that particular essay a chapter in my book CGod
After Darw n.

Q When was God After Darw n aut hored?

A It was published in 1999.
Q Now, you nentioned before that you had
di scussed the concept, | guess is the word, of

intelligent design wthout using the words intelligent
design theory; is that what you said earlier?

A Yes. I'mnot sure that |I actually wote
about it, but | discussed it in ny classes for 20 or
SO years as one approach in a whol e spectrum of
approaches to evol ution.

Q VWhat ki nds of classes were they?

A I taught a course in science and religion
for alnost 35 years now, and it's in that course
especi al ly.

Q Did you use any particul ar textbook?

A | used a book -- well, | used -- before 1995
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| used five or six different books. One of themwas a
book called -- this goes back to the '70s -- called
Chance and Necessity by Jacques Monod, who represents
a materialist interpretation of evolution, but who was
inmplicitly criticizing the intelligent design approach

without calling it that back as early as 19 -- late
1960s. | used that book

| used a book by lan Barbour -- that's I-A-N
B-A-R-B-OUR-- called Issues in Science and
Rel i gi on.

Q Do you renenber when that was published?

A That was published, | believe, also in the
late '60s. |'m going way back here trying to refresh
my menory. | used a book by Julian Huxley, Religion
Wthout Revelation. | used --

Q VWhen was that published, if you know?

A That was published probably back in the
'50s. And then nost inportant | used a book by Alfred
North Wi tehead called Science and the Mbdern Worl d,
and it was probably that text nore than any others
that led nme to an approach which woul d eventual ly be
opposed to the intelligent design novenent.

And when was that book published?
First published in 1925.
And you becane aware of it when?
Ch, | became aware of it in the early 1970s.
Now, you indicated that book was the
catal yst for your feelings about intelligent design?
A For ny feelings about the inadequacy both
theol ogically and scientifically of intelligent
desi gn, yes.
Q Did any of these other authors that you

O>XrO0 >0

mentioned -- were they all against intelligent design
t heory?

A Yes. | failed -- | have another book that
| -- I didn't finish ny Iist of books.

Q I"msorry. Sure.

A Anot her maj or book or actually several books

were aut hored by the Catholic geol ogi st and

pal eont ol ogi st Teil hard de Chardin. That's
T-E-1-L-HA-RD, and then D-E, Chardin, GCGHARDI-N
And he's been deeply informative or formative, |
shoul d say, for ny own approach to science and
religion as a Roman Catholic, and he would al so have
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been opposed to the intelligent design approach

Q Now, | think Chardin --

A Tei | hard.

Q How do you pronounce it?

A Teil hard. He goes by the nane of Teil hard
de Chardin.

Q Teil hard de Chardin. He was a Jesuit
priest; is that correct?

A He was a Jesuit priest.

Q And he was -- I'mnot sure of the right word
to use. He was sort of not in the mainstream of the
church at the tinme?

A You could say that, yes. He was not allowed
to publish his own works in his owmn lifetime. His
religious essays. Hi s scientific essays were not
controversial, so he published those. He was one of
the top two or three geol ogists of the Asian continent
during his life, but he could not publish his
religious witings.

Q Now, you al so are an author of a newer book
on science and religion?

A My book Science and Religion was published

in 1995 --

Q kay.

A -- God After Darwin in 1999 and Deeper Than
Darwi n in 2003.

Q Are you --

A And - -

Q Wl l, go ahead. |'msorry.

A And presently I'mworking on a book which is

going to be called Is Nature Enough, which is a
critique of scientific naturalism

Q How far along are you in that book?

A I"mpretty far along. | should be finished
by the end of the sunmer.

Q Does it deal with intelligent design?

A Yes, it does in passing, but ny book Deeper
Than Darwi n has a whol e chapter on intelligent design

but this book deals with it in passing. | nmention it
quite often in the book as an inadequate response to
the threat of secular -- of naturalism rather, in
intellectual life today.

Q Does the book discuss Darwin's Theory of
Evol uti on?
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A Yes.

MR THOWPSON: | would like a copy of
t he manuscript under the sane justification that the
plaintiffs have asked for a copy of the manuscript of
Bil| Denbski's new book, Revising of Pandas and
Peopl e.

MR WLCOX: |Is there a reference in
the report to it?

VR, THOWPSON:  No.

MR WLCOX: | don't think the anal ogy
is quite apt, but I will take it under advi senment and
discuss it with the w tness.

THE WTNESS: It's still in the process
of being witten, so it's not ny final thoughts on
t hese i ssues.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Have your thoughts been evolving -- | hate
to use that word -- through tinme?
A O course. O course.

Q Looki ng back on the three books that you
have published so far, would you change any of the
concl usi ons that you've witten?

A I woul d change sone enphases; for exanple, |
have a chapter on information in God After Darw n
whi ch has been somewhat coopted, | think erroneously,
by M chael Behe and al so nore recently by WIlIliam
Denbski to be somehow supportive of their position.
woul d be nore careful to phrase ny position
differently -- alittle bit differently today than
did in that book because it -- the way | have it there
it could possibly Iead to m sunderstandi ngs of ny
basi c position.

Q Any ot her changes that you would make in any
of the books that you have witten, the three books
t hat you' ve nentioned?

A No substantive changes that | can think of
at the nonent.

Q VWhen did you first beconme interested in the
t heory of evol ution?

A Back when | was about 23 years old when |
first read Teil hard de Chardin whose view was t hat
not hing i n biology can be understood apart from
evol ution, a view which had al so been expressed by
Theodosi us Dhobzhansky, a Russian Orthodox scientist.
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MR THOWPSON: | would |ike to have
this marked Defendants Exhibit 2.

(Def endants Deposition Exhibit Nunber 2 was
marked for identification and attached to the
transcript.)

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Pr of essor Haught, would you | ook at
Def endants Exhibit 2 and see if you can identify that?

A This is the report that | submitted in the
proceedings in the United States District Court for
the Mddle District of Pennsylvania, Tamy Kitzmller
et al. versus Dover Area School District and Dover
Area School District Board of Directors.

Q Is this what we would call your expert
report?

A It's an abstract of what would be nuch nore
det ai | ed.

Q And this was the report you prepared in
response to the request of attorney Steve Harvey?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. And you are aware that this report
could be used by a judge to make a decision in this

case?
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE W TNESS: Yes, | am
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q First a couple of general questions. Does
this report contain a conplete statenent of all the
expert opinions you intend to give in the court case?

A Probably not. As | said, this is just a
sketch of nmy -- of what would be a nore substantive
and nore detail ed testinony.

Q So this is not a conplete --
A This is not -- not --

Q -- opinion that you would --
A O course not.

Q -- venture?

A No.

Q Have you witten any suppl enmental reports?
A In relation to this case?

Q Yes.

A No

Q

Have you witten any rebuttal reports to any
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of the experts that the defendants have provi ded?

A | have not written any, no.

Q Ckay. Have you seen any of the reports that
the expert -- experts for the defendants have witten?

A Yes, and | read through nost of theny sone

of themnore hurriedly than others.

Q VWen did you do that?

A | started doing that about two weeks ago.

Q Ckay. So your expert report, Exhibit 2, was
witten prior to the time you saw any of the other
expert reports?

A Yes, | had seen no others at the tine.

Q Ckay. \What about the experts on your side,
the expert opinions that the plaintiffs had; have you
seen any of their reports?

A I'"ve read hurriedly Pennock's. 1'm already
famliar with Kenneth MIller's approach. For many
years |'ve studied his work. Wo else is there?

Q Bar bara Forrest?

A | read through hers, also, yes.

Q Ckay. Any others? Shallit, Professor
Shallit?

No, | did not read Shallit's.
Hs is arebuttal report.
| can't remenber.
kay. At the tinme that you prepared this
report, were you aware of the other expert reports,
both plaintiffs' and defendants'?

A No, | knew vaguely that sone people had been
solicited to wite other expert reports, but | did not
know who they were or what they were going to say.

QrOo>r

Q Did you contact any of the other experts
prior to witing this report?
A | did not.

Q Ckay. So you cannot say today or you said
to the contrary that this report does not contain al
of your opinions that you would venture in this case?

A No, I've witten a nunber of pieces; nore
recently a book called Debating Design. | have a nore
t hor ough di scussion of intelligent design there than
do here. In nmy book Deeper Than Darwin | discuss
intelligent design in much nore depth than | do here.
This is only a kind of, as | said, very sketchy
representation of what | would say if | had tine to
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develop this in book-length form

Q Ckay. Wether in book-l1ength formor not,
I"'minterested in what you would be testifying as an
expert in court regarding this issue. You' re saying
t hat your opinions woul d be much broader than the
opi nions that you give in this report?

MR WLCOX: bjection. What he will
testify to will be in response to those questions that
are put to him naturally, and those questions will be
posed by counsel. To the extent that defense counse
wi shes to bring out even further material by
cross-exam ni ng, defense counsel can do that. But for
the witness to sit here today and predict what he wll
be asked and what he nmight be asked on

cross-exam nation, | think, is asking too much of the
Wi t ness.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Wl |, you've indicated your opinion would be

much broader than what you've prepared in your report;
is that correct?

A The opinions that | have about intelligent
desi gn have been devel oped -- devel oping for a nunber
of years.

Q " mtal ki ng about your expert report.

A My expert report | would say is accurate but

not adequate as far as ny own understandi ng of and
criticismof intelligent design is concerned.

Q VWhat about as it relates to the particul ar
case that we're involved with?

MR WLCOX: (bjection, vague.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Do you think it's -- do you think this -- do
you think your report is adequate for the particul ar
case that we are involved with today?

MR WLCOX: bjection. That calls for
a legal conclusion as to what's required under Rule
26. This expert is not here as a | egal expert.

MR THOWSON: | didn't ask a |egal
concl usi on.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q | asked your own opinion as an expert in
this area.
A Is it adequate?

Q Yes.
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MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: As |'ve been saying --
wel |
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Go ahead and answer it unless your --

A As |1've been saying, it's an accurate but
not an adequate representation of the full view of the
opi nions that | have about the topic.

Q Ckay. \What about the bases; have you
provided all the bases that you have for your opinion
that you've witten in this expert report?

A No, because | did it in such a way as to
make it readable and presentable to people who are not
experts in theology, so |I've left out a considerable
anmount of theol ogi cal background out of which I am
i ssuing this report.

Q And you say you left out a considerable
anmount ?

A I left out nost of ny theol ogy of evolution
in this report.

Q How long did it take for you to wite this
report?

A About a week. | was not working at it
steadily, but | had it pretty well worked out within a
week.

Q Did you refer to any other docunents as you
prepared this report?

Did I consult any --

Yes, or consult or refer

-- consult any other docunents?

Wll, | had -- | consulted some sections O
Pandas and Peopl e that had been brought to ny
attention.

Q By whont?

A By Steve Harvey whose --

Q Did you read the entire book?

A | did not read the entire book. | can tel
you that | have the book, but | started to read it and
i mediately considered it to be a waste of ny tine.

Q Wy is that?

A Because there are nuch nore sophisticated
presentations of the intelligent design position that
| was already famliar wth.

Q In preparing for the report did you | ook at

>0 >
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any ot her docunents that were provided for you by
M. Harvey or the law firmrepresenting --

A Not that | recall --

Q -- the plaintiffs?

A Not that | recall at the nonent.

Q kay. Did you I ook at the conpl aint that
was filed in the lawsuit?

A | did read the conpl aint.

Q kay. Did you look at the answer?

A And the answer as well.

Q Did you | ook at the policy itself?

A Was that -- if that was included in the
docunent that | was given, | -- |I'massumng that I
did. | read the whole docunent that -- that was -- |
don't know whether the policy -- whether --

Q Did you I ook at a particul ar docunent that
was -- that was a two-paged docunent that was
entitled -- in fact, let's just mark it.

MR THOWPSON: Wbul d you mark this?
(Def endants Deposition Exhibit Nunber 3 was
marked for identification and attached to the
transcript.)

THE WTNESS: | read everything that
St eve gave ne.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Ckay. | want you to look at that. It's
Def endants Exhibit 3. It's entitled Board Press
Rel ease for Biology Curriculum 11-19-04, Re-posted
12-14- 04.

A (Wtness reviews docunent.) | can't recall
ri ght now whether | actually read this or not.

Q kay.

A But if it was included in the packet of

material that Steve Harvey nmade available to nme, then
| did read it because | read everything in that

packet .

Q VWhen were you given that packet?

A | think it was in February, some tinme in
February or -- yes, February or March. | can't

renenber exactly.

Q Can you describe the packet in any greater
detail ?

A | just read the -- what | recall in the
packet was the conplaint and the -- the answer.
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Q Ckay. You don't recall this Defendants
Exhi bit Nunmber 3?2

A No.

Q Ckay. You indicated it took you about a
week to wite the report but not every hour of the
week. How many hours would you say you spent on it?

A Maybe 15.

Q kay. Did you receive any conpensation for
your expert opinion?

A No conpensati on

Q Did you ask for any?

A | did not ask for any.

Q Wy not ?

A | didn't ask for it because |I felt that it
was nmy duty as someone who is a -- considered to be an
expert in this area to educate the parties involved as
well as -- as well as the public who will read about

this case in what | consider to be inportant
distinctions in the field of science and religion
evol ution and theol ogy, that are being left out, that
are not being made by various parties involved in the
case.

Q In preparation for your report, did you
speak to any school board nenbers of the Dover Area
School District?

A | did not.

Q Did you speak to any of the parents --

A | did not.

Q -- who are the plaintiffs in the case?

A | did not.

Q Did you speak to any of the teachers?

A | did not.

Q Did you talk to any of the students?

A | did not.

Q Did you read the biology textbook that was

bei ng used by the ninth grade biol ogy course?

| did not.

Did you read any court opinions dealing with
the teaching of evolution or intelligent design?

A | did not read themin preparation for this
particul ar statement, but | had read over court
statenments that had been made in the past, in the
Arkansas creation trial, for exanple, and I'mfamliar
with the ideas of Mchael Ruse and Langdon G | key, a

o >
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t heol ogi an who was involved in the case, in the
Arkansas case, and who was at that tine a professor of
t heol ogy at the University of Chicago but who |ater
came to CGeorgetown University at ny invitation when
was chair of the departnent.

Q Did you read the case of Aguillard versus --

MR WLCOX: Edwards v. Aguillard.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q -- Edwards versus Aguillard?

A | did not read -- | don't recall whether |
read it or not.

Q That's a United States Supreme Court case
that was decided in 1987; do you renenber readi ng that
at all?

A Not with reference to this case. | probably
read it in the past because |'ve been interested in
the issue.

Q Ckay. But you woul d not consider yourself a
constitutional |aw expert, would you?

A No.

Q Did anyone assist you in witing this expert
report?

A No one -- no, no one.

Q kay. In preparation for your expert

opi nion did you read any of the Pennsylvania Academ c
Sci ence Standards?

A No.

Q Since this report has been witten you
i ndi cated you read sone of the other expert opinion
reports fromyour side

A Yes, | read themvery quickly.

Q kay. Do you recall if you disagreed with
any of the concl usions?

A | did not disagree substantively with any of
them | do have sonme differences in terns of
vocabul ary, for exanple. | do not refer to

intelligent design as creationi smwhereas others do,
and | woul d have enphasi zed perhaps nore clearly than
Pennock and Forrest the distinctions between
intelligent design and creationism

Q Were there any other disagreenents that you
coul d renenber?

A No.

Q Now, do you know any of these people
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personal |y, Pennock or Forrest?

A I've never nmet Pennock. | did neet Barbara
Forrest when | nade a speaking trip to Louisiana just
this past nonth of April after both of us had
subm tted our reports.

Q VWere was that? Wiere did you have that
speech?

A | gave a tal k at Southeastern Louisiana
Uni versity where she's a professor

Q And what was the title of your speech?

A God After Darwin.

Q Ckay. Now, in your classes at Georgetown,
what year students did you have?

A Al four years.

Q kay. And did you teach nore than one
class -- one subject matter in those courses? |'m not
sure |'masking that question correctly. Was there
nore than one course you taught?

A Each senester during nost of my career at
Ceorgetown we were required to teach three courses, so
| taught a course called The Problem of God. | taught
a nunber of other courses which are listed in ny

resurme.
Q kay.
A But nmy main focus throughout mny career at

Ceorgetown, and increasingly so as ny career went
along, was to deal with issues in science and

religion.

Q Wl |, do you consider yourself an expert in
the field of biology?

A No, I'mnot an expert in any particul ar
science. |I'mnot a scientist. [|'ma theol ogi an

Q kay. So | want to go down a list so | nake
sure. You don't consider yourself an expert in
m cr obi ol ogy?

A No.
Q Chemi stry?
A No, not -- by "expert" could you clarify

what you nean?

Q An expert that can -- that either deals with
it as a subject matter they teach; that is someone
that is involved in the actual field, such as
chem stry | abs; a man |i ke Behe being involved wth
studyi ng under a m croscope.
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A I have no formal postgraduate training in
any of the natural sciences. M know edge of these
conmes fromny own readi ng of presentations by
scientists of their field.

Q Ckay. Would you consider yourself an expert
in mat hematics?

A No.

Q Probabilities?

A No.

Q Wbul d you consi der yourself an expert in the
phi | osophy of science?

A I"'mnore fanmliar with that and nore expert
in that than I amw th science.

Q Are you a nenber of any organizations of
schol ars who are phil osophers of science?

A I"ma nmenber of the International Society
for Science and Religion, which includes sone of our
best phil osophers of science.

Q But that's not necessarily --

A I"ma nmenber --

Q Ckay. Excuse ne.

A -- the American Acadeny of Religion, of the

Cat hol i ¢ Theol ogi cal Society of Anerica. |'ma nmenber
of The Center for Process Studies, which includes a
| ot of phil osophies of science.

Q Those are organi zations that phil osophers of
sci ence may belong to but those are not organizations
primarily for philosophers of science; is that
correct?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE WTNESS: That's correct.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Ckay. \What about phil osophy of education
do you consider yourself an expert in the phil osophy
of education?

A " mnot an expert, but because of ny reading
of Alfred North Whitehead, | have definite opinions on
what woul d constitute good education

Q And those opinions are primarily based on
your readi ng of that one book?

A The one book of Whitehead s? No, |'ve read
many books of Wit ehead.

Q Ckay. But those -- the books of
Wi t ehead - -
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A Yes.

Q -- are the basis for your expertise in
educati on?

A | didn't use the termexpertise. | said ny

know edge, mny understandi ng of what would constitute
good educati on.

Q Ckay. Do you consider yourself an expert on
genetics?

A No.

Q Ckay. Would you consider M chael Behe a
scientist?

A Yes, | do.
Q Wbul d you consider Bill Denbski a scientist?
A I think he would be a mat hemati ci an nore

than a scientist.

Q VWhat is your definition of a scientist, |
guess | shoul d ask?

A A scientist is someone who is trained in
scientific nethod and who applies it in teaching,
writing and experinentation

Q Do you know Bill Denbski ?

A I have met himand had ani abl e conversati ons

with Bill Denbski.

Q You' ve been jointly interviewd, as |
recal | ?

A Yes. W& were together at Oxford University
several summers ago, and we had a joint presentation
in which we presented our own positions and then
afterwards we conducted an interview for theol ogy and
sci ence.

Q Based upon your contacts with M. Denbski,
do you consider hima credi ble mat hemati ci an?

A Yes.

Q Based on your contacts with M chael Behe, do
you consi der him a credi bl e biologist?

A VWhen he's doing his biology, | consider him

credi ble. \When he's doing phil osophy of science, | do
not .

Q kay. He has witten a book review on one
of your books. |'mnot sure which one it was now.

A It was CGod After Darwin.

Q God After Darwin. And as | recall, he
basically -- one of the conclusions he had was that

you're a -- you're an intelligent design theorist.
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A Well, as | said earlier, he focused in on
that chapter which I would -- if | had a chance to do
it over, | would probably change sonme of the wording

so that he would not see nyself as an advocate of
intelligent design.

Q VWhat was the basis for his opinion?

A The basis for his opinion was that | had
presented the informational aspect of nature as
distinct fromthe material and energetic conponents of
nature, and since "information" is a termthat can
easily be conflated, | think quite wongly, wth what
intelligent design neans by design, he considered ny
approach to be not far fromhis canp. And | did
respond to that article, that review that he wote,
and in ny response | referred to ny Witeheadi an
approach as one that would introduce the notion of
novelty along with the notion of order as
i ndi spensabl e to understandi ng the natural world.

Q That was back in 1999 as | recall; is that
correct?

A 1999 or 2000. | can't renenber exactly the
dat e.

Q In fact, that exchange between you and Behe
was quite civil as | recall reading?

A | try to be civil in all mnmy exchanges.

(Recess -- 9:54 a.m)

(After recess -- 9:58 a.m)

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Are you famliar with the book witten by
M chael Behe entitled Darwin's Bl ack Box?

A Yes, |'ve read that book.

Q And, in fact, isn't that a book that you
recommend to your students?

A I don't have themread the book, but | have
them read essays that reflect the content of that
book.

Q Ckay. Could you describe what the book
really is about?

A Very briefly it's an attenpt to show the
Darwi ni an theory is incapable of adequately expl aini ng
certai n bi ochem cal phenonena, subcellul ar phenonena
t hat possess what Behe refers to as irreducible
conpl exity.

Q And you are famliar with that phrase
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i rreduci ble conplexity?

A Yes.
Q And what does it mean to you?
A Irreduci ble complexity is the characteristic

of any system made up of nultiple conponents in which
if any particul ar conponent were absent the particul ar
system could not function in such a way as to be able
to be selected by natural selection. The idea of the
book -- the argument of the book is one that appeals
to a statenent by Charles Darwin hinself; that if it
could be shown that evolution occurs in any other way
than by mnute, increnental, gradual steps, that his
theory would fall apart. And Behe's point is that
subcel [ ul ar mechani sns whi ch exhibit irreducible
conpl exity could not possibly have been put together
by small, gradual, incremental, mnute stages of
devel opnent, and, therefore, some other expl anation
t han Darwi ni an expl anation is needed to explain the
i rreduci ble conpl exity.

Q One of the biological matters that he tal ks
about is the bacterial flagellum is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And he tal ks about the bacterial flagellum
as a biologist; is that correct?

A As a bi ochemi st.

Q Bi ochem st, right. And do you recall what
he says about that?

A Well, he sees it as anal ogous to an out board
nmotor; that the parts are coordinated in such a way
that the only conclusion he can draw as far as
explaining it is that some formof what he calls
intelligent design was operative in its manufacture.

Q And he al so di scusses ot her biol ogical --

A Phenonena.

Q -- phenonena; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q In this book, in this book

A Yes.

Q Do you renenber the others?

A The eye bl ood-clotting mechanismin
particul ar.

Q And he discusses those in scientific terns;
is that correct?
A He does discuss themin scientific ternms up
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to a point, but he explains themin nonscientific
terns ultimtely.

Q And the explanation in nonscientific terns
is what?

A Is the use of the word intelligence in
intelligent design, which is not considered to be by
conventional science an explanatory category at | east
as far as the self-limting discipline of natura
science is concerned.

Q Now, as | recall, in response to his review
of your book, God After Darwi n, you responded back and
i ndi cated that you enjoyed reading Darw n's Bl ack Box;
is that accurate?

A Yes, | enjoy reading Friedrich N etzsche and
atheistic tracts, as well.
Q However, you also said, and I quote, | nake

sure that ny students becone familiar with its
argunent and | suspect that discussion of it has
enriched many science and religion courses in the |ast

few years --
A Yes.
Q -- end of quote?
A Yes.
Q Is that a statenment that you nade?
A Yes. Can | explain that statenent?
Q Yes, please do.
A In the same sense -- enriched in the sane

sense as ny students in The Probl em of God course are
enriched by reading the witings of atheists |ike

Si gmund Freud, Al bert Canmus and Jean-Paul Sartre,
because it invokes a critical sense in the students
that enriches their lives. So the enrichnent refers
not to the possibility that they're enriched by the
specific content, that they appropriate that content
as their own thinking, but that it places themin
conversation with other positions that allows themto
develop a critical sense and develop their own

posi tions.
Q That's the purpose of education, is it not?
A That's one of the purposes of education.
Q Yes. It encourages critical thinking?
A Yeah. You have to renmenber I'mdoing this
in a theology class and not a science class. In

science classes | would not consider it appropriate to
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bring inintelligent design as an alternative -- as a
scientific alternative or allegedly scientific
alternative to evolutionary biol ogy.

Q Wul dn't it provide the sane kind of
critical thinking nmechani snf?

A It would if it were done in a course on
critical thinking, but it could be very confusing to
students if it were presented as an alternative to
scientific ideas.

Q Wll, is critical thinking only a matter of
concern for educators in courses on critical thinking?

A No, but there are different kinds of
critical thinking follow ng different nethods. One
exanple of critical thinking is learning to
di stingui sh between scientific method and
phi | osophi cal and i deol ogi cal and theol ogi ca
assunptions of beliefs.

Q Vll, we'll get to that in a nonment, but
didn't Darwin hinself in The Oigin of Species discuss
intelligent design?

A Implicitly, yes.

Q And he was conparing and contrasting

intelligent design with his own theory of evolution
was he not?

A He consi dered the biol ogical record to be
one that placed in question a certain type of natura
t heol ogy represented by WIliam Paley and earlier by
ot her phil osophers and theol ogi ans. He did not deny
t he exi stence of design; adaptive design was sonething
that he was able to detect as a science -- scientist.
But in explaining adaptive design, he no | onger
considered it essential to refer to directly
t heol ogi cal divine intervention as its inmediate
expl anat i on.

Q Wl |, Paley tal ked about the blind -- tal ked
about the watchmaker; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. And on the basis of the watchmaker
anal ogy, he cane to the conclusion there was a design
On the other hand, Darwin | ooked at that and said, it
is not design; it's natural selection; correct?

A VWhat Darwin was able to discover was that
t he i medi ate proxi mate expl anations of the adaptive
design included many, many years, first of all, deep
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time -- lots of tinme had to be involved. There had to
be persistent law, which he referred to as natura

sel ection, and there had to be variations which
provided the raw material for natural selection, and
these variations as far as he could tell are randomin
the sense that they are not directed by any
intelligent design.

Q And, again, going back to the question that
started all of this, is Darwin actually in his book to
prove natural selection many tines nmade reference to
desi gn?

A Unh- huh.  Yes.

Q Ckay. And you see somet hing wong with that
in classes today --

MR WLCOX: (bjection.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q -- this analytical thinking that would go
on?
MR WLCOX: bjection. You should
answer .
THE WTNESS: GCkay. The Origin of
Species, like many discursive scientific texts, often

i ncl udes phil osophi cal asides which are not strictly
part of scientific experinentation but which are
interpretations, and I have no doubt that what --
Darwi n hi nmsel f, because he was -- his -- he cut his
t heol ogi cal teeth on WIlliam Pal ey and natura

t heol ogy, was mi xi ng in philosophical and sometines
t heol ogi cal statenments with the enpirical information
that had led himto his evolutionary theory. And at
times he is stepping out of his shoes as a strict
scientist and he is presenting his ideas in the
context -- in a larger intellectual context, that of
t he di scussion that was going on at the tine between
advocates of WIliam Paley on the one hand and
advocates of a nore -- nore or |ess agnostic or
naturalistic understanding of evolution on the other
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Assum ng that that's what he was doing, did
that in any way affect the validity of his theory?

A You can distinguish -- if you can read the
book carefully, you can distinguish the scientific
aspects fromthe philosophical interpretations that
sonetines he gets in -- philosophical discussions that



00054

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPE

NNNRRRRRRRRPERR
NFRPOOONOURMWNRO

00055

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPEF

NNNRRPRRRRRRERRR
NFRPOOWONOUDMWNRO

he soneti nmes becones involved in.

Q He, in fact, nentioned the creator, did he
not, in his |ast paragraph of the book?

A Yes, he did, and that's a good exanpl e of
what | mean of his stepping out of the shoes of a
strict scientist in making such a statenment. That is
not a scientific statenment. That's a reflection by a
deep and sensitive man on the inplications, the wider
i nplications of what he had di scovered.

Q Wl |, because he nakes that one statenent at
the end of the book, would you then indicate that that
book does not belong in a science class?

A Darwi n hi nmsel f regretted maki ng that
statenent later on.

Q Ckay. But | am asking you the question

A Yes. | do not think that a science class or
scientific nethod should ever bring in the notion of
God. That's not to say that a w der education
shouldn't bring it in, but science and science classes
t hensel ves should not bring in theol ogi cal ideas
including intelligent design.

Q Well, that gets ne to what your definition

of science is. Wuat is it?

A Science is a self-limting method which
seeks to understand natural phenonmena at a certain
| evel of observation and understanding, and it's a
met hod whi ch sel f-consciously | eaves out any -- any
i nvoki ng of notions of value, neaning, purpose, God or
intelligence and attenpts to understand events in
terns of their efficient and material causes resorting
to hypot heses and theories to make sense of the data
that is experienced in any particular field,
subj ecting these hypot heses and theories to ongoing
inquiry and criticismas new data cone in fromthose
who are working in the field.

Q That has not al ways been the definition of
science, has it?

A People are free to define terns the way they
want to. There are people who tal k about, for
exanpl e, a sacred science. Theol ogy was sonetines
referred to as a science fromthe Latin word scienti a,
whi ch nmeans know edge, but increasingly in nodern
times, since the 17th century, what we refer to as
natural science, | think, is pretty close to the
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definition that | just gave.

Q Sonme phil osophers of science say that those
kinds of definitions are arbitrary demarcations. Do
you know of any of those phil osophers of science?

A There are some phil osophers of science who
are experts in what they call the field of sociol ogy
of know edge whi ch enphasi ze the historical and
cultural and specifically conditioned -- culturally
conditioned, historically conditioned character of al
human know edge. \What these phil osophers are saying
applies not to science but to any kind of know edge;
that we want to understand the know ng process today,
we have to take into account the historical, social
cul tural context of know edge, and that includes the
natural sciences.

Q So the way you woul d di stinguish science
fromnot science is the nethodol ogical activities?

A we --

MR WLCOX: May | have it understood
t hat when you are now using the word science you're
referring to natural science; you' re not referring to
soci al science, econonic science?

BY MR THOVPSON:

Q I"mnot sure. | guess that's a part of the
poi nt of what is science.

A I"'mreferring to the natural sciences
because that's the issue involved in this particul ar
case. |I'mnot tal king about social sciences.

Q Vll, let's go -- let's talk about natura

sci ence. \What about Larry Laudan; are you famliar
with hin®

A No.

Q Ckay. Science is a search for truth; is
that too general ?

A That's entirely too general. So is theol ogy
a search for truth, so is philosophy a search for
truth, so is poetry.

Q Do you agree or disagree with the statenent
that science is argunentation?
A Al of our disciplines flow fromwhat |

would call the desire to know, but after we have said
that, we have to recognize that the desire to know
reality flows down different channels, and one nethod
will |eave out things that others bring in.
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One of the characteristics of natura
scientific nethod is that it self-consciously |eaves
out certain kinds of questions that people ask, such
as what is the neaning of nmy life; why is there
anything at all rather than nothing; is there purpose
in the universe?

Science -- natural science -- and by
"science," | mean natural science -- science
del i berately and sel f-consciously, since the 17th
century in the case of a vast mpjority of people who
call thensel ves scientists, has deliberately and
sel f-consci ously and nmethodol ogically left out certain
types of questions which would confuse and interfere
with what is specifically scientific nmethod. And one
of the things that they |eave out is the notion of
intelligence as an expl anatory category.

This is not to deny that intelligence at
some |l evel could be brought in in a different kind of
search for understanding; for exanple, I, nyself,
believe that at a certain | evel of understandi ng and
inquiry we can and | believe we should appeal to sone
notion of divine intelligence -- | would prefer to say

di vine wi sdomin naking the universe the kind of
universe that it is, but it is definitely not the

busi ness of science itself -- natural science itself
to enter into that discussion
Q But there's sonme people, let's say, as Bil

Denbski and M chael Behe who di sagree with that
definition of science; is that true?

A Yes, that's because they are seeking to
redefine science in what | consider to be a
prescientific way. They're conflating science with
sinmple search for truth, and while science is one way
of searching for truth, it's not the only way. They
are ending up conflating -- by that by which I mean
confusing -- a broader quest for truth, which is
legitimate, which is sonething I nyself aminvol ved
in, with the kind of self-limting search for truth
that's characteristic of scientific method.

Q Can you use a scientific nethod to prove a
scientific method?

A Certainly not. Scientism which is the
belief that science is the only road to truth, is an
ideology. It's a belief. 1It's a belief, noreover,
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which often leads to materialism which is also a
belief, a belief that matter is all there is. Those
are ideol ogi es which are not part of science which
shoul d not be part of a scientific classroomeither

Q Wuld it be a fair statenent to say, then
the scientific method that you have proposed is also a
hypot hesi s?

MR WLCOX: bjection. That's so
vague. Wen you say the scientific nethod that he has
proposed, | have no idea what you're --

THE WTNESS: Scientific -- yeah
that's a confusing way to put it.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q VWl |, you defined science in a couple of
| ong par agr aphs.

A Science is a nmethod which resorts to
hypot heses, but you don't identify the nmethod with the
hypot hesi s.

Q Wl |, again, because there is no scientific
way to prove what science is -- what natural science

is; is that correct?
MR WLCOX: (bjection.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q It's a self-limting -- it's what scientists
t hensel ves have decided to Iimt their inquiry in?

A The nmethod -- the establishnment about the
rules for science is not itself the product of
science, but it's the foundation of science.

Q VWho devised this rule in the first place?

A The -- the rules thenselves cane fromthe
fruitful ness that resulted fromthe application of
this method starting with people like Galileo who
said, let's not use scripture; let's not resort to
church authority; let's not resort to aristotelian
ideas; let's resort to experiment and see what we can
find out about the natural world.

He found out lots of things about the
natural world which phil osophical, theol ogical and
ot her kinds of religious assunptions had not all owed
us to see as clearly, and he set science, therefore,
met hodol ogically on a different sort of cognitiona
foundation fromreligions and phil osophi es.

And what we're trying to do and what natura
scientists are trying to do to this day is to preserve
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the purity of that enpirical, experiential node of
inquiry that began with Galileo, especially, and
earlier on Francis Bacon and others.

Q Is this the same as net hodol ogi ca
materialisnf

A You coul d say, | think, w thout objection
that science is not only nmethodologically -- | would

say physicalist, not materialist, because materialism
is atermthat is too crude to represent what
scientists thenselves are finding about the natura
world. You could say it's nethodol ogically reductive.
You could say it's nethodol ogically, even, atheistic
in the sense that it does not allow for the
i ntroduction of theol ogical terns, theol ogica
explanations in the self-limting process of |ooking
at the natural world in the manner of scientific
met hod.

Q Well, | guess the question, then, cones out,
if a scientists Iike Mchael Behe finds that this
nmet hod cannot explain things |ike the bacteri al
flagellum doesn't he have the right to say, well, the
hypot heses now has to be sonething el se and devel op a

theory that will explain sone of the conplexities of
the cellular structure that he exam nes; doesn't he
have a right to do that?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: He has the right as a
person to widen the field of searching for the
intelligibility of the world that he lives in. He
does not have the endorsenent of scientific -- the
scientific comunity to bring in what nost scientists
consider to be a theol ogical explanation to questions
that still can be addressed and still have a whol e
future ahead of themin ternms of further scientific
specification. To do that as a scientist is
objectionable. To do that as a person | do not

consi der that objectionable at all. 1In fact, | do
that nysel f.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q VWl |, my question was what he was doing as a

scientist. And I'msaying that he, as a scientist,
decided that the theories that science uses, the
materialism-- natural materialismcannot fully
explain the things that he is seeing under the
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m croscope, so he is devel oping a new definition of
science. As a scientist can he not chall enge the
hypot heses that the science community has propounded
since the 17th century?

A Everyone is free to define science the way
they want to, but the way in which 99 percent, | would
say, of the scientific community understands science
is violated by his proposal that science itself can
resort to the hypothesis of intelligent design
That's not the business of science itself to do that.

As a person, as soneone interested in truth,
as someone interested in w der explanation, |
personal ly believe that he's certainly justified in
doi ng that, but he's not -- he should not present this
as scientific inquiry but as a phil osophical and
t heol ogi cal inquiry.

Q VWhat he is | ooking at, the bacterial

flagellum the ciliumand some other -- the eye and
saying that this is evidence of design, is he not?
A Yes.

Q And because it's evidence of design, there
had to be an intelligent designer. That's his theory.

A That's his theory.

Q ' mnot saying you agree with that.

A It's not a scientific theory, but it's his
bel i ef .

Q Now, evol utionists on the other hand will
|l ook at it and say, yes, it does have the appearance
of design, do they not?

A Evol utionists, many of them at |east, would
say that many of the phenonena in life give the
appear ance of design.

Q But they will say that that design is not

by -- not caused by an intelligent designer, but
caused by natural selection, will they not?

A Let ne nake sone distinctions here.

Q kay.

A VWhen they -- when they claimthat
intelligence or wisdomwas not a factor at all
absol utely absent in the bringing about of natura
phenonena, that's a phil osophical, a quasi-theol ogi ca
statenment. They, too, scientists thenselves, in the
same way that intelligent design advocates, sonetines
slip into phil osophical and metaphysical statenents.
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There is no basis in science itself for
ei ther including or excluding the notion of
intelligent design as the ultimte explanation of
phenonena. That's nmy own opini on

Q But there are several prom nent Darw nists
who do say that the total explanation of this item
| ooking |ike design is natural selection?

A In ny book Deeper Than Darwin | take to task
not only intelligent design advocates but many of the
scientific comunity who thenselves slip into such
met aphysi cal and enpirically unsupportable statenents
as to say that Darw ni an nechani sns al one are
sufficient to explain totally and exhaustively natura
phenonena. When they say that, mnmy enphasis is that is
not a scientific statement but a philosophical or a
nmet aphysi cal assunpti on

However, the answer for that is not to
propose anot her ideol ogy, which is what intelligent
design does. \When intelligent design -- people talk
about bal ance treatnent in the classroom \hat
they're trying to balance is one ideol ogy with anot her
t hat evades the whol e di scussion of scientific

expl anation, which is the appropriate thing to bring
out in scientific classroons.

Q Wy don't you nane sone of the evol utionists
or Darwi nists who subscribe to the idea that natura
sel ection explains all?

A Yes, there are many, but the nost -- the
nost well known is Richard Dawkins. He has quite a
few followers in the scientific comunity; E O
Wl son, Mchael Ruse, Mchael Rose. | think I would
say probably, although |I can't be sure of this because
I haven't read his books, that N gel Franks m ght be
inclined to that direction. But, again, | object just
as much to the absol uti smand netaphysical assunptions
of these peopl e because they, too, are |eaving science
behi nd when they make these statenents. They're
speaki ng as phil osophers.

VWhenever sonebody says that science is the
only road to truth, for exanple, that's a netaphysica
statenment or it's a belief, not sonmething that's
scientifically provable. Wenever anybody says that
Darw ni an nechani sns are the sole, final and deepest
ultimate explanation of |iving phenonena, that's not a
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scientific statenent. That's a netaphysical
quasi -religious statement. That does not belong in
the cl assroom eit her

Q I f soneone says -- or if a book, a biology
t ext book says that |iving things devel op randomy and
by chance, is that a netaphysical statenent?

A No. It could be. It could be either a
nmet aphysi cal statenent or a scientific statenent.
VWhen they say this scientifically, what they nean is
that there's no observable direction or source of
direction of certain phenonena that happen in nature.
They are stochastic -- that's ST-OCHA-S-T-1-C --
phenonena or phenonena that occur w thout any
specifiable directionality, intelligent or otherw se.

Q VWhat about if they use the word undirected?

A Undirected is what they mean when they say
random especially in evolutionary theory.

Q Isn'"t that a statement that there is no God?

A No, not necessarily at all. It's -- in
fact, in ny own theol ogy the whole idea of a |oving
CGod requires a universe in which accidents are
plentiful, and even St. Thomas Aqui nas back in the

13th century said that froma theol ogi cal point of

view a world wi thout accidents is inconceivable

because try to imagine a world wi thout accidents. It

woul d be so frozen, so stiff, so determnistic

everyt hing woul d have been settled fromthe very

begi nning. Such a universe would be a puppet in the

hands of God rather than a universe distinct from Cod.
So in many ways what we call accidents,

random events or phil osophically contingent events,

these events are conpletely consistent with the notion

of a God who wants the universe to develop into

somet hing that can di al ogue with God rather than be

sinmply a passive, putty in the hands of the creator

Q So God woul d not know what is going to
happen?

A It's quite possible that the creator is
waiting to be surprised and takes delight in what
happens in the universe. This is a theol ogica
position that not everybody woul d accept, but it is
one that has been accepted by a nunber of different
t heol ogi ans.

Q So God can be surprised? Is it -- | nmean
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it's your theory or your opinion God can be surprised?
A I[t's not just my opinion. It's a position
whi ch has been devel oped by a nunmber of contenporary
t heol ogi ans i ncl udi ng sone evangel i cal s.
Q So the concept or a characteristic of a God
as all-knowing is not an adequate explanation, then?

A I haven't denied the existence of an

all -knowi ng God. God knows what ever can be known.
Q But he doesn't know acci dents?
A | don't know how deeply you want nme to get

into theol ogy here, but since you asked me, a God who
knows everything, as the nedi eval theol ogi ans woul d
say -- and there was a big discussion of this in the
M ddl e Ages whi ch was never resol ved between the
Banezi ans and the Molinists, and finally a pope
stepped in and said the Jesuits and Dom ni cans shoul d
stop fighting about this issue.

But it was never resolved, and today the
di scussion that's happeni ng between those that think
God knows all, and, therefore, controls everything is
i nconsistent with the God of |ove; there are those who
say this. And then there are others who say that,

wel |, God does control everything, and God's
f oreknow edge has predestined everything to be what it
is.

In many ways the encounter with evolutionary
thought in the last century and a half has caused a
ki nd of re-thinking on the part of many theol ogi ans of
what God is, and this is one of the things that |
develop in ny book God After Darwin.

Q Coul d you describe the discipline of
t heol ogy?

A Theol ogy is systematic reflection usually
enpl oyi ng phil osophi cal conceptualities to articul ate
the nmeaning of religious faith.

Q And when you say systematic theology, is
that a subdiscipline in theology or is that just a
description in general of theol ogy?

A There is systematic theol ogy. There's
practical theology or ethics, and there's historical
t heol ogy, and there are subdisciplines in those as
wel . But what ties themall together is they are
attenpts to understand religion and the object of
religious devotion, God, in a way that noves beyond
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spont aneous or what we call naive, synbolic or nythic
rel i gi ous under st andi ng.

Q So the issues that get into God, touch upon
God, then you would say woul d be the area that
t heol ogi ans shoul d di scuss or should be involved wth?

A Not -- not necessarily just theol ogi ans.
Everyone has the opportunity and the right to reflect
on the neaning of the idea of God.

Q I"mtal king about the various academnic
di sciplines, though. It seens to nme as you di scuss
what science is and then you di scuss what theology is
you're trying to nmake a denarcation --

A No, | --

Q -- that you nove from science and you go up
so far and then you have to now get into theol ogy.

A One of the things that systematic theol ogy
does is lay out or -- good -- what | would consider to
be good systematic theology |lays out distinctly the
way in which theology is different from say, the
natural sciences and phil osophy. And the difference
consi sts theologically of the fact that the systematic
t hought that's involved here goes beyond what can be

known by science, and science nethodol ogically
speaki ng does not tal k about God. Systenatic theol ogy
tal ks about God in a formal sense, and because of that
distinction -- it's because of that distinction that I
amvery sensitive to texts, books, articles by alleged
scientists who suddenly slip into a theol ogi cal node
of discourse that belongs to another discipline.

Q If we had a powerful enough m croscope and
we | ooked at the smallest infinitesimal matter and we
saw "Made by God" on that matter --

A Unh- huh.  Yes.

-- would you say scientists have no right to
| ook at that and make a conclusion that this was made
by God?

A Your assunption there is, | think, erroneous
that by looking at the mnutia of nature that we
sonmetines get down to the fundanental |evels; of
nature. Sone scientists make that same -- have that
same assunption, which | think is an erroneous one.

You' re tal king about a kind of physics which
i sol ates the npbst basic or the nbost mnute aspects of
nature, but science is really -- that kind of approach
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actually abstracts from |eaves out all the rest of
reality. So it's not even conceivable that that kind
of approach would ever find at that |evel that you're
tal ki ng about anything that says, "Made by God."

Now, it's possible that as you step out of
the shoes of strict science as a human bei ng
interested in the deeper truths of reality that you
will arrive at that conclusion, and | think quite
legitimately, but you don't bring in "Made by God"
whi l e you' re doi ng sci ence

Q Well, but that's the question | -- the
reason | asked that question is to see how far this
demarcati on woul d go, what is science and what is not.
VWhen you say it's not conceivable, we don't know what
science is going to find out in the next ten years, do
we?

A We know this; that science is not wred,
let's put it that way, as a detection system Science
is not wired to pick up any signals of transcendence
of God. Now, if you want to rewire science to pick
t hat up, what you have done is slipped into theol ogy,
and this, | think, is what the intelligent design

peopl e are doing.
Q So what is the big deal about what is
science and what is not? |If you're all seeking --

A The big --

Q -- the truth --

A -- deal --

Q If you're all seeking the truth, why do we
have to say, well, this is science and this is

t heol ogy, this is philosophy, this is chem stry?

A The big deal is that science quite rightly
seeks to have a future, to have indefinite horizons of
expl oration ahead of it. This is what excites
scientists. This is what gets themup in the norning.

To bring in an ultimte expl anation, a
t heol ogi cal expl anati on here and now at this nonment in
the history of scientific inquiry is inmplicitly to
tell the scientists your work is done; we have finally
figured out what is the ultimate and final explanation
for your study of natural phenonena.

And what theol ogy -- what good theol ogy
shoul d do is open up and support the scientific search
for endl ess horizons of understandi ng; for exanple,
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sinmply to say that irreduci ble conplexity is caused by
an intelligent design has the effect of being what's
called a science-stopper. It seens to make irrel evant
any further scientific, physical understanding or
evol uti onary under standi ng of how t hese phenonena
coul d have cone about.

Q Well, Mchael Behe believes in intelligent
design yet he continues to do his lab work; isn't that
correct? Isn't that right?

A You see, | don't know whet her he's doi ng
that or not. | have -- | have the sense that what
Behe is doing is inplicitly theol ogi cal when he
resorts to the notion of intelligent design, and
perhaps that belief, which I think is perhaps
ultimately correct that sonmehow intelligence lies
behi nd the phenonmenon, can have the effect of
energi zi ng science. So theology, a theol ogical sense
that there is sone ultimate rationality that
undergirds the whole of the natural world, can have,
and | think has had, the effect of, in a sense,
legitimating the whole scientific enterprise by
telling scientist, go for it, there's rationality out

there. If a scientist said deep in his gut, there's
no rationality out there, then there would be no
incentive to seek further clarification of this
rationality.

My point is not that it's wong to appeal to
the notion of intelligent design or intelligence,

rather. | would not say intelligent design. | don't
like the termdesign. It's not wong, and it's even
energizing, | think, to the scientific enterprise to
appeal to the notion of intelligence as the ultimte
foundation of reality. Again, | would say wi sdom

rather than intelligence because that opens up the

possibility -- the prospect that we can keep on going

deeper and deeper into this intelligibility.

The problemis that the intelligent design
people want to bring that intelligence into science
itself rather than making that intelligence the
ultimate foundation of reality.

Q vell --

A And that's -- that's why | think it's so
i mportant to distinguish between scientific nethod and
systemati c theol ogy or theol ogy of any stripe.
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Q Intelligent design theorists can concl ude
there is intelligent design without going into the
characteristics of the designer; is that correct?

MR WLCOX: Oher than that there's an
assuned intelligence?

THE WTNESS: Yes. |In fact, thisis
why | think their thought is so theological; they're
appealing to sonething that they can't get their mnds
around. That's why | call it religious.

| define religious in my report in
three different ways, and the appeal to intelligence,
as your question suggested, is the appeal to sonething
that is indefinable;, whereas what science itself tries
to do is define causes as much as it possibly can
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Well, if a scientist says sonmething is
designed -- intelligently designed and that scientist
then goes out and figures out what the design is, as
Bil| Denbski says, then they can do sone reverse
engi neering; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And then correct whatever flaw they perceive

in that particular biological structure.
A Wl |, evolutionists thenselves do reverse --

MR WLCOX: Excuse ne. There was no
guesti on.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Isn't that true?

MR, THOWPSON: Thank you.

MR WLCOX: Isn't which true?

THE WTNESS: Yes, it's true. They can
do reverse engi neering, but so also do evolutionary
bi ol ogi sts. That's not really controversial in
itself.

VWhat is controversial is they' re taking
an assunption which can be the intellectual and
cultural context for scientific inquiry -- they're
taking their assunption that intelligence or
rationality underlies the totality of nature. They're
taki ng that assunption and they're nmaking that part of
science rather than foundational to the science.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q As | recall in your book, | think Deeper
Than -- Deeper Than -- Deeper Than Darwin --
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A Unh- huh.

Q -- you discuss the anal ogy of reading a --
readi ng Moby Di ck?

A Yes.

Q kay. And you have a nonkey try to do it
and you have a two-year-old child, a 14-year-old and a
mature adul t.

A Ri ght .

Q Everyone is readi ng the sane book --

A Ri ght .

Q -- and they're getting different neanings
fromit --

A Ri ght .

Q -- correct?

A They're reading at different nethodol ogical
| evel s.

Q At a different |evel?

A Unh- huh.

Q And fromthat | got that, you know, the

scientists read the book at a certain |evel --
The book of nature.
The book of nature at a certain |evel, and

o >

then that's as far as they can go --
A As scientists.

Q -- as scientists, and then you go to the
next level, which | assume is theol ogy or
met aphysi cal -- metaphysical |evel ?

A Let me just explain that. |In order to nove
fromone | evel of adequacy -- one reading level to the
other, | believe as a theol ogian that you need to

undergo a personal transformation and not just a
sharpening of your wits in order to be sensitive to

t he deepest levels -- what | consider to be the
deepest levels of reality, including divine
creativity. But that -- that personal transformation

is sonething that noves you fromone |level to the
other; it's not something that should be brought in as
a characteristic at a particular reading |evel like
that of science.

Q And, as | understand, your criticismis that
intelligent design theorists bring in the concept of
intelligent design too early in the gane?

A Yes. And, in effect, they are saying to
their fellow scientists, you should go through the
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same kind of personal transformation that led nme to
the idea, to the belief, that there is sone ultinmate
rationality that underlies this process. That's not
fair to scientists. Science as science is not in the
busi ness of religious conversion

Q But M chael Behe is |ooking at the bacteri al
flagellumand com ng to the conclusion that this is a
machi ne that has an intelligent design?

A Yes, he is doing that but --

Q kay. So it is not a --

A But he's doing it -- that is exactly what |
mean by a shift fromone | evel of reading to another
VWereas at the level of reading that's appropriate to
sci ence, the level of reading of nature, making sense
of nature, the kind of personal transformation as a
Roman Catholic that allowed M chael Behe so easily to
say, and perhaps quite rightly to say, that there's
some ultimate rationality that underlies this process,
that statenent, that process, is not part of science
itself. That's sonething that's extrascientific.

Q But he is looking at the enpirical data. He
is |l ooking at the bacterial flagellum saying that

there are 40 different noving parts and this concept
of irreducible conplexity could not have been achi eved
by natural selection. There would have been no

i nprovenent in the bacterial flagellumand its purpose
until the whole thing came together at one tinmne.

There was not an adaptive process that could have
created this. Isn't that his theory?

A He is making an inproper either/or. He's
sayi ng that this phenonenon, this irreducible
conpl exity, cane about by intelligent design rather
than by natural processes.

Q But that's the point. He is -- that is his
conclusion after looking at the enpirical data. It is
not | ooking at the Bible.

A Ri ght .

Q It is not |looking at the magi sterium of the
church. It is looking at the bacterial flagellum
under a powerful mcroscope. Isn't that true?

A He's starting --

MR WLCOX: Objection. [Isn't which
true?
MR THOWPSON: All of the above.
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MR WLCOX: Then | object as conpound.
MR THOWPSON:  Ckay.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Isn'"t it true that he comes to that
concl usion by | ooking at the bacterial flagellum under
t he m croscope?
A Every good theol ogi an, and |I'm not saying --
Q Answer the question yes or no.
MR, THOWPSON:  (bj ecti on.
THE WTNESS: Well, he's starting --
yes, he's starting out by observing, but so does

t heol ogy.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q kay.

A Theol ogy starts out by observing enpirically
certai n phenonena, and then it reasons -- in the terns

of looking for an ultimte expl anation of those
phenonena it ultimtely concludes that there has to be
somet hi ng extranatural, supernatural, but deeper than
nature, to give it full explanation, and that's what
Behe is doing. He's doing theol ogy.

Q He's | ooking at -- theologians, | don't

think, 1 ook at the bacterial flagellum do they?

A O course we do.

Q You do?

A Nat ural theol ogy has al ways | ooked al ong
with science. Science can be very hel pful to theol ogy
in detailing and reading the natural world.

Q So when you | ook at the bacterial
flagellum --

A Uh- huh.

Q -- you can come to the concl usion based on
the enpirical data that this nmachi ne could not have
been -- could not have been caused by natural
sel ection.

MR WLCOX: bjection. There's no
guesti on.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Is that true?

A Behe has drawn this conclusion. | would not
because | do not make the distinction -- | do not see
t heol ogy as in conmpetition with science, with natura
causes. In fact, as a theologian | want scientists to
push natural explanations as far as they possibly can
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because they don't conpete with one anot her

Q On the other hand, there are other
scientists, other people in the biology field that
will say, no, you see this design in this bacteri al
flagellum but it's not -- it's nerely elusory that
this was done by or caused by natural selection; isn't
that true?

MR THOWPSON: [I'msorry. Could you
read that back? This may not be the question you
nmeant to ask.

(The Record was read as requested.)

MR THOWPSON:  Ri ght.

THE WTNESS: That's a very confusing
way of putting the question, | think
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Sinmplify it.

A kay. As scientists following scientific
met hod they are not permitted methodol ogically to
bring in the notion of divine intelligence or
intelligent design as an explanation, as a
self-limting way of |ooking at natural phenonena.
VWhat they are conmitted to is making sure that we have

exhaust ed every possi bl e physical, historical, natura
expl anati on of that phenonena -- for that phenonmenon.
If they say that scientific method gets us
to the ultimte explanation of this phenomenon, then
they are maki ng a quasi-theol ogi cal statement. They
are junping out of scientific nethod thensel ves, as
sonetines they do. That does not give the intelligent
desi gn people an excuse to bring in a quasi-religious
answer to the question of how to explain that
particul ar phenomenon like the flagellumtoo soon. To
do so is to cut off that process of indefinitely
expandi ng our natural understandi ng of phenomnena.

Q But the Darwi nists say, we have a definition
for it; it's natural selection

A Let ne -- let nme --

Q Isn't that true? That's what they say; it's
caused --

A Yes.

Q -- by natural selection?

A Yes, and rightly so. Let nme --

Q Let me ask the question and you can answer

the next question. But there's a disagreenment between
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Behe and the evolutionists; isn't that true?

A There's a difference between Behe and the
evol utioni sts because Behe is not playing the gane of
science. He's slipping into another gane. Let ne

expl ai n.

Q Vll, | want to -- | have a foll ow up
guestion. So you think science is a gane?

A I"musing that as a nmetaphor. The gane is

somet hing that has certain rules that one has to
fol | ow
Q Ckay. Where were those rul es devel oped?

A Those rules --
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE WTNESS: -- were devel oped by a

hi storical process of sifting and filtering out ways
of learning and ways of discovery that are not
fruitful in terms of opening up the universe to deeper
and deeper exploration.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q But there are no -- there's not |ike the Ten
Commandnent s handed down by sone holy scripture that
these are the rules that you have to play by, is

t here?

A No, but there are occasionally phil osophers
of science who are skilled in science who discuss
these rules and who cone to a certain sense of what
constitutes good science.

One phil osopher does not always agree with
t he ot her, but what nost phil osophers of science do
have in conmon is that science is not theol ogy and
that science has to have an enpirical dinension, that
is, experiential dinmension rooted in our senses and in
instruments that refine our sensible awareness; that
have to try as far as possible to quantify things
mat hemati cal |y, and good scientists do this and good
evol utionists do this, even good social scientists
try --

Q Let me stop you right there. Bill Denbski
has attenpted to do this with his probabilities.

A Wl |, you have to have the right bal ance of
enpirical observation and mat hemati cal organi zati on
In ny opinion you can be a great mathematici an wi thout
havi ng submitted yourself to the enpirical inperative
and | think this is certainly true of all of the
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intelligent design people.

Q VWhat is the enpirical inperative?

A To open your senses as much as possible to
the data; for exanple, in evolution. Evolutionis a
theory that's nade up of a nunber of observationa
di sci plines such as pal eontol ogy; a conparative of
t hat woul d be bi ogeographi cal expl orations, genetics,
radi onetric dating. All of these are ideas that are
found by opening our senses to the full range of the
natural world. And without that enpirical elenent,
there would be no basis for evolution, so mathematics
is not enough. But | think Denbski is very good at
mat hematics, at least ny inpression is, but |ike other
intelligent design people, he's completely ignored the
enpirical data that is the basis for evol utionary
theory in the scientific conmunity.

Q There are a Il ot of gaps and problens in
Darwin's theory, is there not?

A Every scientific theory, if it's a good
scientific theory, |leaves itself open to nodification
and to inprovenent, and that would certainly be true
of Darwi nian theory.

Q So your answer is, yes, there are gaps and
problenms in Darwin's Theory of Evol ution?

A VWhat do you nmean by "gap"?

Q Thi ngs that he cannot expl ain.

A Such as?

Q How | i fe began

A Can | give an exanple of --

Q Wl |, answer ny question

A -- with reference -- there are al ways things

that sci ence has not yet explained.

Q And Darwin's Theory of Evol ution has not
expl ai ned?

A There is nmuch left in the living phenonena
of life that needs further explanati on beyond what
Darwi n has taught us.

Q Wl |, you nentioned pal eontology. Isn't
there sone problens there between the Canbrian
expl osi on where all at once you see life figures and
t hen di sappearance; isn't that a problemfor Darwin's
t heory?

A There are al ways problenms with collecting
fossils because only one in, what, 5 billion bones
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ever gets fossilized. And there are apparently what
people call gaps in the fossil record in the sense
t hat one woul d expect perhaps nore transitional forns,

but we're filling these in especially --
Q So --
A -- with reference to --

Q So there are gaps --

MR WLCOX: Excuse ne. You're
interrupting his answer.

MR THOWPSON: Ckay. |'msorry.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q So there are gaps --

MR WLCOX: Wuld you finish your
answer ?

THE WTNESS: Wth reference to human
phenonena, the gaps have been filled in fairly well.
The evol ution of hunmans has been detailed quite well
by pal eontol ogi sts. Whales, for exanple, during the
Eocene, we're increasingly finding transitional forms
there.

The problemis that transitional
forns -- whenever there is an experinmentation with a

new ki nd of phenonenon, such as, for exanple, a new
aut onobil e in human technol ogy, there are only a few,
conparatively, attenpts at -- at viable, adaptable
types of existence, and because of the falsity of data
at certain junctures in the fossil record, sone
people, like the intelligent design people and
creationists, draw the conclusion that the Doctrine of
Special Creation by God is an alternative to the
evol uti onary vi ew of things.

But you have to renenber the Canbrian
expl osi on took place over a period of several mllion

years.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Still a short span when you | ook at the
earth as 4 billion years old; is that correct?

A Yes, and the theory of punctuated
equi l i brium m ght be one approach to expl ai ni ng how
t hat works.

Q Wl l, the theory of punctuated equilibrium
is sonething that really is contrary to what Darw n
t hought; is that correct?

A Darwin did not, as far as | know, have a
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definitive position on that. He was aware that the

fossil record is spotty, but it was enough -- there

was enough directionality there as you nove fromthe
| owest levels of fossil record to higher conplexity

i ncreases.

Q But he thought everything would be very sl ow
and gradual; isn't that correct?

A Right, as all evolutionists do.

Q Right. But punctuated equilibriumis
contrary to that slow and gradual process?

A It's slow -- it's faster, but it's stil
very slow 2 mllion years is a long tinmne.

Q Not when there's 4 billion years; is that
correct?

A The devel opnent of the human brain from our
hom ni d ancestors took place over a very small period
of time, conparatively just several nmillion years. So
there can be kind of runaway processes that do occur
at times, but they don't in any way violate the | aws
of natural selection.

Q Whi ch animal did the hunans cone fronf

A W have a common ancestor. W did not cone

fromany known species, but the prinmates, chinpanzees,
baboons, nonkeys and so forth and we have a comon
ancestor, and the record of that is found in the human
genone itself.

VWho is the conmon ancestor?

who - -

Yeah, or what.
-- or what?
Yeah.

Yeah, we haven't found that yet.
So that's a weakness in Darwin's theory?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: No, it's not a weakness.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q So you don't have to explain that?

A We still don't have the answer to the
guestion of howto unify the electromagnetic with
weak, strong and gravitational forces either. That's
a weakness you mght say in physics, but it's one that
opens up the possibility of further specification
i kewise, with evolution, evolution is a good science
because it's open to further progress in

OrO>O0>0
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under st andi ng.

Q Vll, would you say -- if you don't want to
use the word weakness, would you say there's a gap in
Darwi n's theory, then?

A It's -- it's -- | would say -- | wouldn't
use the termgap. | would say it's the knowabl e
unknown that still remains in Darwin's theory.

Q Vll, 1I'"mquoting fromthe biol ogy textbook
that the high school students are using in Dover, and
it says, Research still debates such inportant

guestions as precisely how new speci es arise and why
speci es beconme extinct. There's also uncertainty
about how |life began

Do you agree with that?

A Yes, oh, of course.

Q kay. Does Darwin's theory explain howlife
cane out of matter?

A Darwi ni an theory doesn't do that, but you
can explain biochemcally, but you can also explain it
at different levels. | would want to | eave roomfor a
t heol ogi cal explanation of life, but, you see, a
t heol ogi cal explanation of |ife does not conpete with

a natural explanation of life.

Let me give you an exanple. Suppose there's
a pot of water boiling on your stove. Soneone cones
up and says, explain to me why that water is boiling.
One very good answer to that question is to say it's
boi Il i ng because the water nol ecul es or H20 nol ecul es
are noving around very excitedly, and you carry that
expl anation around as far as you can; that's a good
expl anation. But you could also explain it by saying,
it's boiling because my wife turned the gas on. You
could also explain it by saying, it's boiling because
I want tea. Al three of these are expl anations, but
they can't be mapped onto each other. They don't
conpete with each ot her.

Li kewise with the origin of life. | can say
the origin of |ife came about because of RNA
replication or some other biochem cal phenonenon.

VWhen |' m doi ng biochemstry, | explain it at that
level, and that's a very good expl anati on, possibly.
It's open to revision, of course. | can also explain
it at the level of astrophysics. | could say life

cane about because the initial conditions and
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fundanental constants of the universe were such as

eventually to give rise to life. | could also explain
it by appealing to the theory of energence; that life
is one stage in sone 28 different stages of emnergence

Al'l those expl anations are good. At the
same time | could also say |ife came about because of
the generosity of a transcended reality that wanted
t he universe to spontaneously respond to divine |ove
and persuasion. Those are not contradictory, but they
can't be mapped onto each ot her

VWhen |'mgiving one explanation -- if | try
to introduce, for exanple, | want tea, at the sanme
time 1'mdoing a nol ecul ar explanation of the boiling
of water, that's a violation of explanation.

And that's exactly what the intelligent
design people are doing. The intelligent design
people are bringing in, I want tea, at the |level of
explanation in ternms of nolecular notion. They're
bringing in intelligent design at the point in human
inquiry where there's still roomfor purely
naturalistic understanding of things.

My own view as a theologian is ultimtely

this universe is grounded in the | ove of God, but
preci sely because that's a |l evel of explanation

conparable to, | want tea, | don't want that
particul ar explanation to intrude onto the particular
kind of reading level, if you will, that evolutionary
bi ol ogi sts are working at.

Q I think you're getting at the issue of
various |evels of causation --

A Yes.

Q -- is that correct?

A Unh- huh.

Q Now, Aristotle also talked --

A Aristotle had plurality.

Q -- tal ked about the various causes --

A Unh- huh, the levels.

Q -- of the -- of --

A Four causes.

Q Ckay. Is it accurate to say that Aristotle

held that to be scientific one nust deal w th causes,
one nust use | ogical denpnstrations and one mnust
identify the universals which inhere in the
particul ars of sense?
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A The use of the termscience in the quotation
that you just read is different and wider -- different
fromand w der than the understandi ng of science
that's practiced by natural scientists today.

Natural scientists today don't -- in nmy view
don't contradict Aristotle, but they |leave out his
di scussion of final cause and formal cause as
irrelevant to scientific understanding, and they focus
on his two other causes, efficient cause and materi al
cause, as appropriate to scientific exploration

There's nothing wong with that
self-limting nmethod. Wat's wong is when a person
says that self-limting nethod gives you exhaustive
understanding of reality, even the reality of a
flagel | um

MR THOWPSON: Can we take a break?
(Recess -- 11:09 a.m)

(After recess -- 11:21 a.m)
BY MR THOWPSON
Q I want to go back to the Canbrian expl osion

This is one of the events that apparently casts sone
weakness in Darwin's theory; is that correct?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: | don't think so
personal 'y, no.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q VWell, isn't it true that the fossil evidence
suggests that many of the phyla first appeared without
evi dent precursors over the five to ten mllion years
that we're tal king about in the Canbrian rocks?

A Wt hout precursors being detected so far
possi bly so.

Q kay. So that --

A By the way, when you say -- could I ask for
a clarification?

Q Sure.

A VWhen you say weakness in Darw nian theory,
that's a bit vague, too, because what today is known
as Darwinian theory is not exactly the sanme thing as
Darwi n hinself held. There have been a | ot of
devel opnents in evol utionary theory supported
especially by genetics. So when people refer to
Darwi ni an evol uti on today, they're referring to a much
ri cher understanding of |life than Darwi n hinmsel f had.
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Q And we'll get into, you know, the ful
expl anation of Darwin's theory, but there is this
weakness that we can't find the precursors to the
ani mal phyla that first appeared in the Canbrian
rocks; is that correct?

A Again, | would not call that a weakness. |
woul d say that's a territory to be expl ored.

Q kay. Is it a gap?

A Every science -- every science has a
weakness in the sense that no science has ever w apped
up fully and bottled and capped its field of inquiry;
it's an ongoi ng process of specification and detail
And Darwi ni an theory, |like any other scientific
theory, has a long way to go in terns of its future
di scoveri es.

Q VWl l, would you indicate that that's --
there's a lack of evidence in that that supports
Darwi n's theory?

A I would not say evidence. | would say
there's roomfor increasing data. Data is not exactly
formally the same thing as evidence

Q Vell, if we're scientists, we have to | ook

at the data.

A Ri ght .

Q And the data is missing right now

A That's -- the enpirical inperative directs
us to l ook for as nuch data as we possibly can

Q And we haven't found the data as it rel ates
to the Canbrian explosion; is that correct?

A We found lots of data that relate to the
Canbri an expl osi on.

Q No. | nean that relate to the precursors to
the phyla that were found in the Canbrian expl osion

A Again, I'm-- I'mnot as nmuch of an expert
in this as biologists -- formal biologists are, but ny

own understanding is that there are precursors to the
ki nd of explosion that took place in the Canbrian
expl osi on; although, they were not as explosive, let's
say, as you find in the Canbrian expl osion. There has
been a general directional transformation of |iving
stuff into nore and nore conplex forms of living stuff
over the process of 3.8 billion years.

Q And what were the precursors to the Canbrian
fauna, then. You say there were. Wat were they?
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A | don't recall, but | recall reading
recently in some scientific publication that the
Canbri an explosion is not an absol ute begi nni ng of
bi ol ogi cal conplexity.

Q Do you regard the Canbrian expl osion as a
chal | enge to conmon descent ?

A Oh, not at all.

Q VWhen you see so many different phyla all at
once appear?

A W night be descendents of one of those
phyl a without being the descendents of others. But
t hose phyl a thensel ves, you see, were descendents of,
ultimately, probably one unicellular formof |ife that

originated as nuch as 4 billion years ago.
Q Have we found that unicellular formof life?
A You're never going to find it directly

because it's gone, but you can reason to it on the
basi s of our understanding of genetics and metabolism
and ot her kinds of physical processes that have forned
the building blocks of living stuff ever since.

Q So you can utilize reason to take the place
of actual data?

A In science reason doesn't take the place of
dat a; reason organizes the data into intelligible
structures.

Q kay. So what is wong with reason
organi zing the bacterial flagelluminto intelligent

desi gn?
A Not hi ng's wong with that provided you don't
call that science. 1t's nore of a theol ogi cal and

phi | osophi cal reasoning. There are different |evels,
as | was explaining to you while ago, of formally
structuring data, and the way in which theol ogy and
phi |l osophy structure their data in such a way as to
constitute material for that kind of discourse is such
as to bring in, for exanple, to use an aristotelian
term notions of formal and final causality that are
left out in scientific inquiry.

Q Do you have any idea at all what phyla the
oct opus bel ongs to?

A No, | don't.

Q What about the starfish?

A No, | don't know that. | don't have that
det ai | ed knowl edge of bi ol ogy.
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Q Isn'"t it true that Darwin hinmself remarked
that if it could be denponstrated that sone conpl ex
structure could not possibly have come about by
nuner ous, successive, slight nodifications that his
t heory woul d absol utely break down?

A Darwi n hinmsel f did say that.

Q Yes. And would M chael Behe's description
and conclusions relating to the bacterial flagellum
then be responsible for the breakdown of Darwin's
t heory?

A Well, as | said a while ago, Darw ni an
theory today is not the same thing as Darw n hinsel f
t hought evolution to be, so let's say evol utionary
biology -- | would say the flagellum does not cause
t he breakdown of evol utionary bi ol ogy.

Q Has there been any explanation in
evol utionary biology for the complex -- the
i rreduci bly conpl ex bacterial flagellunf

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: A nunber of biologists
have responded to Behe by proposing ways in which
these allegedly irreduci bl e phenomena coul d have

evol ved nore gradually, and in npost cases, | believe,
they perforned -- the precursors of these allegedly
irreducible -- irreduci bly compl ex phenonena perf orned

functions that are quite different from and perhaps
unrelated to the particular function that the
flagellumand its rotary notor perform now

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Do you accept those expl anati ons?

A I"mnot a scientist, but I want -- what |
want to accept is the openness of scientific inquiry
to push those gradualistic explanations as far as they
possi bly can go.

Now, it should be said that there are other
sci ences that are supportive of biology that allow for
the sel f-organization of material processes in ways
that Darwi n and even perhaps sonme contenporary
Darw ni an bi ol ogists are not fully apprised of.

Stuart Kauffman, for exanple, has witten a | ot about
t he sel f-organizing character of material processes
that coul d perhaps have a subordinate or at |east a
conpl ementary expl anatory role in explaining what Behe
refers to as irreduci ble conplexity. But, you see,
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these are scientific ideas, not theol ogical ideas.

Q And they're really just guesses at this
point, are they not?

A In studying any historical phenonmenon,
whet her it's human history or natural history, a |ot
of our present understanding has to be hypotheti cal

Q As that also applies to Darwin's Theory of
Evol ution?

A It applies to every theory including
Darwi n's Theory of Evol ution.

Q I"'mtrying to find the exact quote, but at
some point in your book Deeper Than Darwi n you
basically criticize the evolutionists -- some group of
evol utionists who cane up with a ot of stories,
met aphori c descriptions about particular events which
was not truly science. Do you renenber that part in
t he book?

A | don't think I criticized the so-called
"just so" stories. | criticized other aspects of
evol utionary thought in the wider sense. Evolutionary
materialismis really what | criticize, which is not
really science but another formof belief system

Q Right. 1'll try to find that because it
mght be in a different article that you wote.

VWhat factors would you consider have to be
present for sonmething to be a science?

A There has to be observation -- an
observational nethod which obeys what | called earlier
the enpirical inperative; to open our mnds as far as
possi bl e and our senses as far as possible to the
world around us, there has to be that. That's not
enough by itself. There have to be frameworks for
organi zing that data into hypotheses and eventual |y
theories. These are conceptual and usually
mat hematical. And, thirdly, there has to be an
obedi ence to the inperative to be critical; there has
to be a willingness to persistently exam ne whet her
your hypot heses and theories correspond to the data.
So those three ingredients.

Q kay. Are there any ot hers?

A There are -- there are factors that are
present in what | would call a subscientific way that
I mentioned earlier. There have to be -- for exanple,

there has to be a belief on the part of the scientist
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that truth is worth seeking. That, again, is not part
of science, but it is foundational to science. There
has to be, also, a belief that the human mnd is of
sufficient stature to grasp the truth when it cones
across it.

These are tacit elenents that are present in
t he actual work of science, underlying the work of
sci ence, of which perhaps many scientists thensel ves
are even unaware that they're necessary for the whole
process of science to get off the ground.

Q Any ot her factors?

A For natural science, of course, there has to
be the data of the natural world itself, but those are
the main ones that | woul d enphasi ze.

Q Ckay. Is there any concept that you're
aware of that requires a majority vote by scientists
of what is a scientific theory and what is not?

A | don't think it's -- it has to be a fornal
vote, but over the years a certain conventiona
approach devel ops in such a way that those who becone
apprenticed to what's called scientific method have to
| earn. They have to learn -- it's a skill. It's a

skill that requires a certain asceticismon the part
of the human mind that it will refrain from doing
certain things or having certain preoccupations while
you' re doi ng science

Synbolized by the white coat, we purify our
m nds of desires for our experinents to conformto
what's necessary to get tenure or whatever in the
university. W have to learn that skill, and it's --
as | say, it's a kind of asceticism a discipline,
that doesn't come automatically but requires a
training process within a community which has a
certain authority structure to it, not unlike
religious comunities. In the wide sense there are
certain rules that one has to learn and apply, and if
one di sobeys those rules, then one is not considered
part of this community.

And one of the rules of this conmunity which
we call science is that we should not resort to
aristotelian final causes in order to explain things.
And it seens that intelligent design people violate
those nornms, and that's perhaps why they are rightly
di sciplined, for not conformng to this comunity's
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skills.

Q VWhen you say "disciplined,” what do you mean
by that?

A Yeah. Well, you have to purify your m nd of
tendencies to explain things, for exanple, in ternms of
purpose. It's hard to do that, but that's what's

required. That's what -- since the beginning of
the -- since the nmddle of the 17th century --
Q I msunderstood, then. | thought they were

di sciplined in sone way by the science conmmunity
itself?

A By "discipline" |I nean a set of standards
that don't necessarily conme spontaneously to us.
mean, our comon sense way of |ooking at the world is
al ways | ooking at it for purposes, but science says,
let's -- let's -- it's kind of |like a game of soccer
you know. You deci de when you play soccer, |'m not
going to use nmy hands and I'mgoing to see what | can
acconplish athletically by just using ny feet. So
sci ence says, now, let's see what we can acconplish
here cognitionally by |eaving out discussions of
pur pose, CGod, intelligence, see what we can find by

| ooking at the natural world in this way.

Q But tonorrow the science community or over a
period of tinme can change those rules; is that
correct?

A That woul d be conpletely different. [If that
happens, it would not be science anynore. It would be
somet hi ng el se

Q Wll, if they say it's science, it's going
to be science; right?

A Vll, I'"musing the termscience as | just

described it a while ago, and as |'ve been descri bing
it all norning, as having to conformto what's
enpirically avail abl e.

Q Right. But these are rules that are
man- made; correct?

A To say that they' re man-nmade does not
adequately represent these rules. These rules are --
are things that come about as a result of a conplicity
of the human mind and the structures of the natural
world. So it's not just arbitrary. It's not just a
wild guess. To say it's just a theory, for exanple,
is to mss the whole point of a scientific theory.
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Q Vell, it's a-- wll, it is scientific and
it is not testable by scientific nethods, though?

MR WLCOX: Whiat's the antecedent of
"it"?

THE WTNESS: Wen you say "it," you
mean scientific method is not provable by scientific
nmet hod?

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Ri ght .
A Right. No, it's not.
Q Agai n, you used the soccer anal ogy. |If

tonmorrow you wanted to change the rules of soccer, you
can change the rules of soccer; isn't that correct?

A Sur e.

Q And you can do the sane thing with the rules
of science; isn't that correct?

A It would not be called soccer anynore. It
woul d be call ed sone other sport.
Q Well, it still could be called soccer

You' ve just changed the rules.
MR WLCOX: You could --
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Could it not?

MR WLCOX: You could call it
football.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Coul d you not?

A You can change the rules, but since rules
specify the identity of a particular ganme or a
particular kind of intellectual inquiry, then if you
change the rules of science, for exanple, to include
appeal to the hypothesis of intelligent design, then
you' ve changed the whole definition of science into
somet hing that nost scientists since the beginning --
since the mddle of the 17th century woul d not
recogni ze as science

Q Ckay. But up to the 17th century scientists
t hought it was science?

A In the Mddle Ages the word scientia was
used by people |ike Thonmas Aquinas to refer to the
gat hering in of understandi ng about the world in many,
many di fferent ways, including theol ogical and
phil osophical. But the way the word science has been
defined in nodern scientific -- so-called scientific
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di sciplines is such as to | eave out things that before
the 17th century were considered to be science. For
exanpl e, aristotelianismwas ranmpant at the tine of
Galileo, and Aristotle was interested in | earning
about the purpose of things.

Galileo and Bacon before himhad said, okay,
it's all right to talk about the purpose of things,
but we're going to get this new approach to
understanding the world in which we | eave out
guesti ons about purpose. For exanple, Aristotle
understood gravity as the desire on the part of the
center of the earth for objects. Desire. Desire
cannot be quantified mathematically, so one of the
i nportant things that nodern science did was to
explain gravity, for exanple, in terns of a
mat hematical fornula, and that nathematical fornula is
essential to the discipline of natural science.

Q One of the criteria of science, though, is
that it is always tentative; is that correct?

A Yeah, that should be the criterion of
religion, theology and all human know edge.

Q So that conceivably ten years from now t he

i dea of science could be totally different; is that a
possibility?

A It's possible that people can devel op
nmet hods of understanding things. For exanple, in the
20t h century devel opnent an enpirical nethod was
devel oped in phil osophy known as phenonenol ogy, and,

so, there can be -- there's plenty of roomfor the
devel opnent of different kinds of method. For
exanmple, I, nyself, in the book that I'mwiting now

and in other contexts, have referred to a w der
enpiricismthat goes beyond what science deals wth.

For exanple, we all know that we are
subj ects. Each one of us has an insideness that we
experi ence pal pably and inmedi ately. That's part of
the natural world, too. But science has deliberately
deci ded that we're not going to tal k about
subjectivity.

Well, they're not going to tal k about
subjectivity, so let's -- what |'m proposing is that
there be a wider or nore radical kind of enpiricism
that takes into account data that science
nmet hodol ogically leaves out. But | don't call it
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sci ence.
Q Vell, I was --
A | call it wider enpiricism
Q Well, it could --
A Qut of ny respect --
Q Excuse ne. (o ahead.
A Qut of ny respect for the conmunity and

tradition of involving several centuries of refining a
particul ar method and referring to it as science,

want to |l et science be science, but that doesn't nean
that science is -- is the only way of enpirically
comng into contact with the natural world.

Q Let me suggest to you that what you said,
however, may be the begi nning of a new understanding
of science; isn't that possible?

A Vll, I'"'mnot the vetter of this. [I'm
foll owi ng several major philosophers; Teil hard de
Chardi n, Bernard Lonergan, Henri Bergson, Alfred North
VWi t ehead, all of who are -- WIliamJanes, all of
whom have devel oped a wi de enpiricism--

Q But that enpiricism--

A -- but they don't call it science.

Q Right. But that enpiricismw |l affect the
way or could affect the way scientists view science;
isn't it true?

A | don't know. | -- if it does -- if it does
lead to sonething else, I'mnot sure that | would cal
it science, and |I'mal nost certain that nost of the
present scientific community would not call it science
ei t her.

Q Wl |, see, at one point, you know, when
Darwin came up with his theory, the attack on hi mwas
that it was not science; isn't that true?

A Wl |, sone would say that and some still say
it.

Q Well, | nmean, but at the tine his
contenporaries attacked himas not being science;
isn't that true?

A Sone of themdid. In fact, his fell ow
scientists were nore critical even than the clergy
were toward him

Q Right. But | -- but that proves --

A Sone of his fellow scientists, not all of
t hem
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Q But, see, attack -- but history has a way of
repeating itself, and it seens that the attack on
Darwi n as not being science -- Darwin's Theory of

Evol ution as not being science could be conpared to
the attack on the intelligent design theorists today
who are attacked as not being scientists.
MR WLCOX: (bjection, argunentative.
THE WTNESS: | don't think that's a
val i d conpari son, because as |'ve been saying al
nmorning, intelligent design people are bringing in
ki nd of explanatory or resorting to a kind of
expl anatory level or reading level that is
i nappropriate to what we refer to as natura
scientific nethod. It mght be a valid -- it mght be
a valid approach to appeal to the notion of
intelligence at sone level in your understandi ng of
phenonena, but that doesn't nean that science itself
is going to resort to such a notion because to do so
while you're doing science is to close off the road to
further naturalistic inquiry.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q You woul d agree that on occasion theories

whi ch were ridiculed by the contenporary scientists --

A Yes.

Q -- have then devel oped to be the workable or
t he expl anatory theory later on?

A Yes.

Q kay.

A Yes.

Q And, so, that just because a particul ar
theory is held by a fewor a mnority of scientists
does not in any way affect the validity of the theory
itself --

A That's correct.
Q -- is that true?
A That's correct. The relativity theory would

be a good exanpl e.

Q And because of that, do you have any concern
that the community of scientists thensel ves who have
vested a lot of their career on the theory of
intelligent design may be attacking -- a career on
evol ution, excuse nme, may be attacking the theory of
intelligent design for other than pure scientific
noti ves?
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A A particular scientist as a person can, and,
I think, inevitably this has occurred, has attacked
intelligent design because of kind of a tenperanenta
opposition to anything that smacks of religion

Ri chard Dawkins is a good exanple. He's
constantly attacking certain ideas, not for scientific
reasons, but because they don't fit into his world
view W're all capable of doing that. But that is,
in a sense, to commt the genetic fallacy; that is, to
understand things in ternms of how they originate
rather than in terns of their ostensible, |ogica
veracity. And, so, the theory of evolution has to be
weighted in terms of its intrinsic cognitiona
expl anatory power rather than in ternms of why it m ght
appeal to this person or that. And the sane thing
woul d be true of many scientific ideas. W have to
di stingui sh.

Q And does that also |lead to a fair statenent
that you should not | ook at the notivation of the
scientist but actually the scientific theory that he
is or she is espousing?

A Yes, when you're tal king about a scientific

theory, notivation should be bracketed. Wen you're
tal ki ng about theol ogical theories, that's sonething
el se.

Q Well, putting it another way, the validity
of a scientific theory --

A Ri ght .

Q -- should not be determ ned by the
notivation of a scientist who is proposing that
theory; is that correct?

A In the field of science, I would say that
that's correct.

Q And, so, sone of the anti-intelligent design
advocates out there attack the theory of intelligent
desi gn based upon the notivation of its proponents
rather than the theory itself; do you agree with that?

A | suspect that that's true at tines, yes.
Q Well, isn't Barbara Forrest one of thenf?
A | don't know. | can't say.

Q kay. But in the scientific world or in the
academ c world, you would want to look at the validity
or the invalidity of the theory and not so nuch as to
t he person who was advanci ng the theory.
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A That's -- | would say that's the -- that's
true in the case of science but not necessarily in the
case of phil osophy and theol ogy.

Q Wy do you make that distinction, science
versus phil osophy and theol ogy?

A Because when you're tal king about a world
view as distinct froma scientific fact, you're
tal ki ng about sonething in which the persona
coefficient of that particular world viewis
i nseparable fromthe world view itself.

Q But | assune even yourself as a theol ogi an
attenpt to elimnate whatever personal bias or
prejudi ces you may have as you attenpt to solve
what ever probl emyou' re | ooking at.

A VWhat you try to elimnate is any theory or
any set of ideas which flows fromany other desire
than the desire to know the truth.

We all have desires; desire for pleasure,
desire for meaning, desire for power and so forth. W
need to be suspicious of any idea that flows from
those particular desires. But the desire to knowis a
deeply personal desire, desire to know the truth, and

I can't disassociate ny -- my own theol ogi cal view of
the world from-- fromwhat is deeply personal to ne.
VWereas in science, you want to -- as far as possible

you want to keep subjectivity and personality out of
the method, which is one of the reasons why
intelligent design is so problematic, because it's --
when you' re tal king about intelligent design, you're
tal ki ng about sonething that is nuch nore deeply
personal than, say, the theory of natural selection

Q Deeply -- well, other than people Iike
Ri chard Dawki ns, would you agree, who --

A Ri ght .

Q -- who has a --

A Vel |, when Dawkins is doing biology, | have
no problem \en he gets into his pol em c against
religion, then his personality, his own tenperanent,
hi s own bi ography, his own personal bad experiences
with religion and so forth, all that all comes to the
surface; whereas when he's doi ng science, he | eaves
that behind or at |east he should | eave it behind.

Q There are very few -- strike that.

Is there -- can -- can the truth of theol ogy
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contradict the truth of science?

A No, no, just as the water is boiling because
I want tea does not contradict the water is boiling
because of nol ecul ar notion

Q According to Gould, the phil osophica
message of Darw ni sm cannot be di sengaged from
Darwi n's science. Do you agree with that statenent?

A | think | wote that statenent.
Q Yeah.
A Yes. | do agree with it, yes.

Q Ckay. And, so, even though you want to --

A That's what Gould says. That's not what |
bel i eve.

Q Right. Yeah. But even though you believe
that the science should be separated fromthe

phi | osophy - -
A Correct.
Q -- many Darwinists don't do that --
A Exactly.
Q -- because they believe it shouldn't be;

isn't that correct?
A Sone of them do, correct.

Q Ckay. Ah, | found the statement | was
| ooking for, and I want to ask you what you nean by
this. Oay. |It's not a verbatim it's a paraphrase,
but -- this is in your book Deeper Than Darwi n: The
evol uti onary expl anati on enpl oys a netaphoric and
narrative node of expression not found in physics or
bi ochem stry. The inevitable fuzziness of their
narrative, historical accounts of |life can be a source
of enbarrassnent. At times they apol ogize for telling
evol utionary stories promsing us that as their
science progresses it will be able to dispense with
narrative and enbed the information in mathematics.

A That's the --

Q Do you renenber that statenent?

A Yes, that's the ideal of the evol utionary
bi ol ogi st, but there is a narrative character to it
that you don't find in every science.

Q And | think that was the statenment that |
was -- had in mnd when | asked you about
evolutionists filling in the gaps with these stories
and these narratives promising later on they're going
to find the facts.
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A Well, that they' re going to be nore precise,
yes.

Q kay.

A Narrativeness is one way of conceptualizing

or bringing into coherence a set of data.

Q I |ooked at that statement and | viewed it
as somewhat very critical of these kinds of
evolutionists. AmI| wong in taking it that way?

A No, I"'mnot critical of that at all. That's
t he way evol utionary expl anati ons have al ways wor ked,
by placing -- by storing it -- by putting it in the
narrative context, because evolution, unlike other
scientists -- unlike other sciences, is nmuch nore
concerned with [ ong periods of tine in which
transformati ons take place, many others -- sone other
sci ences, like cosnology is, too, but evolution
requi res deep, deep time, and whenever you're tal king
about the transition fromone stage to another in a
tenmporal process, the node of discourse that you woul d
resort to has to be sonmewhat narrative in nature.

Q You use the words "can be a source of
enbarrassnent.” | look at that as sort of a negative

connot ati on.

A Well, there are certain kinds of scientific
purists, perhaps, who would find that narrative is --
is not enough and that we need to enbed the data in
mat hemati cal formula. And, indeed, biologists are
doi ng that today, especially in terns of the
transition of popul ations of genes from one generation
to the next which can be statistically quantified in
certain ways.

Q And the other -- and the other phraseol ogy
that again |leads nme to believe that this was a
criticismof evolutionary explanation was the
"inevitable fuzziness of their narrative."

A Well, if you place that in the context of
Deeper Than Darwi n, fuzziness is not necessarily
unexpl anatory. Fuzziness is the way of admitting at
the nonent that we need to sharpen our way of thinking
but that we can make at | east approximate statenents
about the nature of things, and this approximtion --
approxi mation is always part of every science. No
science is conpletely w thout fuzziness.

Q Ckay. Would you consider that a weakness in
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Darwi n's theory?

A No, just the opposite. | would say it shows
that Darwi nian theory has a future, and which if it's
not interfered with by such interpositions as
intelligent design, will allow further refinement,
further specification of what's going on in the
future.

Q Whul d you consider it a gap that still has
to be filled?
A Again, | would not use the termgap. |

woul d say it's the unknown knowabl e or the knowabl e
unknown.
MR WLCOX: That we just don't know

yet.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q You nean gap?

A Vll, I"musing -- |I'"musing the expression
t hat goes back to the phil osophical discourse where
peopl e di stingui sh between | earned ignorance and
unl earned i gnorance. Learned ignorance, the Socratic
term is ignorance that's aware of how nmuch yet there
is to be known.

Q That's what ki nd of ignorance?

A Learned ignorance, as it's called.

Q Learned. So you would characterize
evol utionary theory as | earned ignorance?

A I would say that every good science -- every
good scientist has to have a sense of | earned
i gnorance, and it's actually the skill in science

itself that shows a particul ar person who's doi ng
science that there is so much yet that remains to be
di scovered and known, and Darwin -- Darwinismis no
exception to but an exenplification of a genera
scientific principle that we shoul d approach nature
wi th | earned ignorance.
MR WLCOX: | think the Secretary of
Def ense could explain this to you pretty well. There
are things that we know we don't know
MR THOWSON: Right. You want to take
a lunch break?
MR WLCOX: Sure.
(Lunch recess -- 12:03 p.m)
(After lunch recess -- 12:58 p.m)
BY MR THOWPSON:
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Q Pr of essor Haught, earlier you had indicated
there is a difference between the theory of
intelligent design and creationism is that correct?

A I think so, yes.
Q And what is that difference?
A Well, as | understand it, al nost everybody

wi t hout exception that I've read who calls hinself or
herself a creationist today in the sense that word is
used in the evolution discussion is sonmeone who would
interpret the creation stories in the Bible quite
literally; whereas not every advocate of intelligent
design is a biblical literalist. That's the main
distinction that |I would point out.

Q So woul d you give nme, please, a definition
of creationismin your view, then?

A Well, creationism as | see it, is an
interpretation of nature which takes the biblica
sequence of biblical narrative of creation and the
sequence of days involved in the creation story as
corresponding literally and factually to the way in
whi ch the biol ogical record was inpl enented.

Q In that case is it true that creationists

believe that the earth is about 10,000 years ol d?

A There are young earth creationists and old
earth creationists. The young ones believe 6 to
10, 000 years as the age of the earth.

Q What do the old earth creationists believe?

A The old earth creationists as far as | know
are willing at tines to go along with the nodern
geol ogi cal estimation of the earth as four and a half
billion years old. What they have in common is the
speci al creation of each species by divine
intervention. The old earth creationists would allow
for the special creation as taking place sequentially
across tine whereas the young earth creationists see
the special creation of all species as taking place in
t he begi nni ng.

| recognize that there are many different
stripes within the creationist canp.

Q Woul d another criteria for a creationist be
the fact that they believe the earth was created in
six days -- six, 24-hour days?

A Sonme of them woul d probably believe that,
but, again, | think there are probably many different
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varieties of creationists.

Q Is it acriteria of creationists that they
refer to the Book of CGenesis as the basis of their
scientific theories?

A I know of no exceptions to that.
Q So --

A Yes.

Q -- yes?

As | understand it, creationists then start
wi th the Book of CGenesis and then build their
scientific theory upon that sacred scripture?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: There are creationists
and there are creation scientists or scientific
creationists. The latter use the Book of Cenesis as
the criterion by which to judge the validity of any
science, so they interpret by superinposing upon the
bi blical text scientific expectations. They interpret
the biblical text, especially Genesis, as
scientifically accurate.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q And in contrast with intelligent design

theorists, they do not build their theory upon holy
scripture; is that correct?

A The creationists do build their theory upon
scripture.

Q The intelligent design theorists do not?

A The intelligent design theorists, at |east

some of them-- there are many different types of
intelligent design theorists, including creationists,
but there are advocates of intelligent design who do
not start with scriptural text as the franmework for
their ideas.

Q In fact, there are atheists who are
advocates or who believe in intelligent design?
A | don't know of any. David Berlinski m ght

be sonebody who is taken in by the intelligent design
people, but I don't think that he has ever
affirmatively declared intelligent design --
intelligent design as the foundation of life.

Q VWhat about the phil osopher Ant hony Fl ew,
wasn't he an atheist?

A Yes, he was an athei st.

Q And then he --
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A He has recently wondered how bi ol ogi cal
phenonena coul d be explained without the conplicity of
a creator.

Q And he has publicly at |east accepted
intelligent design theory, has he not?

A | don't think so. | think he has been nore
cautious than that. | think it's nore that the
intelligent design people have taken himin than he
has taken in the intelligent design community.

Q Wl l, to what degree, then, do you think he
has accepted intelligent design theory then?

A | don't know that he's even that famliar
with so-called intelligent design theory. He has
spoken just very vaguely about how the complexity in
living phenonena seemto himto require sone
expl anation that science, including Darw nian science,
has not been able to give.

Q Has he said that that conmplexity points him
to an intelligent design?

A I think the nost he would say is that -- as
far as | understand the news nedia and reports about
it, I think the nost that he has said is that it

suggests that sonething nore than just chance and
blind, natural processes would have had to bring about
the conpl ex living phenonena.

Q And that kind of conclusion is contrary to
Darwi ni an theory, is it not?

A No, | personally do not think so. | think
what he's doing is drawi ng a phil osophi cal concl usion
and, in fact, he's very close to Darwin in the fact
that he appeals to a deistic god, that is, a god who
is very renote and who expl ains the general |aws and
is sonewhat -- sonething that we have to appeal to to
give an ultimte explanation, but it's not the God of
Christianity, it's not the God of the Bible that
Anthony Flewis referring to here. |It's sonething
very close to what Darwi n neant when he referred to
the creator.

Darwi n hi nmsel f probably never conpletely
gave up a deistic notion of God, that is, a god who
creates the universe, creates its fundanmental |aws but
pretty much lets it run on its owm. That's the sanme
ki nd of god that Anthony Flew is tal king about, so
it's nmuch closer to Darwi n's understandi ng.
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Q Wul d that still be a religious concept?

A Yes, | think it's a religious concept, sure,
uh-huh, yes. And that's why it does not belong in
sci ence.

Q Vel l, maybe I'minterpreting what you said,
but basically a deistic concept would nean maybe there
was a god that started it all --

A Ri ght .

Q -- sort of a first cause and then let it
happen?

A Yes.

Q Isn't that sonewhat of the sane kind of

first cause that Aristotle tal ked about ?

MR WLCOX: bjection, vague, "isn't
t hat somewhat of the sanme kind." Are there any
simlarities?

THE WTNESS: Well, there are vague
simlarities.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q kay. Didn't Aristotle talk about the first

cause?

A The first cause and the unnoved nover --
Q Yes.
A -- who was interested nore in contenplating

his own gl orious, divine essence than actually being
i nvol ved in the world.

Q Vll, isn't that sonewhat of the concept
t hat you have of God, that you've explained in your
book Deeper Than Darwi n?

A No, absolutely not. The God that | believe
inis deeply involved and is cosufferer with life and
its struggle throughout the evol utionary process.

Q Does he intervene in the world?

A To use the word intervention is a very, very
vague term To say that there is divine action and
divine influence in the world, | believe so. But to

say that this is of the same kind of causality that
science deals with or that intelligent design appeals
to, no, that's not what | nean.

Q Wl |, does your definition of God nean that
God is outside of nature?

A | don't say -- use the word "outside." |
woul d say distinct fromnature but intimtely invol ved
with nature. God transcends the world and CGod is not
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identical with nature, but the God of the Bible, the
God that | believe in as a Christian and as a Catholic
is deeply involved in nature, and we know this God not
as above nature but in and through nature.

Q Does God change the | aws of nature?

A VWhen you tal k about nature, nature can
i ncl ude many uni verses other than this one. That's
the natural world, too. That's becone a reasonable
hypot hesi s i n contenporary quantum theories of
creation.

The | aws that pertain to those worlds woul d
probably be different fromthe |aws that pertain to
ours, so -- and over the course of many, many nmillions
and billions of years, nature itself could possibly
alter its habits. W don't know. As scientists we
deal with such a small cross-section of cosmc
history, but we do believe as scientists that the

uni verse -- the present universe adheres to |aws or
habits, | like to call them that have been inherent
in nature fromthe begi nni ng.

Q | want to direct your attention to the

concept of a scientific theory. Wat would be your

definition of a scientific theory?

A Scientific theory is a set of concepts that
organi zes the data of scientific discovery into an
intelligible, conceptual franmework that can be tested
enpirically.

Q Wul d you agree with the statenent, and |I'm
quoting fromthe policy, a theory is defined as a
wel | -tested explanation that unifies a broad range of
observations, end of quote?

A Yes, in general | think I can accept that.
Q kay.
A But | would only add that it unifies themin

such a way as to allow themto be continually tested
agai nst enpirical data and new data that keeps coni ng
in.

Q Then you woul d accept the next statement |'m
going to read: Because Darwin's theory is a theory,
it continues to be tested as new evidence is
di scovered. Do you agree with that statenent?

A Yes.

Q kay. "Atheory is not a fact." Wat about
t hat statenent?
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A A theory is a set of insights. A fact --
let me define a fact. A fact is a product not of
seeing but of judging. The way the mnd works is to
start with enmpirically evident data. Secondly, the
way the m nd works, including the scientific mnd, is
to form hypotheses and theories to try to nake sense
of that data so that we can get insight into that
dat a.

But that's not enough for science. Science
has to go and keep testing the theory against the
data, and if it finds that the theory corresponds
adequately to the data, then science nmakes the
judgnment that the theory corresponds to the data and
that's a fact. That's where fact conmes in as a
product of judgnent, not of understandi ng.

Q Right. And did you read Behe's report --
expert witness report dealing --

-- theory?
Not this -- not this particular one unless

>0 >0 >
>
»

it's a duplication of other things that |I've read by
himin the past. (Wtness reviews docunent.) No, |
did not read this particular one. |If this is a new
piece, | didn't read it.

Q In his report he indicates that a theory is
a singular word applied to a body of multiple,
distinct clains -- that's the headline. And then he
says, It is critical to realize that in science the
word theory in the singular may be applied to a body
of multiple, logically separable clainms, sone of which
may turn out to be true and others false.

Do you agree or disagree with that

st at ement ?

A Yeah. The only thing I would -- yes, the
only thing | would add is that he's left out the word

enpirical and tal ked about logical. Science is nore
than logic. |It's also observation.

Q kay. So adding the word observation -- the
concept of observation, | guess, you would agree with

his theory; is that correct?
A Read t hat agai n.
Q Ckay. It is critical to realize that in
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science the word theory in the singular nay be applied
to a body of multiple, logically separable clains,
some of which may turn out to be true and others

false -- and then I'Il continue -- which can vary
widely in the strength of the evidence supporting them
and the ease with which they can be tested.

A I"mnot confortable with that. [|'m not
confortable with that, especially with the idea that
the elements of a theory are logically -- potentially

| ogi cally inconsistent.

Q You woul d agree that Darwin's theory has
changed over time; is that correct?

A No, | would agree --

Q The concept of Darwin's theory has changed
over tinme?

A Darwi n' s theory has not changed. Theories
of biol ogical evolution have evolved. Wat we refer
to today as Darw nian evolution is not exactly the
same as Darwin's Theory of Evolution; although, it's
in many ways -- in many ways it is simlar but other
t hi ngs have been added.

Q Right. He had no concept of genetics at

that tinme?

A He had no concept of how inheritance takes
pl ace.

Q Correct.

A He had his ideas about it, but the ideas

have turned out to be wong.

Q So at one point, going back to Darwin's
time, although he had this theory, part of it proved
to be wong?

A The part that has -- the theory has an
el ement of how descent inheritance takes place, and it
has an el enent of what the mechani sns of change over
time are. The mechani sns of change over tinme have not
been altered. They've been enhanced, actually, by new
di scoveries. But the actual -- his ideas on how
descent takes place and his notion of inheritance has
evol ved.

Q You have eluded to various aspects of what
we call Darwin's Theory of Evolution, and according to
Meyer's report, he cites that Ernst Mayr --

MR WLCOX: I'msorry. You're
referring to whose report?
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BY MR THOVPSON:

Q Behe's report, expert report. But he cites
Ernst Mayr --

A It's Mayr.

Q -- MA-Y-R -- Mayr?

A Ernst Mayr.

Q kay. He clainms -- who was an evol utioni st

who cl ai ned that what is commonly called Darwin's
theory actually contains at |east five distinct
clains. Are you famliar with his --

A I"ve read that, but I can't -- | can't |ist
the five elenments at this nonent.

Q kay. Let nme read themfor you and see if
you agree or disagree with them

A kay.

Q The five separate clains as -- one,
Evolution as such: This is a theory that the world is
not constant nor recently created nor perpetually
cycling but rather is steadily changing and the
organi sns are transforned in tinme.

A Yes, | agree with that.

Q You agree with that?

A Yeah

Q The second separate claimof so-called
Darwin's theory is common descent. This is the theory
that every group of organi sns descended froma common
ancestor and that all groups of organi sns, including
animal s, plants and nicroorganisns, ultimtely go back
to a single origin of life on earth.

Do you accept that as another clainf?

A | accept that. Although |I'm not absolutely
certain about that, | can accept that.

Q kay. This is what Ernst Mayr was saying --

A Right, right, right.

Q -- as to what the five different clains are
under Darwin's theory.

And then the third one is, Miltiplication of
species: This theory explains the origin of the
enornous organic diversity. It postulates that
species multiply either by splitting into daughter
speci es or by budding, that is, by the establishnent
of geographically isolated founder popul ati ons that
evol ve into new species; is that --

A | agree with that with the proviso that
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there may be ot her nechani sns involved in
diversification that he's not nentioned here.

Q kay. And the fourth claim-- separate
claimunder Darwin's theory is gradualism According
to this theory, evolutionary change takes pl ace
t hrough t he gradual change of popul ati ons and not by

the sudden -- | can't -- salta --
A Sal tation.
Q -- saltational production of new individuals

that represent a new type.
Do you agree with that clain®

A Yes, in general. Gadualismsinply nmeans
change over tinme, and saltationismrefers to al nost
magi cal or mracul ous transformations that don't
require long periods of time. There's an old saying
that nature does not |ike |eaps, natura non fecit
sal tum

Q Your Catholic upbringing is conmng out.

A My ltalian pronunciation of Latin, natura no
fecit saltum

Q And the fifth claimis the claimof natural
sel ection. According to this theory evolutionary

change cones about through the abundant production of
genetic variation in every generation. The relatively
few indi viduals who survive, owing to a particularly
wel | - adapt ed conbi nati on of inheritable characters,
give rise to the next generation.

A Yes.

Q Do you agree --

A Yes.

Q -- that is aclaim--

A Yes.

Q -- under Darwin's --

A Yes.

Q -- Theory of Evol ution?

A Yes.

Q And do you al so understand that advocates of
intelligent design, |like Mchael Behe, only focus

their attention on the fifth claim and that is the
claimof natural selection.

A That's not accurate. There are intelligent
desi gn advocates such as Jonathan Wl s who deny
common descent, al so.

Q Correct. That's why I nention M chael Behe.
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Are you famliar with the idea that M chael Behe does
not have any problemw th comon descent --

A Ri ght .

Q -- but he --

A O so he says.

Q Right. And he says his theory of
intelligent design only is critical of the natura

sel ection aspect of Darwin's theory. 1Is that a
correct statenent?
A | believe so. That certainly sounds --

sounds characteristic of Behe's approach

Q And | think you raise a good point when you
say there is some that don't believe in that, and
guess one of the issues for us |lawers is how do we
define these various canps, because w thin the canp,
there are many variations --

A That's right.

Q -- on the issues that are at stake here.

A Yes.

Q Is there a way that you woul d define these
canps that would be nore intelligible for us?

A Well, the -- the thing that's inportant for

this case to keep in mind -- and this is sonething
that they all agree with -- is that, scientifically
speaki ng, natural selection and any other Darw nian
factors involved in life are not adequate to explain
the design in living things, and | think that's really
the inmportant point to focus on
And ny point has been that, scientifically

speaki ng, natural selection Darw nian expl anations are
qui te enough, but that theol ogically speaking there's
roomto | ook at deeper |evels of explanation than any
science is able to explore.

Q What is the distinction between Darw ni sm
and neo- Darwi ni sn®?

A As | understand it, Darwinismis a viewthat
natural selection of undirected variations is the
mechani smof -- is the explanation of living

phenonena, but there are differences in the Darw nian
canp as to how deeply explanatory natural selection
is.

For exanple, Stephen J. Gould argues that
there are random or contingent events that occur in
natural history such as the neteorite inpact that
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wi ped out the dinosaurs 65 mllion years ago openi ng
up niches for mammal i an devel opnent that are al so
necessary to tal k about when we try to explain the
diversity of life that we have today so that natural
sel ection even for Gould is not enough. And he refers
to people like R chard Dawkins as hyper-Darw ni sts
because they want to explain all characteristics of
living beings in terns of their adaptive function that
they perforned at one tine or another.

So your -- your -- | haven't finished

answering your -- your question --

Q Go ahead.

A -- again was?

Q How can we -- the distinction between
Darw ni sm - -

A Ch, and --

Q -- neo --

A -- neo-Darwi ni sm

Q -- Darwi nism Yeah.

A Ckay. The distinction is that neo-Darw ni sm

is atermused to refer to what's called the nodern
synthesis; the Darw nian recipe for evolution and our

nmoder n under st andi ng of the gene as the unit of
inheritance. |It's called neo-Darw ni sm because Darw n
hi nsel f knew not hi ng about genes as the unit of

i nheritance. That was the idea that G egor Mendel and
t hen subsequently the history of the science and
genetics brought to the surface.

And as a result of that, Darw nism which
sort of went into a kind of eclipse at the beginning
of the 20th century, came back stronger than ever
because we found the nmechani sm of change, the gene and
the mutations of genes as the raw material, if you
will, for evolutionary diversity.

Q VWhen you say Darwi ni smwent into an eclipse,
what do you nmean by that?

A There -- because it didn't have a good
expl anation of heredity at the beginning of the 20th
century, scientists were |ooking for other ways of
expl aining diversification of life across tinme. Sone
were experinmenting with Lamarcki anism and vitalism
too, was sonething that crept into sone scientific
ideas. Vitalismis the view that sone special
extranatural or supernatural force has to enter into
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the universe to elevate inaninate matter to the |evel
of living stuff.

So that was kind of, | think, an
illegitimte appeal to phil osophy and science itself.

Q VWi ch brings back the question, science has
never figured out how life came out of nonlife; is
that correct?

A The details of how that occurred have yet to
be worked out. In fact, there's nmuch nore -- we know
nore about the origin of the universe than we do about
the specifics of the origin of life, but nmy point is
that we should | eave plenty of roomfor purely
naturalistic explanations of that event as well,
because in ny view of |ayered explanation, if we find
that life can be explained chenmically or
t her nrodynami cal |y or astrophysically, that does not
conpete with, that does not interfere with a
t heol ogi cal affirmation that |ife canme about because
of the creativity of Cod.

Q I think at one point you indicated that
Darwin or Darwin's Theory of Evol ution changed
peopl e's concept of God.

A Any science can change peopl e's concept of
God. Copernicus changed our concept of God.

Q VWhat about you personally?

A Yes, I'm-- I'"mnot a flat earther.

Coper ni cus has changed ny understandi ng of God. But
personally my inmrersion in evolutionary theory has had
the effect of allowing nme to think of God in what I
woul d say is a much nore biblical way than | did
before I encountered Darwi nismor before | studied it
i n depth.

Q There are some creationists, in quotes, that
will say that there can be no conpatibility with
Darwin's theory in any concept of God. Did you
under stand t hat ?

A Yes.

Q And there are sone Darwi nists who say the
same thing, that there can't be any compatibility
between Darwin's Theory of Evol ution and God?

A But they're saying that not as Darw ni an
scientists; they're saying this as Darw ni an
materialists or Darwinian naturalists, that is,
phil osophically. They junp from science to
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phi | osophy.

Q But it's the I ogical conclusion of their
scientific beliefs?

A It's not, no. It's not at all because
have the same scientific beliefs as they do -- or
shoul dn't say beliefs -- the sane scientific
understandi ng of the natural process as they do. It's

just that ny | ayered understandi ng of expl anation

whi ch they don't have, allows nme to affirmthe science
fully and at the sane tine allows ne to believe in
every itemof the N cene Creed the way ot her

Christi ans do.

Q But in sonme |ogical process, even though you
say it's no |l onger science but theol ogy or netaphysics
or religion, they cone to the conclusion that Darwin's
Theory of Evol ution or neo-Darw ni sm excl udes God?

A They do, but that -- you have to explore
what they nmean by God, and what they nean by God is at
| east this idea of sonme sort of designing engi neer
which | don't think is the biblical understandi ng of
God.

And, so, it's because they can't reconcile

Darwi ni sm or evolutionary biology with a specific

notion of God as intelligent engineering -- and they
use terns |ike engineering and design -- that they
reject the evolutionary view of things, just as there
are some -- in fact, many evol utionists who reject the

i dea of God because they have exactly the sane concept
of God as their intelligent design and creationi st
opponents do. In fact, many, nmany evol utionary

bi ol ogi sts are still creationists at heart in their
understanding of ultimate reality.

Q But have you heard the accusation agai nst --
| think it's Ken MIler, the biology textbook witer,
that he is a creationist at heart?

A Creationist can nean a |l ot of things.
Anybody who believes in a creator god could be called
in a broad sense a creationist, and sonetinmes that
| abel is thrown at people in such a fashion, but
creationist in the sense that it is used in this
controversy over Darwi n means sonething quite
different.

Creationists in this sense do share the
belief of all theists that there is a divine creator
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but then after that they go on to take the story of
creation in the Bible as literally true, and Ken
M1l er would never do anything |ike that.

Q Right. 1Is there a difference between
Darwi n's Theory of Evol ution and evol ution?

A Sur e.

Q What is the difference?

A That Darwi n's Theory of Evolution is a way
of organizing the information that |eads us to
recogni ze that there is change -- cunul ati ve change
over tine.

Q Wul d you agree that even nost intelligent
design theorists would agree with evolution if we're
only tal ki ng about change over tinme?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: |'mnot sure that even
all of themwould, but many of them do, yes.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Accordi ng to Behe and Denbski, the issue
that they're addressing is not the issue of change
over tinme --

A Ri ght .
Q -- is that correct?
A In the case of those two, that's true

Yeah. kay. And that gets back to how
difficult it is trying to focus on what is intelligent
design and the big tent that it has and also the big
tent that Darwin's Theory of Evolution has.

MR WLCOX: To the extent that that
m ght be construed as a question, | object to it.
MR THOWSON: We're just having a
pl easant conversation here.
BY MR THOWPSON

Q I"mgoing to return to your expert opinion
report. In your expert opinion report, Exhibit 2, you
define religion. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Actually you have a few definitions of
religion there, and I'"mnot sure --

A Thr ee.

Q Three definitions of religion. Wich
definition of religion do you base your opinion on?

A Well, the third definition of religion
includes the first two, but the first two do not
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necessarily include the third. That's why | make
these distinctions. So that the first, Surrender
one's mind and heart to whatever is considered to be
of ultimate inportance, yes, | accept that, but I
woul d specify it by nunmbers two and three, that
ultimate reality is also a great nystery which enfolds
us and grasps hold of us nore than we grasp hold of
it. And, thirdly, I would attribute to that nystery
the characteristics that are represented by the
biblical tradition as God who makes proni ses and who
is personal and intelligent. That's where the word
intelligent comes in. Intelligence is a
characteristic of persons. That's where we first
experience it.

Q Have any ot her theol ogi ans accepted your
definitions of religion?
A It's not so nmuch that they' ve accepted m ne

but | have summarized theirs.

Q Ckay. So when you tal k about intelligent
design as being religious, it is falling into one of
t hese --

A Al three --

Q -- definitions?

A Al three definitions. It's religious in
all three senses of the term

Q And your three definitions of religion is
the basis for you to conclude that intelligent design
is religious; is that correct?

A It's -- it's a -- an abstract sketch of ny
reasons for concluding that intelligent design is
religious, yes.

Q I"'mnot sure | understand. What does
"abstract sketch" nean?

A Vll, by that | nean it's a quick and dirty
summary of nuch -- what | can -- what | woul d hope
woul d be a nmuch deeper understanding of religion than
I"mable to present in one paragraph

Q Wl |, does intelligent design in any way
di scuss the characteristics of God?

A The intelligent design --

Q Theory.

A -- as used by Behe and Denbski ?
Q Yeah.

A

It refrains fromtal king about specific
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characteristics of God other than the notion of an
ultimate intelligence that underlies the process of
life.

Q You know, it's interesting. They talk about
intelligent cause or intelligent agency in many of
their descriptions.

A Uh- huh.
Q Have you read that?
A Yeah

Q Could it be that this intelligent cause or
intelligent agency is nothing but sone matter that we
haven't yet discovered?

A It could not be for them because they have
rejected materialismwhich is what you' ve just
defined. Materialismis the view that matter is all
there is; that matter is the nother of all things.
The word matter -- matter conmes from mater, which
means nother. They reject materialism so they would
t hensel ves reject that idea.

Q But in |ooking at the same kind of growth of
Darwin's theory to present day, they may not have
di scovered that particular intelligent matter that

organi zes these things; isn't that true?

A No. Intelligent design -- the word --
intelligence itself is a concept that requires
expl anation. So to appeal to sonmething as an
expl anation wi thout giving an explanation of it itself
scientifically is circuitous. It begs the question
froma scientific point of view

Q See, the reason | raise that is because

think you tal k about genes having this -- al nost
m nd-1i ke characteristics of surviving.

A Yes.

Q O making sure --

A | don't tal k about genes that way.

Darwi ni ans tal k about genes in that way, and | take
the Darwi nians to task for projecting subjectivity
i nto what should function as purely objective,
subj ectless entities as far as science is concerned.
So they thensel ves are violating principle of science
when they do that.

Q Keeping in mnd that their -- you know,
their great dislike for the theory of intelligent
design, yet they are postulating sone natter that
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basically has a mind of its own.

A Not only that, they are projecting
pur posi veness into the natural world when science
itself, methodologically, tells us to | eave out
pur posi veness.

Q VWhat does that mean, purposiveness?

A Having a goal in mind; teleology it's
called. Mttt R dley, for exanple, says, yes, we're
using tel eol ogi cal |anguage. M viewis that they are
just as much in violation of scientific nmethod as are
the intelligent design people.

Now, the Darwi nians specify that they're

talking only figuratively and allegorically or
nmet aphorically but that they don't literally mean that
there's intelligence involved here. But they often
nonet hel ess, give the inpression that there is
sonmething intelligent at work. But that's sonething
t hey, thenselves, are often enbarrassed at, and
they -- the purists anong them woul d not speak in
| anguage like that, so I'mjust talking about sone
Dar wi ni ans.

Q But the point is they're describing a

particular action in ternms of intelligence.

A Yes, they're using the -- our own experience
of intelligent purposiveness as a kind of verbal and
nmet aphori cal framework or idea, rather, to try to get
across a particular point. And the particular point
is this: The particular point is that the unit of
selection in evolution is not the organi smor the
group but it's pools of genes.

VWhen Dawki ns, for exanple, in the selfish
gene and Matt Ridley and others tal king about genes
striving to get into the next generation, if they were
here, they would say we don't literally mean that;
that there's anything intelligent going on here. It's
a purely blind process, and it's just a figurative and
i npreci se way of speaking. But | take themto task
for their inprecision just as | take -- | try to be
consistent here -- | take to task the intelligent
desi gn people for injecting sonething subjective
into --

Q Because there's a comonality there, isn't
there, between intelligent design theorists and those
ki nd of --
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A There's a --

Q -- Darwinian --

A There's a | oose kind of --

Q -- people --

A -- acknow edge --

(The Reporter asks for clarification.)

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q There's a commonal ity between the thinking
of the intelligent design theorist and the Darw ni st
who use those kinds of words like "striving" when
they're describing genes in that they're using human
terns that we can understand to describe sonethi ng
that's goi ng on.

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE W TNESS: Sci ence cannot avoid
using terms -- even the term energy, mass, notion
force -- force, for exanple, gravity, these are al
terns that come from human experience; gravitas is the
Latin for experience of heaviness. That human
experi ence was used by physics to refer to a specific
characteristic of nature and the tendency of bodies to
attract one another.

But that's not the inportant thing in
science. Science as a | anguage al ways has terns that
cone from human experience. The inportant thing for
science is to be able to quantify and neasure
processes as much as possible. The inprecise | anguage
t hat Dawkins and others use is a way of -- it's a
pedagogi cal device used to get us to think about
nature in a particul ar way.

But if you press themon this -- here's
the difference. |If you press themon the issue of do
you really nean -- do you really believe that there
are subjects there that are striving actually to get
into a natural world, they would back off. If you
press the intelligent design people, do you really
bel i eve there's sonething intelligent going on here,
that there's some sort of intelligent design going on
here, they would not back off.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q And that m ght be true, but -- but what
you're -- what you're seeing as far as intelligent --
nmol ecul ar structures that ook intelligently designed
is sone machine-like quality, are you not?
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A Yes, and even the Darwinians will admt that
there's a machine-like characteristic.

Q Right. And, so, the intelligent designers
are using ternms that we would normally associate with
putting a machi ne together; correct?

A Yes, but --

Q In fact -- in fact, Francis Cick
continually said, quote, Biologists nust constantly
keep in mnd that what they see was not designed but
rat her evolved, end quote. Wy was he saying that?

MR WLCOX: Objection. You said he
continuously was saying that. |'mnot sure what you
mean by that.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q We know he said it once.

A Wl |, what he's doing is what every good
scientist would do at that point, and that's to all ow
as much as possible for naturalistic explanations and
not resort to miraculous interventions when there's
still plenty of roomfor natural explanation

Q M chael Behe woul d cl ai mthat he kept on
sayi ng that because they had to rem nd biol ogists that

what | ooked designed was not, in fact, designed; is
that correct?

A That was not designed purposively by an
intelligent agent.
Q Yes. In fact, have you heard this or seen

this statenment by Bill Gates that tal ks about the DNA
nol ecul e bei ng nore sophi sticated than any kind of
programthat his people have ever been able to design?
Yes, by which he neans high information
content in a DNA nol ecul e.
Q Right. And isn't that one of the basis for

Bi || Denbski's whole structure of the inference of
design, the high information content? He goes through
a -- a screening process which I don't understand.
You probably do better than | do.

A Yeah, it's the filter as he calls it --

Q Ri ght .

A -- the -- the filter of inference; if
somet hing can't be explained by chance, then it has to
be by | aw

Q Right. And he places that in his book
called Design by Inference. | don't know if you've
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read that. Have you read that book?

A Not -- I'mnot sure whether |'ve read that
one. I've read parts of Mere Creation and ot her
things that he's witten, but | have read essays --
for exanmple, he has an essay in a book that | have an
essay in called Debating Design, and | believe he
tal ks about the explanatory filter there, but he tal ks
about it in a nunber of places as well.

Q And this explanatory filter is sonething
that he's replicated that other nmathenmaticians can
check --

A Ri ght .

Q -- is that correct?

A Yes. And the point of it is to enphasize
the informational character of life, but even the nost
hard-core Darwi ni ans agree there is an informationa
aspect to life. The question is how to go back
explaining it, and ny inpression is that biology --
nost biologists -- in fact, alnost all of them would
say, let's see if we can't get a purely natura
expl anation for information before we junp to the idea
of intelligent design.

And the natural explanation seens to many of
themto be quite obvious; that the informationa
sequence of letters and the code, the A, T, C and G
t he conponents that make up the nucl eotides, that that
specific sequence is itself the result of a filtering
process that took place naturally over the course of
many, many millions of years in which unviable

sequences -- informational sequences were not sel ected
for survival and reproduction. And my own viewis
that let's take -- let's allow -- as a theol ogi an

let's allow naturalistic explanations to be carried as
far as they possibly can and bring in theol ogy at sone
completely different |evel of explanation

Q But don't you believe that Denbski's
mat hemati cal test of probabilities where he takes for
granted the earth being 4 billion years old and
t hrough sonme mat hematical fornula conmes to the
conclusion that the probabilities are so astronom ca
that these various nol ecul ar nmachi nes woul d have been
formed by chance that it's virtually inpossible? Now,
that's a scientific -- would you consider that a
scientific concern?
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A No, that's a phil osophical conclusion. All
science can do is detail the material and efficient
causes that produce a particular outcone to make the
leap to -- to say, for exanple, that this
i nprobability requires sone explanation that
scientists don't ordinarily deal with could be quite
legitimate as a claim but not as a scientific claim

Q But it -- he doesn't have to nmake a
t heol ogi cal cl ai mwhen he concludes that it is
i nprobabl e that a particul ar nol ecul ar structure
occurred by natural selection. That's a scientific
claim is it not?

A I wouldn't classify that particul ar
i nference as a scientific one.
Q Is it atheo --
A It's --
Q Excuse ne. (o ahead.
A It's netaphysical or inplicitly
nmet aphysical. It's a viewof reality. It's a world

view that's inplied in that statenent, and that world
viewis one that says ultimtely we need an
intelligent explanation for phenonena.

Now, there's a sense in which ny own world
view -- theol ogical world view would say that
ultimately we do need an explanation for certain
constraints within which natural processes work, but I
don't want anyone to m sconstrue ny statenent that
there is as a scientific statenment. | want that to be
understood to be a theol ogi cal and/or phil osophica
i nference rather than a scientific one that goes
outsi de the bound of scientific nethod.

Q We were tal king about intelligent design
being religious and falling within your three
definitions of religion in your expert report.

A Yes.

Q I think we discussed the fact that
intelligent design theorists do not necessarily
ascribe to any particular characteristic of the
intelligent designer; is that correct?

A O God you nmean?

Q well --

A That's what you said earlier.

Q It may be God. Ckay. Let's change it to
the intelligent designer
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A The word itself -- the termitself
inevitably logically entails certain characteristics;
intelligence and the capacity to design purposively.
So, yes, it does entail specific characteristics that
we normal |y have associated with the deity.

Q Well, didn't Cick tal k about sone
extraterrestrial salting the earth?

A But they're purely natural. The pansperm a
theory is not in any way a theol ogical theory. 1It's
an attenpt to explain approximately how life could
have taken place on earth and still |eaves open the
question, well, howdid the first living cells that
seeded the earth becone part of the natural world.
And a good scientist would try as hard as possible to
explain such an event if it is conceivable in chem ca
terns or thernodynam cal terms or astrophysical terns,
but not in theol ogical terns.

Q Yeah, but Crick wasn't developing it in
t heol ogi cal ternmns.

A No. Right.

Q You were just saying that sone
extrapl anetary --

A Yeah, he was trying to trace --

Q -- individual --

A -- possible cause and effect rel ati onships
back to a wi der context than origin of life studies
that he usually deals wth.

Q The other -- so that the intelligent
designer could be God, a concept of God, or it could
be sone other extraterrestrial being?

A Vll, it wouldn't be a concept of God. A
concept of God is not an agent. It could be an
intelligent design suggests -- the termitself

suggests what God has al ways neant in western
phi | osophy and theol ogy. That's why | say it's
irremedi ably religious and theol ogi cal

Q That was -- one definition was the western
concept of God, but your other definitions were a
little nore vague than that.

A Yes, there can be -- even belief that matter
is all thereis -- fits nmy first definition of
religion, and that's why, as |'ve been saying all day,
' mopposed to any science or -- scientist or science

teacher making statements to the effect that matter is
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all there is or even saying that Darw ni an

expl anations are the ultimte explanation of design

| object to that because those two are statenents that
refer inplicitly to some ultimate [ evel of reality.
Sci ence doesn't deal with ultinate realities. It
deal s with proximte causes.

Q &oing further along this |ine of thought
about what is religion and referring it to intelligent
design, you would agree with me, will you not, that
intelligent design does not have noral code; is that
correct?

A Not directly, but indirectly, yes.
Indirectly it's telling us that, in effect, the good
life would consist of conformty to intelligent
design; that we woul d nake our lives ordinary and
purposive, so inplicitly any statenent about ultimte

reality there are inplicit -- there's an inplicit
basis for ethics or kind of ethics.
Q But not one of the intelligent design

theorists has actually conme out with a witten noral
code saying this is what we believe; is that correct?
A As far as | know, they have not explicitly

drawn out the inplications of their appeal to
intelligent design, and I'm not saying that they have.
All I'"msaying is that there are inplicitly ethica
inmplications in any world view

Q Well, that's the sane -- that holds true
also for the theory of evolution; isn't that correct?

A No, because | don't consider the theory of
evol ution a statenment about the ultinmate character of
reality. The theory of evolution is a scientific
theory, and science abstracts from |eaves out,
consi derations of ultimte expl anations and of
pur pose.

If you find an evol utionary biol ogi st sayi ng

that evolution is the ultimte context for our
sel f-under st andi ng and our exi stence, yes, there are
ethical inplications there, radical ethica
inmplications. But that is not science; that's
phi |l osophy; that's a religion al nost.

Q Well, if you accept it as sone Darw nists
believe that we are here as a result of natura
sel ection, okay, and that entails the survival of the
fittest, isn't there the sane kind of inplicit nora
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code bei ng advanced by that concept?

A Not at all. 1In fact, Stephen J. CGould
hi nsel f says that Darwin has |iberated us from ever
having to search for our basis for norality in the

natural world. | don't happen to agree with that, but
to answer your question, it's not at all inevitable.
It's correct, | think, to say that we are

the outconme of natural selection just as it's correct
to say that the water is boiling because of nol ecul ar
nmoti on of H2O. You could add to that to expl ain our
exi stence other deep things are going on in reality

t hat sci ence cannot even touch upon and sci ence shoul d
| eave out. So when Darwi ni ans nmake Darwi ni sminto
their ultimate world view -- and, in fact, many of
themdo -- there are ethical inplications which
deserve our -- our deepest suspicion

Q You use the word ethical. Wat about
religious inplications?

A Vll, religion in the first sense of the
termis what they're giving us. They are -- it's
characteristic of the human person, of human life, to
| ook for sone ultinmate context in which to situate our

t hought and our lives. Sonme Darw ni ans have done that
by maki ng Darw ni an expl anations the ultimte context
of their lives, and, so, yes, there are ethica
inplications that flow fromthat. But | think that --

that that's -- again, it's a confusion of religion
with science.

Q Is there a sacred scripture that intelligent
design theorists refer to?

A Not directly as far as | know, at |east |

hope they don't.

Q Do they have a particular liturgy?

A Do they have a particular liturgy? |I've
been at sone of their neetings where things go on that
don't go on anywhere el se where there's an appeal to

certain authority figures that -- that they consider
to be alnost saints in their collection of heroic
figures.

Q VWho woul d they be?

A | would -- | would think M chael Polanyi for
Denbski, for example, has been appeal ed to; although
as someone who's imtated Pol anyi, | think Polanyi

woul d turn over in his grave that -- being appealed to
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as an authority in this area. But inmplicitly --
inplicitly they're appealing to a whole tradition of
natural theology as the framework of their whol e
nmovenent, and that would include people like WIIliam
Pal ey and Thomas Aqui nas. Aristotle, Thonmas Aqui nas,
these are names that come up often in their discourse.

Q But they wouldn't hold the same status,
woul d they, as, say, a priest in the Catholic church?
A Ch, | think so, yes. Mre so. | don't know

of too many Catholic intelligent design experts. Behe
is the only one | really know of.
Q What about --
MR WLCOX: Any question that begins
"what about" |'m probably going to object to.
MR THOWPSON: Ckay. It's just a
conversati on.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Do the intelligent design theorists have a
text that is simlar to the Bible?
A Possi bly, but | couldn't specify it. Maybe
if I had nore time to think about it there m ght be
one that keeps com ng up

Q Do they have holidays -- do intelligent
design theorists have holidays?

A No.

Q If you --

A Incidentally, | don't characterize -- |
never have characterized the intelligent design
nmovenment as a religion. Al 1've said is that the

appeal to the notion of intelligent design is
nonscientific and religious in nature.

Q If you had such concerns about the validity
of the theories that Behe expounds in Darwi n's Bl ack
Box, why woul d you make your students famliar with
it?

A It's part of the task of an educator to
expose students to the fullest range of positions on
i ssues as possible. In ny teaching | never directly
cone out in defense of any position. | leave that to
the students to decide which is the nost appropriate
position. | do include my own as one, but only one of
many possible positions the students could have. And
when | grade their exans, | grade them not on the
position that they hold but on how fair they are in
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their exposition of the full spectrum

Q Now, | had asked you earlier if you had read
the total policy of the Dover School District as it is
stated in the biology curriculumpress rel ease, and
you i ndi cated you had not.

A I don't think that | have.
Q kay.
A | mght have, but | don't know that | have.

Q kay. And then | think you were reading it
during one of the breaks. That's Exhibit Nunmber 3.

A | read part of it during a break

Q Right. Wat | would Iike you to do right
now, Professor, is go through the statenent that was
to be read to the students just before the -- the
ni nt h grade biol ogy students just before they were to
take up the section on evolution, and then |I'm going
to ask you sonme questions about that statenent.

A VWere is it?

Q It starts right at the bottomof this
(i ndi cating) page starting with, "The Pennsyl vani a
academ c standards require,” and then it goes on to
t he next page.

A (Wtness reviews docunment.) Okay.

Q kay. Keeping in mnd that this statenent
is read to ninth grade biology students just before
they begin their section in the biol ogy textbook on
evolution, I'mgoing to ask you sentence by sentence
whet her you believe that those statenents are true or
fal se or objectionable in any way. The first
statenment is, The Pennsyl vani a academ c st andards
require students to | earn about Darwin's Theory of
Evol ution and eventually to take a standardi zed test
of which evolution is a part.

Do you have any problemw th that statenent?

A No.

Q kay. The next paragraph, Because Darwin's
theory is a theory, it continues to be tested as new
evi dence is di scovered.

Do you have any problens with that
st at ement ?

A Yes. The inplication is that it's just a
theory, and that's not stated explicitly, but that, in
light of the whole testinony of the whole docunent, is
obj ecti onabl e because we shoul d never say just a
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theory. W should understand a theory as an honest
attenpt to organize information.

Q Well, there is no word "just" in that
sent ence.

A | understand that, but --

Q You' ve added "just."

A | think that's inplied there in the context
of the whol e discussion

Q Vel l, 1I'"mtalking about just this paragraph

now. The students are not going to be conversant wth
our di scussion.

A Al right. If it's meant literally, yes, |
can accept that.

Q Ckay. Then the next sentence says, The
theory is not a fact.

Do you have any problemw th that statenent?

A | do because, once again, the statenent
itself shows a kind of m sunderstanding of what the
nature of theory is and what a fact is.

Q Let me go further and see if that clarifies
that issue. "Gaps in the theory exist for which there
is no evidence." |Is that an appropriate statenent?

A That's an entirely inappropriate statemnent.
It's fuzzy. |It's logically problematic. Gap is not
defined. Gap as the statement goes on turns out to be
not a gap in science but a gap between two | evel s of
under st andi ng.

Q So you do not believe there are any gaps in
the theory for which there is no evidence?

A That's what we've been saying all norning.
| don't like to use the termgap. There's a whole --
there's a whole lot nore that we need to know about
nature than what we actually know.

Q A theory -- the next sentence, A theory is
defined as a well-tested explanation that unifies a
broad range of observati ons.

Do you have any problemw th that?

A I can go along with that.

Q Ckay. Well, does that sentence itself,

t hen, renove the concerns that you have over the use
of the word "theory" in the first two sentences?

A Not entirely because of this, what follows,
and we have to put these sentences in context. W
can't just take themas atons isolated fromtheir
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envi ronnent .

The statenent goes on to present intelligent
design as a theory on the sane intellectual or |ogica
plain as an alternative to Darwi nian theory. And what
|'"ve been saying all day is that they're not on the
same playing field; they're not playing the same ganme
by the sane rul es.

Intelligent design is a concept that bel ongs
at the level of metaphysics, religion or philosophy,
but not at the level of science. And the inplication
of the whol e paragraph is students shoul d be exposed
to alternatives to Darwi nian theory. Alternatives --
what kind of alternatives? Do they nmean alternatives
in the area of religion and phil osophy or genera
world view? Are they inplying the students should be
exposed to a world view other than that that's
mai ntai ned by materialist Darwi nians? See, it's very,
very vague and very tendentious. |If they understand
the intelligent design as an alternative to Darw ni an
science, then | deeply object to that.

Q The next statenent on the second page,
Intelligent design is an explanation of the origin of

life that differs fromDarwin's view
I s that acceptabl e?

A Yeah, it differs in the same way that -- to
use ny exanpl e explaining the pot boiling as the
consequence of ny wanting tea differs from expl ai ni ng
it in ternms of nolecular notion

Now, what the statenent is inplying is that
we shoul d col |l apse those explanatory |levels down to
one playing field, as it were, so that intelligent
design can be presented as an alternative to

scientific theory. 1It's an alternative |evel of
explanation. |It's not an alternative -- a legitimte
alternative to scientific theory.

Q The next -- the next sentence is, The

ref erence book, O Pandas and People, is available for
students who might be interested in gaining an
under st andi ng of what intelligent design actually
i nvol ves.

Do you have any problens with that sentence?

A If it were not given in the context of a

scientific classroom | would say that it is inportant
for the education of all of us, including students, to
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explore the different |evels of understanding that are
available to the human mind. | do object to the
inplication that it should be presented to the
students as an alternative to evolutionary biol ogy.

Q And then it goes on in the next paragraph
Wth respect to any theory, students are encouraged to
keep an open nind

Do you have any problens with that
st at ement ?

A No.

Q Next sentence, The school | eaves the
di scussion of origins of life to individual students
and their famlies.

Do you have any objection to that?

A Yes, nost famlies are not qualified, don't
have nenbers of famlies who are qualified to discuss
questions relating to the scientific, chem cal
physi cal , astrophysical, thernodynam c understandi ngs
of how physical processes take place, so | do object
to that.

Q Ckay. As a standards-driven district --
next sentence, As a standards-driven district, class

i nstruction focuses on preparing students to achieve
proficiency on a standards-based assessnent.
Do you have any problens with that?

A No.

Q kay. Understanding that that -- what we've
just gone through is the sentence -- is the
par agraph -- the four paragraphs that are read to
students, do have you any opinion regarding the
appropriateness of that paragraph being read to ninth
grade biol ogy students at the beginning of the
evol ution cl ass?

A Yes, | object to that because of the reasons
that 1've just detailed in your previous trail of
guesti ons.

Q Ckay. Then the part of the policy which
goes on -- it's not a part of what is read to the
students -- is as follows: The foregoing statenents
wer e devel oped to provide a bal anced view and not to
teach or present religious beliefs.

A Problematic for this reason: \When people
wite the -- use the expression "bal anced view," they
are often confusing different |evels of explanation
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bei ng bal anced agai nst each other rather than two
different scientific theories at the |evel of
scientific explanation being bal anced agai nst each
ot her.

If there is alegitimate alternative in --
within the field of science alone to the Darw ni an
expl anations of life -- and there are post-Darw nian
evol utionary accounts that sonmehow want to nodify the
Darwi ni an theory -- | have no objection to bal anced
treatment at that level. But what the intelligent
design conmmunity usually neans by bal anced treat nent
is to balance the inplicit secularismand naturalism
that they see in biological expressions with an
alternative to that. And the alternative to one
met aphysi cal world view is anot her metaphysical world
view, that's the logical alternative

VWhat they're doing is trying to say that
intelligent design fits into the category of science;
therefore, we can balance it with the Darw nian view
But if intelligent design, as |'ve been maintaining,
is sonething that pertains nore to world view,

t heol ogy and religion, then to use the term "bal ance"

isillogical as |I've stated in ny reasons for
objecting to the intelligent design approach

Q Then the statenent goes on, which is part of
the policy, The superintendent, Dr. R chard N |sen
has directed that no teacher will teach intelligent
design, creationismor present his or her or the
board's religious beliefs.

Do you have any problemw th that, that
st at ement ?

A Not as such.

Q Much of your criticismof the policy
statenent, the statenment that was read to the
students, deals with your criticismof intelligent
design as not being scientific in nature; is that
correct?

A Ri ght .

Q Ckay. But you'll agree that there are
peopl e who say -- such as Behe and Denbski and Stephen
Meyer who will say that it is scientific?

A Yes, | know that.

Q kay. Now, the question -- and if that is
t he case, why woul d you expect school districts to
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have to take sides on this controversial issue?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: | don't know that | do
expect school boards even to get involved in this.
VWhat school boards should be doing is making sure that
in science classes students are limting -- teachers
are limting thenselves to what is scientifically
knowabl e and that they are making sure the students do
not confuse scientific questions with ultimte

guesti ons.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q First of all, you agree that this is a
controversy, do you not?

A The controversy over intelligent design,

yes, it's a controversy.

Q Yes, it's a controversy between intelligent
desi gn and Darwi nian evolutionists, is it not?

A It's -- logically speaking that's conparing
apples to oranges in ny view Wat is the controversy
consists of the fact that the intelligent design
people are trying to wedge -- to use their own term --
to wedge what is a -- what | consider to be a

t heol ogi cal world viewinto the sane expl anatory sl ot
that is occupied by, and legitimtely occupi ed by,
peopl e practicing scientific nmethod, so that's where
the controversy lies.

Q Vll, 1've been attending a | ot of debates,
and there are scientists debating with scientists over
intelligent design and evol ution

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: Well --

MR WLCOX: There's no question. He
hasn't asked a question
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Do you agree with that?

MR WLCOX: That you attended those
debates? Wiy don't you start over and why not use the
way | awyers and wi tnesses usually interact, by asking
guestions and he provides answers.

MR THOWPSON: Wl l, | apologize. |
bel i eve we're having a conversation, but --

MR WLCOX: Well, we're --

MR THOWPSON: -- for the --

MR WLCOX: -- not having --
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THOWSON:  -- Record --
WLCOX: -- a conversation.
THOWPSON:  For the Record --
WLCOX: W have a court reporter
here. This is a -- you have subpoenaed the witness to
be here. This is not just a conversation and don't
pretend it is.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Is it true --
MR WLCOX: That woul d be disingenuous

2923

of you.

MR THOWPSON: Wl l, now you're | ooking
at ny notivation.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Is it true that this dispute involves the
scientific comunity, "this dispute"” being intelligent
design versus Darwin's Theory of Evol ution?

A Yes, scientists do not want intelligent
design presented as scientific idea.

Q And sonme scientists support the theory of
intelligent design; is that true?

A They do so, but they do so as persons who

are inclined to conflate world viewwith scientific
nmet hod.

Q M chael Behe in his book does not tal k about
t heol ogy; is that correct?
A I think toward the end he does nake sone

qguasi -t heol ogi cal statenents.

Isn't it true that he tal ks about the
bacterial flagellum the cilium the blood clotting?
Yes.

Al in scientific ternms; is that correct?

Up to a point, but there is a point where he
beconmes nonscientific, and that's in his appeal to
intelligent design.

Q And that's your opinion; is that correct?

A O course it's ny opinion

Q kay.

MR WLCOX: That's why he's here.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q And your opinion may not carry the kind of
wei ght that you woul d hope the school board would give
it; is that correct?

A Quite possibly so.

Q

>0 >
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Q Have you ever dealt with a | ocal schoo
district?

A Not at the -- not at the |evel of the schoo
board, no.

Q kay. Have you ever hel ped a school board
devise a policy dealing with curricul un?

A No.

Q Do you have any problemw th school board
menbers determining the curriculumof a school -- of a
public high school ?

A You nean as a general practice in this
country?

Q Yes.

A Not as such, no.

Q kay. Do you --

A Not necessarily, | should say.

Q Ckay. Do you believe that school board

menbers have to have sone high degree of scientific
sophi stication to determ ne what the policy should be
on, let's say, the biology curriculumin the high
school ?

A | believe that there should be at |east sone

nmenbers of school boards who know -- who have
expertise in -- in what scientific method is. That
would be nmy ideal. | wouldn't demand it of everybody,
but I think at |east one or two nenbers should be
scientifically sophisticated.

Q Do you know what kind of requirements there
are to beconme a nenber of the Dover Hi gh School -- the
Dover School District School Board?

A No, not specifically. No.

Q Do you know i f any of those requirenents
i nvol ve sone kind of sophistication in scientific
t heory?

A No, | do not know.
Q And you're aware that the textbook that the

school -- ninth grade school students study was Ken
Mller's textbook in biology?
A I wasn't conpletely aware of that; although,

earlier when you were tal ki ng about textbooks, it
occurred to ne that maybe that was Ken MIler's.
Q kay. And Ken Mller is a respected
bi ol ogist; is that correct?
A Yes.
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Q And, therefore, the section on evol ution
that involves several chapters is in sone way tainted
by this one-mnute statenment; is that your opinion?

A By which one-nmi nute statenent?

Q The statenment that was read to the students
contained in Exhibit 3.

A That his biology textbook is tainted? |
don't under st and.

Q The students reading three chapters --
there's at |east three chapters in the textbook that
relate to Darwin's Theory of Evol ution.

A Ri ght .
Q The students study those three chapters.
A Ri ght .
Q Is it your opinion that by reading this

four- paragraph statenment contained in Exhibit 3 that

t he students' know edge of evolution woul d be tainted?

Wuld be tainted if what?

If these four paragraphs were read.

Were read to then?

Yes, at the begi nning of the biology course.
MR WLCOX: You keep goi ng back and

Oro>r

forth. Before you were saying at the begi nning of the
unit of evolution, and now you're saying --
MR THOWPSON: Yes, yes, on the unit on

evol uti on.

THE WTNESS: It's possible that a very
sharp student -- although I'm not sure how many at
that |l evel would be that sharp -- would be able to

read between the lines the way | have and woul d give
| ess stature to evolutionary biology than if the text
were not read to them It's possible, yes.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Fromthe comments that you' ve nade
t hr oughout the deposition, it seens that Darwin's
Theory of Evolution is the only theory dealing with
the origin of species that nust be accepted by the
public school systenf
A Forever ?
Q Ri ght now.
MR WLCOX: bjection. Go ahead.
THE WTNESS: | would say that the --
that right now because of the wide scientific
consensus that accepts the basic Darw ni an
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interpretation of evolution that it would be a great
deprivation of students' education if that fact were
not pointed out to them At the sane time, if they
are properly instructed in scientific nethod, which

t hey should be, they should realize that every
scientific theory is open to nodification in the |ight
of new data; that they should keep an open m nd about
that possibility, but that open-m ndedness in the
scientific classroom should not be extended toward the
controversy over different world views.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q So you believe that this controversy between
intelligent design and evolutionists is really not a
scientific controversy at all but a controversy
bet ween bel i ef systens?

A It's essentially that, yes, and ny witing
God After Darwin and Deeper Than Darwi n have poi nted
that out tine and again, that the controversy has to
do with clashes in basically religions in the first
sense of the termas | defined it.

Q And that because prom nent Darw ni sts today
are basically atheist and tie the theory of Darw nism

to their world view phil osophy, that students in the
ninth grade shoul d be subjected to that world view
wi t hout the counter-viewpoint?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Is that the question -- | nean, is that the
answer ?

A Everything that |1've said today woul d say
no; that what students in the ninth grade should be
exposed to is not world views at all. If, in fact,
there are science teachers who are inplicitly
enbeddi ng scientific information in a materialist or
atheistic world view, that is just as objectionable,
|'ve been saying all along, as enbedding scientific
information in the theory of intelligent design

Now, if these students were in a parochi al
school where their parents are sending themto be
educated into a particular view of the world, then
t hese things could be pointed out, but even there not
in the science class but in sonme other educationa
setting ideally.

Q So you woul d have no objection if
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intelligent design was taught in a conparative
religion class?

A Well, in private schools --
Q No, in public schools.
A In private schools, even though | disagree

with creationism as an Anerican citizen | think
private Christian schools have every right to teach
creationismeven though I think it's wong. And
suspect nost scientists would agree with that, also.

But in public schools where we have to nake
sure that we don't cross the separation of state and
religion, in order to ensure we don't cross those
lines, we have to be especially careful not to present
sci ence packaged in any religious blanket, whether
that be materialism as you pointed out before, or
intelligent design.

Q In the begi nning of your expert report --
I"mgoing to the expert report now. In the beginning
of your expert report you say, My general opinion
regardi ng the case nmentioned above is that the
plaintiffs are entirely justified in stating the
effect of the intelligent design policy adopted by the

Dover School Board's COctober 18 resolution will be to
conpel public school teachers to present to their
students --

MR WLCOX: You left out the word
science. Did you nean to?

MR, THOWPSON: Public school science
teachers. Did |l mss the word science?
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q -- teachers to present their students in

bi ol ogy class information that is inherently
religious, not scientific in nature.

A Ri ght .
Q Did you get that?
A Yes.

Q Ckay. Wen you say "the plaintiffs are
entirely justified," upon what basis are you using the
word justified?

A Justified by law as well as by good critical
t hi nki ng.

Q Wl l, what [aw are you referring to?

A I"'mreferring to the -- the laws or the

Constitution that sets up our country in such a way as
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to not allowreligion and religious ideas to -- to
underlie public policy.

Q So that your understanding of the lawis
that religious ideas cannot underlie public policy?

A That they -- that the | aw should not be used
as an instrunent for a particular religious group.

Q That's a little different fromwhat you just
said a mnute ago; is that right?

A Permit ne the clarification

Q Yes, sure. So it is -- you indicated it's
justified by I aw, and what was the other thing?

A By critical thinking which recognizes the
di stinction between different approaches to truth.

Q Well, critical thinking was one of the
reasons why you had your students becone famliar with
Darwin's Black Box; isn't that correct?

A Yes, but | did that in the theol ogy class,
not in the science class, not in a public schoo
sci ence cl ass.

Q But the idea of critical thinking --

A Oh, of course. O course. Yes, there
shoul d be settings in which people are allowed to

learn the difference between different approaches.

Q And, in fact, isn't it true that if the
students were presented with a controversy between
Darwi n's Theory of Evol ution and the theory of
intelligent design, it would make them nore interested
in the whole subject matter?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Do you believe that?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: Provided that, again,
you're forgetting the distinctions that | nade al ready
today that |ogically speaking the controversy cannot
be between intelligent design and Darw ni an theory.

It can be between intelligent design and a world view
that takes Darwi nian theory to the ultinmate

expl anat i on.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q But what if the teacher basically said,
there's Darwin's Theory of Evolution, and you explain
that theory of evolution. There's this other group of
scientists today that think there is an alternative
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theory called intelligent design, and it may be a
scientific theory or it may be a religious theory, and
| want you to give nme your viewpoint and the basis for
t hat vi ewpoi nt .

Isn't that what education is all about?

A That m ght be a good question for ny
students in my class on science and religion, but it's
an i nappropriate question to pose to students in a
science class in a high school. 1It's just going to
confuse things.

Q You don't think that they are mature enough
to make distinctions?

A If there were a separate kind of educationa
situation or structure that could allow students to
see the difference between different |evels of
expl anation, that would be ideal and there would be
room for that in public school education, too.
thi nk teaching the controversy is sonething that m ght
be appropriate in a high school context, but not in a
sci ence cl ass as such.

Q Just the idea of presenting the controversy,
regardl ess of how you feel about it, wouldn't that

make for a nore interesting science class?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: No, not science class.
It woul d make a good question for civics class,
per haps, or social science class; that would be a
reasonabl y good di scussion perhaps to have at that
| evel .

But any tine you -- you deal with that,
especially with ninth grade students, at that |evel by
letting them even suspect that intelligent designis a
| ogical alternative to Darwi nian theories of life,
that's just going to cause unnecessary confusion, and
it's going to end up having those who are inclined
toward intelligent design -- it's going to close their
m nds to devel opi ng a good scientific understandi ng of
life.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Wl |, would you agree that a ninth grade
bi ol ogy class is not to teach students to becone
scientists?

A Vll, I'"'mnot sure that that's an accurate
way of putting things. A lot of scientists have been
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| aunched into their career of science because of what
they encountered in ninth grade science cl asses.

In general, what a good science class should
do is to educate students into scientific nethod and
what a particular scientific nethod discovers in a
particular field of inquiry.

Q VWhen you say in your next paragraph of your
opi nion, The main issue is whether the idea of
intelligent design, (henceforth abbreviated as ID) is
i nherently scientific rather than religious, the main
issue is whether it is inherently scientific rather
than religious?

A Yes.

Q You go on to say, It is ny considered
opinion that it is not a scientific but instead an
essentially religious idea. You do not give any kind
of credence to M chael Behe's work, then; is that
correct?

A Well, any -- any theology or religion can
have conponents in it which are very scientific, and
don't deny that there are many scientifically accurate
statenents that M chael Behe and WIIiam Denbski nake

in their works, but what I"'mrejecting is the idea
that the framework of this so-called scientific study
shoul d be intelligent design rather than sonething
that's accepted by the scientific community. And --
and they've clearly nade intelligent design the
framework, the end-all and be-all of their argunents
is to make a case for intelligent design

Q Vll, isn't it true, though, that they do
not consider their theory of intelligent design as
totally opposed to sone clains made by Darwi ni ans;
isn't that true?

A Such as?

Q Comon descent.

A Sone of them W' ve been over this before.
Q Right. So, | nmean, it is not -- it is not

intelligent design or Darwinismto many of the
advocates of intelligent design; is that correct?

A I don't know of any exception. Every --
every main proponent of intelligent designis, as |I've
understood it, anti-Darwi nian in their explanation of
how bi ol ogi cal diversity comes about.

Q That's one part of Darw ni ans' theory;
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correct?

A That's the major part. |It's the
definitional part of Darw nian theory. Comopbn descent
is held by Iots of people other than Darw ni ans.
Lamarck, for exanple, had a theory of commobn descent

as well. It's the mechanismof change that is
problematic to the intelligent design people.
Q | don't want to go over this that we' ve gone

over before, but I think we agreed that Behe's rea
di spute was with the nmechanism and that was natura
selection; isn't that correct?

A H s dispute was with the adequacy -- the
scientific adequacy -- and |I'm enphasi zi ng here the
word scientific adequacy -- of natural selection
whi ch he thought needed to be suppl enented by anot her
concept which he calls intelligent design.

Now, there are other evolutionists who al so
agree, and as a theologian |I also agree, that natura
sel ection is not enough adequately to explain what
goes on in life. But froma scientific point of view,
it's adequate, at least at this tinme in the history of
sci ence.

Q A lot of your opinion deals with the
religious notivations of the advocates of intelligent
desi gn.

A That's one conponent of ny anal ysis.

Q Well, you -- you indicate on page 4, top of
t he page, that sentence starting wth, Whether they
are right or wong in their assessment of the
godl i ness of --

A Godl essness.

Q -- godl essness of contenporary culture, the
IDinitiative cannot be understood apart froma deep
desire to defend the integrity of religion against the
i nvasi on of secul ari sm whose spearhead seens, at | east
to I D proponents, to be Darw nian evol ution.

A Ri ght .

Q So you are viewing the validity of this
theory of intelligent design in part based upon the
notivation of the proponents, are you not?

A I"'m-- |1'msaying that because, as |
mentioned earlier, they're dealing here with a world
view, that it's certainly legitimte to understand
what are the personal notivations that underlie their
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preoccupations; that we can't really understand what
they're doing culturally, socially, religiously and

t heol ogi cal l y unl ess we recogni ze, as they thensel ves
al rost invariably adnmt, that they see Darw ni sm as
fundanental ly identical with atheism And that,
therefore, in order to conbat atheism we need to
conbat Darw ni sm

Q However, did we not agree before that the
notivations of a particular advocate --

A If you'll recall --

Q -- do not really affect the validity of the

particul ar theory they're advocating; isn't that
correct?

A If you recall, | made a distinction that in
scientific theories the personal coefficient should
not be brought in as a factor in assessing the
validity of a particular idea, but that in
under st andi ng the genesis of a world view, as many
phi | osophers woul d agree, we cannot di sassoci ate those
ideas fromthe notivational factors that gave rise to
t hose i deas.

Q So you --

A That's a very conplex analysis if you were
going to do it in a nore scholarly way, but ideol ogy
as we've known for the last -- especially since the

19th century is not independent of certain economc
soci al, psychol ogi cal, educational and religious
factors.

Q Isn't that really basically an argunment ad
hom nenf

A No, | don't think --

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: -- it's ad homnem It's
an attenpt to understand the genesis of an idea in the
same way that a scientist wants to understand the
genesis of life. You want to understand all the
factors that are invol ved.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q But | guess the question is what does that
have to do with whether intelligent designis a valid
scientific theory?

A It has to do with the fact that what is
really a religious idea is presented as a scientific
theory. 1In other words, know ng the notivation behind
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intelligent design, it's not the only factor in
assessing the validity of it, | would agree, but it's
a relevant factor because of the fact that the
intelligent design people thenselves say that we need
to do sonething to get people away from secul ari st

i deol ogy. Let's start -- let's wedge -- read --
Phillip Johnson, WIIliam Denbski, nore so than M chael
Behe, would argue that we need to start with the

cl assroom so the students get -- don't get Darw nian

t hought into their head because that becomes a hol ding
pl ace for materialist ideology.

Q Vll, | won't push the point, but, again it
seens that the validity of their argunent is being
based upon what their notivations are rather than the
actual scientific doctrine that it is based on

MR WLCOX: That is a conclusion you
m ght draw. That's not a question.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Isn't that true?

MR WLCOX: bjection. That you think
that? It may be true that you think that.
THE WTNESS: Again, | want to

di stingui sh between scientific ideas and world views.
And world views are incapabl e of being understood
except in the context of the particular concerns, the
particul ar preoccupati ons of those who are -- are
trying to educate us into their world view, and their
particul ar preoccupation is that atheist materialism
is taking over our culture. | nean, this is so

prom nent in their statements that it cannot be
ignored if we're trying to be objective about what

intelligent design -- the intelligent design novenent
is after.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Vll, | can't think of a specific scientific

theory, but it would seemto ne |ike evaluating sone
rocket propul sion theory and attacking it because sone
Nazis pronoted it.

A Vel I, you know, science is very conplex,
too, and we haven't really gotten in depth into it,
but what scientists find interesting to explore is
itself, also, as Mchael Polanyi has pointed out, not
al ways t he consequence of objective thinking but of
personal and social preoccupation. So there is a
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soci al di nension to science,

legitimate in order to understand,

too, and it's quite

for exanple, why a

particular theory arises at a particular time in

history for the sociol ogists'
expl ore what are the factors
factors that are involved in

know edge to try to
-- the extrascientific
t he ki nd of

preoccupations that |ead the
way or that way.

So even in -- in a less intense way what |
sai d about the understanding the notivations of -- of
the intelligent design community could al so be applied
even to certain things that go on in the scientific
worl d, not necessarily a particul ar mat hemati ca
equation, but the particular bias toward a particul ar
scientific theory. That's a possibility.

Q Goi ng down in B, Section B of your report,
it says -- page 4 -- Historically it is inpossible to
separate ID fromthe religious and theol ogi ca
tradition in which it was born and nurtured over
course of centuries.

Again it seens that you' re basing your
opi nion on the religious aspects or the religious

scientific comunity this

t he

is that true?
Proponents --

notivati ons of the proponents;
O whi ch proponents?
O intelligent --

-- of natural --

-- design.

-- theology or intelligent design
Intelligent design.

Vll, I'"'mtalking here, especially in this
paragraph if you read on, about natural theology. And
t he preoccupation of natural theol ogy has al ways been
to see if we can find in nature support for our
religious ideas. And this is what |'msaying is
characteristic of the intelligent design conmunity and
nmovenent, al so; that they're looking -- inplicitly
they're practicing natural theology by trying to say
that the book of nature is as sure a way to CGod

per haps as the book of scripture.

Q Wl |, what do you nean, then, by your
sentence in the mddle of that paragraph, The
contenporary notion of intelligent design is
historically unintelligible apart fromthe religious
agenda?

>O>O0 >0 >
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A That's what | just --

Q Pal ey and -- and you're again tying it to a
religious agenda or notivation, is it not?
A Nat ural theol ogy has a religi ous agenda

underlying it, and that religi ous agenda, as |'ve just
articulated, is to showthat there are reasons in
science and nature, or reasons in nature, broadly
speaking, for the beliefs that we hold on the basis of
revel ation. So natural theology, fromthe beginning,
has been an attenpt to uphold the ideas of revel ation
There has never been, as far as | know, a natura
t heol ogy that has functioned i ndependently of sone
overarching revel atory systemor religious system

Q Then going on to the next paragraph
Hi storically the notion of intelligent design has
persistently been taken to nmean the Creator God of
theistic faith, end of quote.

Again bringing in the religious aspects of
this theory, and that is the -- | guess the religious
foundati ons of the theory and using that as a basis
for your opinion; is that correct?

A Vell, I'm-- I'"mappealing directly to what

Thomas Aqui nas sai d when he finished his argunent from
design and concluded to an intelligent designer, which
i ncidentally he was doi ng as a phil osopher and

t heol ogi an, natural theol ogian; that when he appeal s
to the notion of intelligent design, he says, this is
what all nen understand to be God. So he took it as
sel f-evident that anybody -- anybody in his time who
woul d conclude to an intelligent designer would

i medi ately see that that correlates with the Creator
God of biblical religion. That's why it seens to ne
to be terribly artificial and even capricious for the
intelligent design people to expect that everybody
today woul d make a different conclusion from what
peopl e in Thomas Aqui nas' day did.

Then everybody -- everybody understands this
to be God in the 13th century. Wy would people in
the 20th century and the 21st century concl ude t hat
they're tal king about sonething different from what
all these centuries have identified with intelligent
desi gn?

Q Wl |, one of the reasons maybe is because
t he proponents thenselves say it isn't; isn't that
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true?

A They do so -- they do say that, yes.

Q In fact, you have it in your report?

A Yes, they do say this, but they do so, and
think, entirely ingenuously, and in doing so they are
forcing |l anguage to function in ways that it sinply
cannot function for nost people.

Q And, again, that comment goes to what their
notivations are; is that correct?

A I -- yes, | think that's connected.
Everything is connected to their notivations.
Q You cone to the conclusion -- not the

concl usi on, but down further on page 5, quoting,
Mor eover, no good scientist would ever claimthat
scientific experinment detects intelligent causes, as
Denbski cl ai ns.
So you are not -- so by that aml to

concl ude that you do not believe Mchael Behe is a
good scientist?

A No, | didn't say that at all. That doesn't
follow at all fromwhat |'ve said here. \Wen he's
doi ng biochem stry, he's a good scientist. Wen he

appeals to intelligent design, he's not a good
scienti st.

Q Vll, let's -- I"'mreading the entire
sentence, and you don't nmake that kind of distinction
in that sentence.

A Vll, what's inmplicit in this sentence is
what |'ve been saying all day; that science can only
deal with what it can observe in the area of efficient
and material causes. Wen you bring in the notion of
intelligent cause, that's simlar to bringing in
Aristotle's notions of formal and final cause which
are causes which science deliberately said and has
persistently said science cannot deal with and shoul d
not deal with. So these -- these are terns --
intelligent cause and intelligent design are termns
that Aristotle and Aqui nas woul d have |iked, but
they' re doi ng phil osophy; they're not doing science.

Q In the mddle of page 6 you say -- or wite,
| should say, Throughout the nodern period --

MR WLCOX: Were are you?
MR THOMPSON: In the middle of the
third paragraph down in the m ddl e of page 6.
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MR WLCOX: Thank you.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Thr oughout the -- | lost ny place.

A Third line fromthe top.

Q Thr oughout the nodern period scientific
met hod has refused to use categories such as purpose,
CGod, intelligence, value, mneaning, inportance, et
cetera, and has attenpted to understand all phenonena
inavery limted, inpersonal and, indeed, physica
way.

A Yes.

Q Now, you haven't read -- | don't think
you've read Ken Ml ler's biology textbook; is that
correct?

A No, |'ve read his book Finding Darwi n's Cod.

Q Right. 1'mtalking about a biol ogy textbook
that the students read.

A No.

Q If that biology textbook tal ks about the

need to protect extinct animals, is that a value or
political statenent?
A It's a val ue statenent.

Q That should not be in the textbook on
science; is that correct?

A | don't know whether |I would say that. It's
okay, and even as | nentioned earlier, no scientific
di scourse is ever going to be pure. As you nentioned
before, Darwin's own origin of species has |lots of
asi des that are philosophical, so | would not hold
anybody to -- who's witing a high school textbook
to -- to such rigorous discipline as | eaving out any
statenent that has to do with values. That's --
that's not humanly possible.

But the point is that it's not a scientific
statenent; that's a val ue statenent.

Q In fact, science and human val ues are very
cl osely connected; isn't that true?
A They' re connected but they're distinct.

Q VWhen you tal k about the current issue over
stemcell research --

A Ri ght .

Q -- that is both a scientific issue and an
i ssue of values, is it not?

A Certainly.
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MR WLCOX: (bjection.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q VWhen you tal k about the need to protect the
environnent, that is a value statenent, is it not?

A Yes.

Q The need to -- when you tal k about the need
to control population growh, that's a val ue
statenent, is it not?

A Yes.

Q Wuld it surprise you that all these issues
are raised in Ken MIler's biol ogy textbook?

A No, because he's trying to show -- what he's
doi ng and what any good educator would do is to show
t he rel evance of studying the scientific aspects of
popul ati on and environnment. As | nentioned before,

in-- in science, generally speaking, the question of
why a particular study is interesting at all is not
itself a scientific question. |It's a question of

nmotivation. So what he's doing there is inplicitly
giving the students a good reason fromtheir concrete
actual life as to why they shoul d make thensel ves
educated on the scientific aspects of environnentalism

and so forth.

Q And that goes back to what the purpose of a
ninth grade biology class is about; isn't that true?

A Well, any -- any class. Even the collegiate
| evel when you teach science, it's hel pful for the
teacher to show why it's relevant to know t he science.
As long as you distingui sh between val ues and the
science, that's fine.

Q You're famliar with the concept of the Big
Bang?
Yes.
Is that a scientific theory?
Big Bang Theory, it certainly is.
Does that al so have religious inplications?
Every scientific idea has religious
inplications. That's what |'ve been saying all day.

Q Ckay. Because it does have scientific
i nplications, would you keep it out of the science
books in high school ?

MR WLCOX: You nean --
THE W TNESS: You nean because it has

religious inplications?

>O>O0>»
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BY MR THOVPSON:

Q Yes.

A No, | don't understand your question

Q Well, the Big Bang Theory is what? What is
the Big Bang Theory?

A You' Il have to specify what you nean by
"what . "

Q VWhat does the Big Bang Theory consist of ?

A ["mnot sure if you can --

Q VWat's the concept behind the Big Bang
Theory?

A The scientific concept --

Q Yes.

A -- the phil osophical, theol ogical, what.

Q The scientific concept behind the Bi g Bang
Theory.

A It's not one scientific concept. The Big

Bang Theory is a product of a convergence of a nunber
of questions that have been asked for nany, many years
li ke A ber's paradox, and why the universe would be
expandi ng, and why the universe has to -- has kind of
an unstructured, cottage cheese-like characteristic

rather than smooth. Wy is the sky dark at ni ght when
we go out? There's many, nany questions that the Big
Bang Theory suddenly was able to answer in a sinple
and el oquent novenent of the human m nd, just |ike
Darwin's theory in just a very sinple theory was able
to answer a whole |ot of questions that people had
been rai sing about the fossil record, about why
there's sharks' teeth up in nmountains and so forth and
so on.

That's the nature of a good scientific
theory, to suddenly and swiftly and el oquently tie
together and bring closure in a way to many ki nds of
guestions that have been simering for a long, |ong
period of tine.

Q Vll, isn't it true that part of the Big
Bang Theory is that the universe had a begi nning?
A That's not a necessary part of the theory.

If you read carefully certain physicists |like Stephen
Hawki ng, for example, and Andre Linde and ot her

physici sts today, Big Bang cosnology is |like

evol ution; something that has al nost an endl ess future
of possible exploration. But the idea that the
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uni verse had a crisp beginning is one that many
scientists have drawn from-- fromtheir study of the
data, yes.

Q Isn't it correct that up to the begi nning of
the 20th century nost scientists believed the universe
was perpetual, that it had no beginning --

A Many - -

Q -- that it was unchangi ng?

A Many phil osophers from Aristotle, fromPlato
and the Stoics and nore recently many nmateriali st
phi | osophers, including Ei nstein hinself, believed
that the universe was eternal and everlasting.
Q And then it was all at once where -- |
forgot -- the spectrumof light --
A The red-shift phenonena.
Q The red-shift phenonena | ed sone scientists
to believe that this was a phenonenon you see with an

expl osi on and then devel oped this whole --
A Vll, if you trace --
Q -- concept of --
A -- the universe --
Q -- (inaudible)?

A -- back along the lines of expansion to an
earlier time, at one point it would be a little bit
nore conpact, further back it would be nore conpact,
and ultimately it would have been an alnost infinitely
hot and dense particle or atomof matter that
expl oded, if you want to use that term as the Big
Bang.

Q And isn't it true that sone scientists
refuse to accept that because it had connections with
religion?

A There were a few scientists who thought that
because the author of the Big Bang idea was a Bel gi an
priest, George Lemaitre, who suggested it to Einstein,
and Ei nstein thought he was a buffoon, and other
scientists thought -- one scientist, for exanple,
forget who it was, said it's not for nothing that this
i dea cane froma Roman Catholic priest.

Q And it's consistent with the concept that
CGod created the heavens and the earth; is that true?

A Yes, but even an eternally existing
uni verse, as Thomas Aqui nas hinsel f said, would be
consistent with the notion of a divine creator. So if
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we find out tonmorrow that the Big Bang never happened,
it would not in any sense of the word at all affect
the Doctrine of Creation.
Q VWi ch goes back to the idea that science is
al ways -- is always tentative --
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q -- that we're always learning; is that
correct?
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE WTNESS: Well, if it's scientific
it is -- as they say, it's underdeterm ned by the

data; that is to say, as new data conming in, they have
to be taken into account. And the sane is already
happening with respect to the Big Bang Theory.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q That it's changi ng?

A Well, that it's undergoing -- actually, in
fact, since 1992 it has been firned up nore thoroughly
than ever before by the COBE Satellite, which is a
good exanpl e of how observation is so necessary in
science. The COBE satellite was sent up to nmeasure

the differentiations in tenperature in the mcrowave
background radi ation that was the afterglow of the Big
Bang itself, and by neasuring the differentiations in
tenperature was able to explain why we live in what |
call the cottage cheese-type universe rather than a
snoot h one.

And | still remenber sitting in my office in
Ceorgetown in April of 1992 and nedia were calling ne,
and St ephen Hawki ng was saying this is the nost
i nportant di scovery ever in the history of science
and Robert Snoot, the director of the COBE project,
was saying, there are theol ogi cal consequences here
and so forth. It's tenpting sonmetines for scientists
to junp to theol ogical conclusions |ike that.

But, anyway, ny point is that it's because
of further observation that the Big Bang Theory is now
nmore firmy established than ever, and that's why from
the point of view of evolution, a good evolutionist is
not afraid to go out and | ook at the data because the
data should either confirmor falsify the hypothesis.
Science is open to falsification

Q And your story about the Big Bang Theory
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bei ng di scovered by a Bel gian priest --

A Not di scovered, but he was a mat hemati ci an
That's a good exanpl e of how mat hemati cs and
observati on cone together

Q How woul d you say he devel oped the theory --

A He devel oped the theory that the universe
began in what he called a prinmeval atom He didn't
call it the Big Bang.

Q And this theory -- his theory was ridicul ed
as a theory of a buffoon; is that correct?

A Oh, at first Al bert Einstein, because of his
own bi as towards an everlasting universe, was
suspicious of it, but Einstein hinmself didn't suspect
it was because of Lemmitre's religion. It was sone
ot her physicist. | can't remenber who it was who said
it.

Q But the point is that this theory that is
now wi dely accepted and is being corroborated nore and
nore, at the tine it started was made fun of by sonme
of the greatest scientists in the world in the history
of the world; is that correct?

A Yes, Fred Hoyle to his very dying day

rejected it, but that's true of every scientific idea.
| said scientific idea, not religious idea.

Q But would you agree -- this is sort of |ike
a Darw ni an conclusion. Wuld you agree that your
entire argument against this particular policy --

A Intelligent design policy you' re talking
about ?

Q Yes. Well, you call it the intelligent
design policy. | call it the biology curriculum but

the policy we're tal ki ng about .
MR WLCOX: And you're referring to
t he Dover Area School Board --
MR, THOWPSON: The school policy.
MR WLCOX: -- Policy, Exhibit 3?
MR THOWMPSON: Right, Exhibit 3.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Your entire argunent against that particular
policy would fall apart if the theory of intelligent
design were deened to be scientific?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE WTNESS: | wouldn't put it that
way at all because anybody can deemit to be
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scientific. The intelligent design people deemit to
be scientific. That doesn't make it scientific.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q Wl l, held as scientific by a court?
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE WTNESS: A court does not decide
what is scientifically acceptable.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Held scientifically by the Acadeny of
Sci ences?

A You're getting warmer, but even so, what
makes it scientific or not is a whole history of
testing the hypothesis agai nst the data.

Q Wl l, the question -- well, | assune you
woul d agree that we can only | ook at what the
scientific comunity consensus is at a particular
given time, would you not?

MR WLCOX: You nmean we can't predict
the future?

MR THOWPSON:  Ri ght.

THE WTNESS: Certainly what passes as
science is -- is determ ned by the cooperative work of

an enornous scientific community.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q And if the consensus -- and we had di scussed
this before. And if the consensus of the scientific
communi ty becones intelligent design is a scientific
theory, then your entire argunent agai nst Dover's
policy would fall apart; isn't that true?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: It's such a preposterous
proposal. It's like, you know, saying, you know, if
suddenly the scientific comunity decided that the
nmoon i s made of green cheese, that we would have to
accept the fact that the noon was nmade of green
cheese. W have to keep in nmnd the idea of what can
pass nuster in principal as scientifically acceptable
di scourse, and in principle, not just in fact, but in
principle, intelligent design will never -- | am
absolutely sure of this -- will never pass nuster as a
scientific idea.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q As probably as sure as Einstein was that

there was no Bi g Bang?
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A Well, all of us can be wong. I'ma
fallible human being, but when | say that, |'m saying
that as certainly as | believe anything.

Q | mean, it's all -- everything is relative,

is it not, as far as what we know or what we think we
know based on the fact that our brains are stil
evolving; is that true?

A Let me put it this way: |It's honest and
hunble of us to admit that our ideas of anything are
relative to our situation, our degree of |earning, our
nmet hods and so forth. So there is -- yes, there's a
certain relativity in all know edge, including
religious know edge, but that's not the sanme thing to
say that all things are relative. Al it's saying is
that our know edge of truth is relative, not the truth
is --

Q That's what | neant to say, yes.

A -- not the truth is not real

Q I think in your book you make mention of the
fact that 90 percent of the scientists in the Acadeny
of Science are either --

A The Nati onal Acadeny of Sciences.

Q -- are either agnostic or atheists?

A I think that's close to the figure that |
saw in one of the recent reports, and it's al so
interesting to note that anobng scientists biologists
are nore inclined to be atheistic than physicists and
chemi st s.

Q Do you have any theory as to why that is?

A | have a very strong theory as to why it is.
I think there are many scientists, as |'ve been saying
all along today, who think that Darwinismis
inplicitly atheistic. That Darw ni an expl anations --
if you can cone to the belief that natural selection
is the ultimte explanation of living diversity, then
that itself is already a religious belief. So it
follows, then, that if natural selection is the
ultimate explanation of life, there's no roomfor what
theists refer to as God as ultinmate explanation

And there's no question today that Darw nism
does appeal to an atheistic nentality. That does not
make evolution atheistic. It makes a certain
interpretation of evolution atheistic.

Q Well, it seens to be -- it seenms to have a
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great inpact on the biologists, does it not, though --

A VWhat, the --

Q -- the (inaudible) --

A -- study --

Q -- as to their religion?

A Yes, but it's not the biology that's

inmpacting; it's the inplicit ideology that Stephen
Goul d, for exanple, you nmentioned earlier, says that
Darwi ni sm has a phil osophi cal nmessage which is in
Gould's mind i nseparable fromthe science itself, and
t hat phil osophi cal nessage includes the idea that
matter is all there is; that there's no purpose in the
uni verse and so forth.
But Stephen Gould is wong on that point.

Stephen Gould is not being a scientist when he says
that. He's being a phil osopher

Q Well, the biologist EEO WIson also
puts Darwin's science in direct conpetition with --

A E.O WIlson is another one. E.O WIson is
a creationist at heart, and he is -- he is wefully
and appal lingly uneducated in religion and theol ogy.
He, hinself, grew up as a fundanentalist. He's never

outgrown his fundamentalismreligiously. He's stil

pl acing his fundanmentalisminto conpetition with his
Darw ni an understanding. So in doing that, he is just
as illogical, just as thoroughly m staken as the
intelligent design people in confusing ideology with
sci ence.

(Recess -- 3:20 p.m)

(After recess -- 3:34 p.m)

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q VWhat is your definition of cheating -- uh
cheating -- teaching?

A Vll, fromthe word education to | ead out
and bring to the surface what | would call the desire
to know, desire that's latent in all of us, but which
can be easily suppressed by all sorts of other factors
inlife. And after getting students to becone aware
of their own desire to know, to have themrealize how
many di fferent avenues this desire can travel down as
it reaches out toward the real, toward the truth, and
that nmeans differentiating carefully between nethods
of inquiry, such as science, philosophy, nmathenatics,
t heol ogy, poetry, art and so forth.



00240

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPE

NNNRRRRRRRRPERR
NFRPOOONOURMWNRO

00241

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPEF

NNNRRPRRRRRRERRR
NFRPOOWONOUDMWNRO

Q If you said, I"'mgoing to teach a course on
sci ence and theol ogy, what would you nean by the term
"I"'mgoing to teach"? 1'mlooking for the definition
of teach.

A That 1'mgoing to try to be a guide as
students approach the various ways in which the
natural world can be understood -- when | tal k about
science, | nmean the natural sciences -- and how the
out comes of natural science thenselves mght raise
guestions that require deeper levels of inquiry than

science itself can illumnate. And anong these
t heol ogy woul d be one.
Q Now, when you say you're going to teach a

course, what factors would you view as necessary for
t he concept of teaching?

A Factors of the -- the students. First of
all, you need a body of students who have innately a
desire for understanding and truth; and, secondly, you
need a teacher who has been apprenticed to ot her
teachers and who has read widely in particular
di sciplines and can function both as a scout and as a
scout nmaster in terns of opening up the world to

st udents.

Q As you probably know that not every high
school student wants to |earn, but yet teachers have
to teach; is that correct?

A Sur e.

Q And elimnating for the nonent the student
equation in this definition, what do teachers have to
do to teach?

A They have to thenselves, first of all, be
able to nmake distinctions. They nust thensel ves have
a desire to be excited by |earning and know edge and
the ability to conmuni cate that al nost by contagion to
their students. Students have to -- this has been ny
experi ence. Wuat -- what has been nost effective to
many students that |'ve had over the years is that
they see how excited | am personally about a specific
topic, and that |leads themto think, well, maybe
shoul d get involved in this. | should read; | should
do ny work, ny assignments, and see where it |eads.

| suspect that even a secondary |evel schoo
teacher has to do sonmething like that as well. Not
havi ng taught secondary school, | can only specul ate.
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Q In a high school class on biology, for a
teacher to teach biol ogy, what woul d you expect that
teacher to be doi ng?

A Defining life as much as possi bl e;
delineating the life world fromthe physical world and
fromthe social world, not separating them but
di stingui shing themcarefully; examning |iving beings
at the level of both contenporary cross-section
bi ochem cal Iy through nol ecul ar bi ol ogy, but also --
and this is sonething I strongly believe -- placing
science in a narrative context.

Telling stories is especially inportant at
the I evel of high school education because hunans are
natively interested in good stories. So if you can
present life as a story with a chapter by chapter sort
of understanding, | think that would be very hel pful
And that neans, for ne, evolution, which is a
narrative way of organizing data, is indispensable to
good bi ol ogi cal teaching.

Q By nmerely nentioning a particular topic such
as inthe -- inthe policy that is read to the -- the
policy statenent read to the students where

intelligent design has been nentioned, would you say
that that is teaching students intelligent design?

A Just to nmention the word "intelligent
design"?

Q Uh- huh

A No.

Q | guess that's what |'mgetting at. If you

were going to teach intelligent design, what things --
now, for a nmonment keeping out whether it should be in
a science class or someplace else. If you were going
to teach intelligent design, what things would you as
a teacher do?

A Wll, in fact, | do -- | don't teach
intelligent design. | teach about intelligent design
in my science classroons at the collegiate level. |
suppose | would do the same thing at -- and | think
some students are ready for it even at the high schoo
level -- is to examine the things | outlined in this

presentation: Wat would notivate some people to be
so energi zed and so enthusiastic about this idea of
intelligent design in the first place? And | would
bring in the -- the possible ways in which they have
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m sread evol utionary biology to nmean, perhaps,
materialist atheism and how the intelligent design
people are not really reacting against a science but
against a particular world view

Q So you would in teaching intelligent design
tal k about Dawkins and E.O WIson and ot hers who
have --

A Ch, certainly.

Q -- brought in a phil osophical --
A In fact that's what | do when | teach
science and religion, yes. | nmake the students -- |

want the students to be sensitive to the ideol ogica
conponents that tend to encunber and sonetines get
conflated with scientific ideas, and | want that -- |
want themto see it on both sides, both out of the
intelligent design people and the scientific

evol utionary materialist.

Q Do you tell the students ahead of tine that
this is what you're going to -- this is what |I'm going
to be teaching you and this is what 1'mgoing to
expect you to |earn?

A No.

Q How do you --

A | have them --

Q -- point to that?

A Wt hout comentary | have themread certain

texts by Richard Dawki ns and then texts by M chael
Behe and WIIliam Denbs -- WIIiam Denbski | haven't
used in class, but Mchael Behe and Phillip Johnson
I'"ve used. | have themread those texts w thout
commentary and w thout preparation. And then in class
we start discussing it, and hopefully the discussion
itself will elicit a variety of interpretations. And
occasionally you'll have -- we have very bright
students at Georgetown -- you'll have students able to
see imediately that the issue is not about science;
it's about different belief systens.

Q But when you -- when you are, you know,
teaching intelligent design in this classroom --

A Teachi ng about it.

Q -- about it, are you expecting the student
to take the sane viewpoint that you hol d?
A No. In fact, | alnost hope just for the

sake of an interesting discussion that sone of the
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students will be convinced by Behe's approach or
Johnson's approach, but that then a kind of dial ogue
will take place within the classroomwhich will allow
students eventually to see what's really going on

here. But | don't -- | try not to |lead them

At the end of the particular section |I'm
dealing with, | do summarize the various positions. |
have them use as a text my book on science and
religion. 1f you ve seen that text, you'll notice

each chapter has four different spokespersons for four
di fferent positions on science and religion; the
scientific materialists, those who see science and
religion as separate worlds, those who see them as

di stinct but nonethel ess capabl e of being rel ated, and
t hose who see religion as having a very subtle and
passive role to play in the shaping of the kind of

m nd that would do science in the first place.

Q After you get done with your dialogue with
the class and there's a student that still does not
accept the idea that intelligent design is not
scientific, do you flunk that student?

A O course | -- as | said earlier, | grade

them on their degree of acquaintance with the ful
spectrum of positions, and sone students come out as
materialists and some come out -- very few-- | can't
even renenber one who cane out -- well, maybe
occasionally there's one or two who accepted
intelligent design, but by far the majority of
students | teach are able to nake a distinction

bet ween sci ence, the science of evolution, and the

di fferent phil osophical interpretations of it.

Q I s your course graded on the basis of a
paper, or are the students graded by tests that they
t ake?

A Both. | give them bl ue book exam nati ons,
and then they have to do papers as well. The
cl assroom di scussion is graded, not on what they say
but on their degree of participation.

Q If you' re teaching them about intelligent
design, what kind of questions do you ask themin the
tests?

A "What is it that Mchael Behe finds
obj ecti onabl e about Darw ni an theory?"; that sort of
guesti on.
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Q Do you find your class popul ar anmong the
students?

A Vll, I've taught it for -- I'mretired now,
but until last year | taught it al nost every semester

for over 30 years, and it was always filled.

Q The students that filled your classroom
were they students that were getting a degree in
sci ence of some kind or were they liberal arts
students?

A About 20 percent woul d be science students,
25 percent maybe, and the others would be from al
di fferent disciplines.

Q Have you ever read Dougl as Futuymas's quote?
A Evol uti on.
Q Pardon ne? Do you know the name Futuynmas?

A Fut uymas, yeah

Q Yeah, F-U-T-U-Y-MA-S. (Qote, By coupling
undi rect ed purposel ess variation to the blind,
uncaring process of natural selection, Darwi n nmade
t heol ogi cal or spiritual explanations of the life
processes superfluous, end of quote.

A Yes, |'ve read that and many other simlar

qguot es by ot her biologists. Those are not scientific
statenments. Those are purely biased phil osophica
statenments which should not be part of any science.

Q Who nade this statenent: Darwin nade it
possi ble to become an intellectually fulfilled
at hei st ?

A Ri chard Dawkins with The Blind Watchmaker is
a perfect exanple of what |I'mtal king about.

Q O hers of the prom nent Darw nists include
Carl Sagan; is that correct?

A He was not technically a biologist, but he
would fit into the evolutionary materialist point of
Vi ew.

Q Goi ng back to your -- your expert report.
Let me see if | can find it. Page 4, paragraph 2 --

MR WLCOX: The parenthetical ?

MR, THOWPSON:  Yeah, the parenthetical
but starting in the mddle of that paragraph.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Nor is it appropriate in the context of
public education that the I D proponents be permtted
to push their owm inplicitly theol ogi cal agenda as the
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only -- and you've got "only" italicized -- plausible
religious alternative, especially since other theists
find their theol ogi cal assunptions to be deeply
fl aned.

A Yes.

Q VWhere do you see in the policy that the
Dover School District pushes the ID as the only
pl ausi bl e religious alternative?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: What |'msaying there is
that, first of all, it's inappropriate to bring
inmplicitly theol ogi cal agendas into the classroomin
the first place. But, secondly, that even the
specific kind of inplicit theol ogi cal agenda
represented by intelligent design assunmes certain
characteristics of God that not every Christian
t heol ogi an or Islamc or Jewi sh theol ogian, but in ny
cases especially Christian theol ogi an, woul d associ ate
with ultimate reality.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q My question was, where in the policy do you
see that Dover is pushing an inplicitly theol ogica

agenda as the only plausible religious alternative?
Do you see that witten anywhere in the policy?

A It's not witten formally, but it's inplicit
when they recomrend to students that they be exposed
to intelligent design as an alternative Darw ni an
theory. Wat that, in effect, anobunts to is their
exposure to a specific theol ogical idea which I find
to be very narrow and whi ch many ot her theol ogi ans
would find to be very narrow as well.

Q But it is not the -- nowhere do they say it
is the only plausible theory; would you agree with
t hat statenent?

A VWl l, what |'msaying, in effect, is that
why aren't they tal king about sonme H ndu conception of
deity; why this particular -- why intelligent design?
Wy did they focus it on that? Wy not reconmend the
students read the Buddhist, Taoist, native American
texts? Wy this particular specifically Christian
i dea, an idea encunbered by a whole history of
Christian reflection? If it's froma point of view
of -- of broadening students' m nds, they should not
talk just about intelligent design if they' re going to
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tal k about other alternatives to -- to Darw nian
t heory.

Q Let me make ny question a little nore
specific, then. 1Is there anywhere in the policy that

t he Dover School District says that intelligent design
is the only plausible religious alternative?
A It's not said explicitly, no.
Q kay.
MR WLCOX: That's why he probably
said it's inplicit.
THE WTNESS: It is.
MR THOWPSON: Pardon ne?
MR WLCOX: Maybe that's why he used
the word inplicit instead of explicit.
THE WTNESS: | used, it's an
inmplicitly theol ogi cal agenda.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q And inplicit is your own conclusion; is that
correct? Wen you say it's an inplicit --

A vell --

Q -- theologic --

A -- it's ny --

Q -- inplicitly --

A -- conclusion --

Q -- theol ogi cal agenda, it's a concl usion
that you arrived at?

A It's a conclusion that | have arrived at
al ong with many ot her people.

Q But reasonabl e people can differ about that

concl usi on, can they not?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE WTNESS: | don't think reason, if
reason was properly foll owed here, would allow that
ki nd of wi de open approach to this because ny --
whol e approach is not just theol ogical, but | ogical

Logi cal |y speaking, intelligent design
di scourse does not fall within the sanme framework of
di scussion that science and evol utionary bi ol ogy

participate in. It belongs to a separate realm that
of ideology rather than science. So it's unreasonable
in m view.

BY MR THOWPSON:
Q So no reasonabl e person can accept any ot her
expl anation of the policy that the Dover Schoo
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1 District pushed ID as the only plausible religious

2 alternative?

3 MR WLCOX: (bjection.

4 THE WTNESS: Could you rephrase the

5 question?

6 BY MR THOWSON:

7 Q Rephrase it?

8 A Uh- huh, nore directly.

9 Q I"mtrying to respond to the conments t hat
10 you made that it's not reasonable to nake any ot her
11 conclusion than that this is the only plausible
12 religious alternative.

13 A | didn't say that. Wat | was saying is
14 that it's unreasonable to propose that a book that
15 deals with intelligent design |like O Pandas and
16 People can function as an alternative way of |ooking
17 at life to the Darw ni an approach because that's
18 mxing apples and oranges. It's taking an approach
19 which, as I've said all along, is inplicitly
20 theological and trying to juxtapose that as an
21 alternative to a scientific node of inquiry. That's
22 the unreasonabl eness of it.

00255

1 Q First of all, you'll agree that no student

2 was required to read O Pandas and People; is that

3 correct?

4 A No, it was not required, but it was

5 reconmended.

6 Q Do you see the word "recomended” anywhere

7 in the policy?

8 A In the statenents that | read it seened -- |

9 don't know the exact words.

10 Q Vll, we have it right here in Exhibit 3
11 It says, The reference book O Pandas and People is
12 available for students who nmight be interested in

13 gai ning an understandi ng of what intelligent design
14 actually involves. It doesn't -- that's the

15 statenent. Does that say reconmend?

16 A Yes, since it's the only text anong many,
17 many ot her books that students could be pointed to to
18 expand their understanding of life. This is the one
19 that this report nmentions, so | take that to be an
20 inmplicit reconmendation

21 Q Anot her use of the word inplicit?

N
N

A Yes.
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Q And that's, again, your conclusion with
whi ch ot her people could differ; is that correct?
A O her people --

MR WLCOX: Objection. This is so
beyond the pale of discovery. Al you' re doing is
arguing over different interpretations. It's obvious
that they didn't say, there are lots of book in the
library; go read sonme. They said, there is a book in
the library, O Pandas and People, that's available if
you want to learn nore about this subject. Now, if
that's not a recommendation, | don't know what it is.
So why don't you just nove on to sonething el se
because we've only got an hour left.

MR, THOWSON: Ckay. It's inportant
because it deals with the policy, and, secondly, |I'm
guestioning himon what he thinks is inplicitly
involved in the policy. He's using the words, and I'm
trying to discover what he neans by the words. |I'm
not trying to be --

MR WLCOX: His use of the word
inmplicit was with reference to I D proponents. It
wasn't in reference to the Dover Area School District.

He's not sayi ng everybody on the school board is an ID
proponent, | don't think. |If he neans that, you can
ask him Ask hi mwhat he nmeans by that.

THE WTNESS: No, | don't nean that.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q We're tal king about the policy. W're
tal ki ng about the policy. On page 6 again, at the
bott om of the second paragraph you say, For that
reason nost scientists who believe in God reject the
proposition that IDis a scientific idea.

VWhat is the basis for that statenent? What
is your basis for that statenent?

A I don't have a statistical basis. I'monly
speaking fromny own contact in ny work in science and
religion. Internationally |I cone into contact with
many, many scientists -- many scientists who believe
in God who are involved in science and religion
di scussions, and alnost to -- nman or woman, they
reject the proposed -- the proposition that IDis a
scientific idea. | have encountered very, very few
people in the scientific community who are interested
in theol ogy and who understand religion and are



00258

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPE

NNNRRRRRRRRPERR
NFRPOOONOURMWNRO

00259

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPEF

NNNRRPRRRRRRERRR
NFRPOOWONOUDMWNRO

interested in religion who are advocates of this.

There are a small proportion of intelligent
design scientists that | cone across occasionally, but
they're very, very nuch in the mnority.

Q Vel |, how many scientists do you think there
are in the world?
A I have no idea.

Q Several hundred thousand?
A VWell, nore than that. There nust be
mllions.

Q VWl |, how many scientists have you cone
across?
A I'"ve come across a sanpling that | think is

representative of many different scientists;
scientists frommany different areas of the world,
many di fferent areas of expertise. And | can say that
in the western world especially that alnost all of
themwoul d reject the idea that intelligent design is
a scientific idea.

Q Well, you say "a sanpling.” Can you give ne
a nunber?

A Hundr eds.

Q Hundr eds?

A And |'ve addressed thousands, and in
guesti on and answer sessions afterwards, that's when
do a lot of ny contact with these scientists. So they
hear ne out, and if they thought that | was saying
something they didn't agree with, they would -- they
would tell me so. And ny -- ny sense is that
90 percent or nore tend to |like nmy approach to
evol uti on.

Q There are a | ot of questions on that
statenment that you nade. How do you know all these
peopl e believe in God unless you specifically ask
t hen®?

A These -- these are people that are invol ved
in many, what are called, local society initiatives
that are sponsored by the John Tenpl eton Foundati on
These are organi zations all over the world which bring
toget her local science -- scientists to discuss issues
inreligion, and |I've addressed many of these groups.

I'"ma nmenber of the board of the Metanexus
Foundati on, which is the foundation that disburses
funds to these local society initiatives all over the
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worl d. So anong people in the humanities, |'ve had
much nore contact with a wi de spectrum of scientists
than nost people in nmy field especially.

Q Are you also a nmenber of the -- on the board
of the Tenpleton --

A Yes, Tenpl eton Foundation as well. | am at
t he nmonent.

Q On page 6, the bottom of the page, |ast
paragraph -- let's see here. Yeah, the |ast
par agraph, it's paragraph four, it starts -- the

second sentence, quote, Fromthe point of view of the
nost prom nent theol ogi ans, therefore, not only is ID

poor science, it is also appalling -- appallingly --
it is --

A Appal ling --

Q -- also --

A -- theol ogy.

Q -- it is also appalling theol ogy, period,
end quote.

Do you believe that?

A Yes. | didn't docunent -- this is not a

scholarly paper. | could have put a footnote after

every sentence in here. But if you want a list of

some of the nobst prom nent theol ogi ans, | can nanme
people |like Karl Barth, Paul Tillich, for exanple.
Paul Tillich has had an enornous influence

in the shaping of contenporary theology. He objects
to intelligent design because it brings in ultimte
reality as one cause anong others in a whole series of
causes which is an inplicit denotion of God.

The theol ogians that I"'mreferring to here,
Catholic and Protestant and Jew sh, all consider
intelligent design, or in sone cases natural theol ogy
as a whole, to be an inplicit trivialization of God
because it makes ultimate reality one cause, anong
others, in a series of natural causes.

And this is how intelligent design argunent
isinmplicitly -- again | say "inplicitly" because
explicitly they deny that they're doing this. But
they're bringing in an ultimate | evel of explanation
at the level of -- in an explanatory slot where we
normal |y deal with physical causes. So God then
becomes one physical cause anong others inplicitly,
and that's a denial of divine transcendence, so that's
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why | say it's theologically -- theologically it's
not -- it's appalling theol ogy because it is an
attenpt, in a sense, to bring the divine down to a
| evel of ordinary, mundane scientific inquiry.

Q But you'll agree with nme that the ID
theorists don't view the theory of ID as theol ogy?

A Formal |y speaking they deny that it is, but
once again, as we've said many, many tinmes, it
functions religiously and theologically in the three
senses of the termreligion that | nentioned earlier

Q As do many Darw ni an theorists; is that
correct?

A The Darw ni an theorists function as
religious in the first sense of the termnot in the
second and third.

Q But you didn't distinguish --

A Many Darw ni ans, not all by any means -- for
exanple, Ken MIler is an exception. But many
Darwi ni ans | have agreed do tend to inplicitly make
Darwi n -- Darwi ni an explanation ultimte explanation
and that's wong. That's religiously inappropriate,
scientifically inappropriate.

Q Wl |, why would you introduce the theory of
intelligent design to your class if it's appalling
t heol ogy?

A | do this inall my -- in all my courses.
As | nentioned earlier -- we went over there severa
times before -- | used to teach a course called The
Probl em of God, and | introduced ny students to
at hei stic thought because | want themto be able to
deal with it, to critically examne it. |If they never
conme across these ideas within a context where they
can critically examne it, they will end up, as many
ki ds do, going out to graduate school or whatever
wi t hout sufficient preparation in ternms of critical
awareness. So | want students -- | introduce them not
only to intelligent design, but | introduce themto
Dawkins to E.O WIson to Stephen J. Gould and ot hers
who confl ate ideology with science so they will be
able to critically distinguish science from i deol ogy.

Q And the fact that it is appalling theol ogy
is not relevant to the purpose for which you use
intelligent design; is that correct?

A In the cl assroonf
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Q Ri ght .

A No, it's not relevant at all, but it is one
prom nent, publicly known position which is the duty
of educators to allow their students to -- to cone

into contact with so that they can be critically --
able to examine it critically.

Q You will agree that the teachers -- the
bi ol ogy teachers in Dover do not, in fact, teach
intelligent design?

A | don't -- | don't know that that's
uni versal ly the case.
Q If all that is being read is that statenent

and nothing further, that is not teaching intelligent
design, is it?

A Initself, correct.

Q kay. Can you answer that yes or no?

A Yes.

Q It is not teaching intelligent design; is

that correct?

MR WLCOX: bjection, that's a double
negative question. |It's bound to be confusing.

MR THOWPSON:  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: Yeah, it's confusing
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q | don't want to confuse you. | don't want
to confuse nyself either. The fact that intelligent
design is nmerely nentioned in this four-paragraph
statenment that is read does not amount to teaching
intelligent design, does it?

A Not directly, but indirectly it could
lead -- it's tendentious, let's say; it could |ead
toward a teacher -- | could see how a teacher who is
personal |y predi sposed toward intelligent design would
take this statement as legitimtion of teaching
intelligent design in the classroom | could see that
happen quite easily.

Q Does that fall within your definition of
teachi ng you gave ne a while back?

MR WLCOX: Wichis "that"?

MR THOWPSON: It was a | ong discussion
of what teaching is --

THE WTNESS: Yes.

MR THOWPSON: -- and | don't want to
go through it, but we can if you want.
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THE WTNESS: M definition of teaching
applies in different ways to different fields of
study. In all fields of study the objective is to get
the student to cone into contact with the human desire
to know, but as | also nmentioned earlier, the desire
to know requires different nethods in different
fields, and I would not want to confuse a science
class that's dealing with evol ution by proposing that
they should I ook at -- or that they -- | would not
even nmention O Pandas and People in a science class
because it would give students the inpression that
maybe this is an alternative to what they' re | earning
i n biol ogy.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q VWell, my question is, merely nentioning the
phrase intelligent design, do you consider that
teaching intelligent design?

A Strictly speaki ng, no.

Q | must say | was very interested in your
definition of God in your book, Deeper Than Darw n,
but I don't understand it. | want to ask you sone

guestions about that. You define God as depth,

bel i eve?

A Depth is one netaphor that we use anong many
ot her nmetaphors available in reference to ultimte
reality.

Q Is there a -- can you give ne a description
of what you nean by God is depth?

A | start with -- basing ny thought here on
t heol ogi an Paul Tillich, and he points out that in our

experience of reality, there are four different areas
that we all encounter. W encounter other people; we
encount er ourselves; we encounter nature; and we
encounter history and society.

And to take the first, in our relationship
to anot her person we think we get -- we know that
person, but then this person will do sonething or say
somet hing that surprises us or disappoints us, so if
we're to continue with our relationship with that
person, we have to dig to a deeper level. And we
t hi nk we know that person at that |evel, but once
agai n experience will show us that we do not.

To make a long story short, the reason that
we never reach rock bottomin our understandi ng of the
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ot her person is that that person has an inexhaustible
di mensi on, depth. The sane is true of nature. The
same is true of history. The sane is true of our own
selves. That, in other words, there's an

i nconprehensi ble nystery. Depth is just another word
for nmystery.

If you correlate it with the definitions I
gave -- three definitions, it wuld fit in the second
definition. So an awareness of the infinite and
i nexhausti bl e depth of nature is one of the ways in
which | would try to give a person sone sense of what
| mean by God. It fulfills the definition of God as
transcendent. It's not identical with nature,
history, us; it transcends us. Just instead of
t hi nking of God as up there as classical thought is
done -- as prescientific thought is done, after depth
psychol ogy cane al ong, a new horizon opened up to us,
that of the di nension of depth.

And that is just one of many ways in which
we can begin to find sonething in our experience off
of which we can bounce the word God so as to nmake sone
sense of it. 1t's by no nmeans an exhaustive

under st andi ng.

Q Your definition of God also, in a sense,
renmoves himfromdirect causation of life on earth; is
that correct?

A To make God a direct cause of anything is to
denmote God. CGod is the ground of all causes, not --
not so nuch a specific physical cause but the ground
or the foundation of all causation

Q So you woul d answer ny question yes?

A Yes.

Q kay. So even though the creed says, naker
of heaven and earth --

A Unh- huh.

Q -- you do not consider himmaker of heaven
and earth as we woul d understand that?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE W TNESS: The expression heaven and
earth refers to what is visible and invisible, and
what it neans is that wherever there is being --
wherever there are beings, there's a ground of being,
and that's what we nmean by creator
BY MR THOWPSON:
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Q This ground of being, | guess that's
anot her --

A That's a theol ogi cal expression of Paul
Tillich.

Q But the creed tal ks about nmaker of heaven
and earth, and then the second line is of al
visible -- things visible and invisible.

A Yeah

Q Are those different categories?

A No, | think they're two ways of saying that
what ever exists -- they're just two different ways of
sayi ng that whatever exists has a foundation; that is
not part of the created world but which is the
foundati on of the created world.

Di d God nake Adanf?

VWho is Adan? Wiat do you nean by "Adani'?
In the Book of Cenesis.

VWhat do you nean by "nake"?

Did God create Adam the first nman?

VWhat do you nean by "create"?

VWhat ever that definition normally neans --

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

OrO>O0>0

BY MR THOWPSON:

-- in comon term nol ogy.

VWll, it's a termthat in theol ogy we have
to be very careful with. What it nmeans theol ogically
is that whatever exists has an ultinmate cause or an
ulti mate expl anation

Q VWell, was there a man on earth referred to
in Genesis as Adan? Do you believe that?

A If you want nme to give a full answer to this
guestion, | have to give you a little bit of
introduction to biblical literature. And the answer
toit is that Adamin the theol ogi cal conmunity today
i s understood as a -- not an actual organic individua
but as the termitself neans in Hebrew. |t neans
mankind. It has a kind of generic quality to it.

So | believe that God creates everything,
not just Adam but everything. But God creates not in
the sane way that scientific causes operate, but in a
much deeper way.

Q Well, am 1 correct in understanding, then
that even though the Bible says -- refers to Adamas a
single man, you refer to himas nanki nd?

>0
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A VWat the Bible is trying to do in that -- by
asking that question that you just asked, you -- you
assune that I"'mfollowing a literalist interpretation
of the Book of Genesis, which I do not as |'ve been
saying all day.

The Book of Genesis has a deep neani ng, but
the deep neaning is not to be arrived at by taking the
i ndi vidual characters in the story as representative
of factual, actual human beings. The story is trying
to get across the inportance of hope for people, and
what it's trying to say is that in spite of evil and
in spite of the mess we get ourselves in, there is a
reality which is sufficiently resourceful, God; that
by being able to bring a whol e universe into existence

can also bring our own lives to fulfillment as well in
spite of all evil.
Q Vel |, maybe to make it nore specific w thout

referring to the Bible since you are Roman Cat holi c,
let's tal k about the magi sterium of the church, what
the Roman Catholic church believes. The Roman
Catholic church believes that Adamis a word for -- a
generic word for humanki nd, or does the church believe

that there was a man -- the first man created by God?

A Here, again, you have to be careful to
define what you mean by "church.” In the teaching of
the Second Vatican Council, the "church" neans the
whol e peopl e of God, not just the magisterium And
the magi steriumis not just ecclesia docens, ecclesia
teachi ng, works of the church teaching, but it's also
the church learning as well. This is a theol ogy that
has energed nost explicitly in the Second Vatican
Counci | .

And when the magisterium-- if you identify
the Pope as mmgi sterial -- speaks, the Pope, like
everybody el se, learns. And what the past pope, Pope
John Paul 11, learned over the course of his lifetine

was that evolution is a fairly probabl e hypothesis,
and that's why he wote a statenment show ng that the
Cat holic church is not opposed to evol utionary
thinking. The only thing that it's opposed to is the
identification of evolution as materialism and that's
what |'ve been bringing out today.

So the church has no formal statenent ever
that I know of that Adam was a factual historica
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bei ng.

Q Well, | nentioned the magi sterium and you
responded by the magi sterium \hat about the
catechi smof the Catholic church?

A The Cat holic catechismis m sinforned and
it's out of touch with what's going on in science when
it speaks of Adam al nbst as a historical person
There's been a |l ot of discussion in the theol ogica
conmuni ty about the thorough and conpl ete i nadequacy
of the Catholic catechism of the people who wote the
Cat holic catechismwere not informed about science and
evolution, and that's one of the things that happens
when peopl e do not becone informed about science.

Q Wul d you then agree that at |east the
catechismrefers to Adamas a nan created by God?

A Yes, and | thoroughly disagree with that
approach. And one can be a good Catholic and di ssent
fromspecific formulations Iike that, and even the
papal statements thenselves, | think, inplicitly rebut
that particular fornulation. This is not an
infallible docunent.

Q VWhat about Eve; do you believe that there

was a wonman named Eve?

A The Eve that | accept is our ancestor in
Africa that the scientists talk about. But, no,
that's all part of a way of trying to get across a
deep religious truth which we mss altogether if we
interpret it literally.

Q Wel |, do you believe in the original sin?
A | believe that the Doctrine of Original Sin
can nake sense -- very good theol ogi cal sense if we

don't interpret it as something that's inherited
genetically fromone generation to the next, but

i nstead understand it as applying to the fact that the
world into which each one of us is born has been
messed up in sone ways by the accunul ati on of bad
hurman deci si ons.

Al of us are contanmi nated by evil soci al
structures, for exanple, unjust social structures.
Look at the poverty in Africa and el sewhere that's due
to the maldistribution of the world' s wealth. The sin
of injustice is something that has an effect on
everybody born into this world.

That's original sin, and it's much nore
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serious and much nore in need of redenption than
sonmet hing that's inherited biol ogically.

Q Do you believe in the Catholic Doctrine of
Oiginal Sin as a result of decisions nade by Adam and
Eve?

A Agai n, you're asking this question in the
formof a biblical literalist.
Q " mtal ki ng about, again, the catechi sm of

the church, the magisteriumor the catechismof the
church.

MR WLCOX: (bjection, conpound.

THE WTNESS: You're trying to force ne
to play a literalist creationist sort of gane which |
have all day been distancing nmyself from and |I've
been doi ng that because of theol ogical convictions and
religious convictions that we trivialize biblical text
if we ask questions the way that you just did.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Did you answer ny question?

A It's not a neani ngful question

Q So you refuse to answer it?

A If | said yes or no to a question |ike that,
it would -- it would inplicitly be making me a part of

a kind of literalist way of |ooking at religious text.
So | could say in a figurative way, and in preaching,

for example -- I'mnot a preacher, but if | were a
preacher, | could use terns |ike the fact we are al
descendents of Adam for exanple, to figuratively
represent the fact that we're all in need of

redenption. That's the whole point of the story.

The point of the story is not to make people
literalists but to make people aware of their need for
redenpti on.

Q Isn't it true, however, that the magi sterium
and the catechismof the church hold that Adam was, in
fact, a unique individual created by God and that Eve
was, in fact, a unique individual created by God;
doesn't the church hold that as a part of its
magi steri um and cat echi snf?

A It depends on what you mean by "nagi steriunt
here. If you nean the teaching of the deepest truths
t hat have been bequeathed to us by scripture and
tradition, the magisteriumwould not require that I
say literally that Adam and Eve existed, and | don't
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know of any conpetent theol ogi an who woul d go al ong
with that.

Q VWhat about the same question relating to the
cat echi sm of the church?

A Cat echi sm of the church is a conditioned --
a historically conditioned docunent which changes.
There have been many catechi sns over the course of
times. Sone catechisns, |ike the Baltinore catechism
express things one way. The reason that we cone up
wi th new catechisns is people recognize the i nadequacy
of earlier ones. That's the only reason why the new
cat echi snms are brought about.

Already there are a | ot of people such as
nysel f who say we can do a |lot better in presenting
Christian doctrine than this carelessly constructed
catechism Not all parts are carel essly constructed,
but some of them are.

Q Do you believe in the virgin birth of
Christ?

A | believe it in this sense; that what the
virgin birth literature is trying to get across is not
a biological fact but it's trying to bring out -- the

whol e story of the virgin birth, if you read
contenporary biblical scholarship, is trying to nmake a
t heol ogi cal point that this is a special person

The Christians were not the first to talk
about virgin birth. You find in interreligious
literature parallel types of stories in which
prom nent individuals were brought about in a very
exceptional manner. And the purpose of this kind of
| anguage, if you look at it historically in the
context in which it arose, was to give people a sense
of the special ness of Christ.

Q Trying to interpret what you just said,
then, what you are saying is that the virgin birth was
not, in fact, a historical fact?

A It's not a verifiable -- even in principle
it's not a verifiable biological fact.

| could say the sane thing of the
resurrection. The resurrection is not a
scientifically knowable reality.

Q VWl l, see, I'"mnot tal king about scientific
now. |'mtalking about your -- you're a Catholic
t heol ogi an, and I'mtal ki ng about what you as a
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t heol ogi an bel i eve.

A Al right. [If you' Il concede that, that
we're not tal king about scientifically factual here,
then the interpretation that | gave is in conformty
with that requirenment that you just laid dowmn. |'m
giving you an interpretation and understandi ng of the
virgin birth which does not require that we trivialize
it by making it sone sort of scientific curiosity but
that we look for the religious intention of the
aut hors who were tal king about this event, and that
religious intention was to uphold -- to find one of
many, many di fferent ways in which the New Test anment
tries to bring out the preem nence of Christ.

Q Agai n, keeping in mnd, now, we're talking
about what you believe as a theologian, I'"mgoing to
ask you the question again. Do you believe in the
virgin birth as an actual fact of history?

A That's an irrelevant thing. That's an
irrelevant question. Do | believe in -- you don't --
you don't believe in facts. Facts are things which
are -- which are -- things that are publicly knowabl e.

The whol e of the New Testanment is in a genre

of literature in which one has to undergo what |
earlier referred to as a personal transformation in
order to understand what's going on in the text. So
that to ask the question do | believe in the virgin
birth as a fact is, in a sense, to mss the whole
poi nt of the doctrine of -- or the biblical idea of a
virgin birth. And that point is to draw attenti on not
to this woman and not to sone biol ogical curiosity,
but to the preem nence of this man

Q Well, the only reason | ask that question is
because the catechismof the church speaks about it.
A You have to understand here that --

MR WLCOX: That's not a question.
THE W TNESS: Ckay.
MR WLCOX: |If he wants to ask a
guestion, | assunme he's getting to one.
MR, THOWPSON: Yeah. Thank you.
BY MR THOWPSON:
Q So |I'm asking you specifically, is that a
historical fact? Regardless of whether it's trivia
or irrelevant in your mnd, is that a historical fact?
A VWhat do you nmean by "historical"?
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That it occurred in history, in tine.

That it occurred in what sense? Physically?
Yes.

In a way that could be in principle verified
by bi ol ogi cal testing?

Q | would say so.

A No. And for nme to say yes to a question
like that is, in a sense, to place nme in the canp of
literalist religiosity which all day | have been
di stanci ng nyself from

>0 >0

Q Do you believe that Christ was the son of
God?
A Yes, provided you understand what "son of
God" neans.
Q I"musing that termas a Catholic would use
that term
MR WLCOX: (bjection.
THE WTNESS: The termson of God, if
you know the biblical literature, is one that's
enpl oyed in other ways than -- and applied to other

individuals in biblical history in the A d Testanent.
So what you're asking is do | believe in the Doctrine

of Hypostatic Union, perhaps, the union of the Cod,
the nature of the God and the nature of human in
Christ, yes.

BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Wl l, do you believe that Christ is God --

A As | said --

Q -- incarnate?

A As | said earlier, | can recite the Nicene
Creed with conpl ete genui neness and honesty, but you
have to renenber that as a theol ogian | have been
trained to see things in this creed that perhaps a
literalist mentality would not. So the questions that
you' re asking me right now are questions that really
are not able to elicit, even in principle, what I
really believe because you're trying to force me into

a kind of literalist response -- yes or no response to
the type of questions that you're asking.
Q Wl |, those are the, you know, sane kind of

responses (sic) that priests ask children as they go
t hrough confirmation.

A But in that context -- that's a religious
context. It's not an intellectual context. Wen | go
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to church, and I go to nmass faithfully every Sunday,
and recite the creed, what I'mthinking when | recite
this creed is not the sane thing that a seventh grader
or third grader is thinking.

Q What about the Catholic catechism is it the
same as the Catholic catechismis depicting and
descri bi ng?

A Again, there are different |evels of
adequacy with which one even reads the catechism The
catechismis not the best way to introduce people to
religion. But if you're talking about catechisns,
they have -- the different fornmulas in the catechism
can be read at many different |evels of theol ogica
devel opnent .

Q Do you think truth changes for the church?

MR WLCOX: (bjection.

THE W TNESS: Again, you're using
"truth" in a way that I wouldn't use it. Truth as
the -- truth is the objective of the human desire to
know, and it's not something that could ever be
sequestered and confined by the human mind. It's a
goal that we're on our way toward our whole lives. Do

| believe that there is sonething there that is
calling me to be honest, to be truthful? Yes.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q Do you believe that God cane into this world
t hrough Christ?

A Yes. | also believe that God has been
comng into this world in other ways as well.

Q Do you believe that God cane into this world
as Christ for a specific purpose, that being the
sal vation of nen's soul s?

A That's one way of putting it, but eastern
Christianity would not put it that way so nmuch as to
say that God comes into the world to divinize the
wor | d.

Q To what ?

A Divinize it, to make the world -- to
transformthe universe.

Q So that God is not sonmeone who stays outside
of nature?

A Right. God, as |I've been saying all along,
is deeply involved in nature but not in the sane way
that the scientific cause is involved, nore deeply



00286

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPE

NNNRRRRRRRRPERR
NFRPOOONOURMWNRO

00287

OCoO~NOOUITAWNPEF

NNNRRPRRRRRRERRR
NFRPOOWONOUDMWNRO

than that.

Q Well, he -- he actually cane down and |ived
on earth; correct?

A | believe in the incarnation, but to put it
inthe fornula that you just did is only the -- a very

pre-phil osophi cal, pre-theol ogical way of getting at
the truth of the Doctrine of the Incarnation

Q Do you believe in mracles?

A | believe that there are things that happen
in nature which do not violate scientific |laws, |aws
of physics and chem stry, but which can be interpreted
by the religious mnd as evidence of the presence of
t he divi ne.

Q Do you believe the biblical account of the
parting of the Red Sea?

A That's a stylized | egendary way of getting
across the truth that God is ultimately a |iberating
reality that seeks to set us free, including free from
religious prejudices.

Q VWhat does "stylized" nean? What do you mean
by "stylized"?

A It's the specific style of getting across to

a pre-scientific people fundanental religious truth
that there is sonething deeply liberating at the
ultimate levels of reality.

Q Am 1 to then conclude by that statenment that
there was no such thing as the parting of the Red Sea
as it was described in the Bible?

A As you see it in Cecil B. DeMIle's Ten
Commandnents, no. There was not -- if you were there
with the eyes of a naturalist, all you would see is
peopl e struggling through what was called the Yom Suf.
It wasn't even the Red Sea. It was the Sea of Reeds.
Most schol ars now deny that it had anything to do with
the Red Sea at all. And you would not have seen walls
of water like that. You would have seen -- if you
were there with the eyes of a scientist or with a
canera, that's what you woul d have seen

VWhat religion does is |ook for the deeper
meani ngs of such events, and the Hebrews concl uded
that on the basis of that experience that we can posit
the existence of an ultimate reality, which is not
only liberating of the world, but eventually they
devel oped a Doctrine of Creation out of that; that
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this liberator is also a creator

So Cenesis, in fact -- the stories in
Cenesis are nuch later than the Exodus stories in
their theological reflections that unfold as the
religious thinkers think about things that unfold, the
deeper neanings. This is why the notion of death is
very inportant to ne.

Q Do you believe that Christ was crucified,
died and was buried as a historical fact?

A Yes, but | would like to know what all of
this has to do with this particul ar case?

Q Because it's -- I'mtesting your credibility
as a Catholic theol ogi an

A But I would like to know what -- what gives

you the authority to be able to decide what is or what
is not a Catholic theol ogian --

Q I"mnot making that -- I'mnot naking that
assunpti on.

A Well, to be able to think you can raise the
rel evant questions that can decide that issue.

Q Because you're here as a theol ogi an and

you' ve been discussing all of intelligent design as a

religious doctrine --

A I"m here --

Q -- and you've defined religion for ne, and
you've witten a book, which we've been di scussing,
Deeper Than Darwi n, where you actually had been maki ng
t hose ki nds of comments.

A Well, if you read the books, you will see
that the kinds of questions that you' ve been asking ne
are not appropriate to the kind of theology that | do.

Q Neverthel ess, we'll continue on here. Do
you believe that Christ was crucified, died and was
buried as a historical fact?

A O course.

Q kay. Do you believe that he was
resurrected fromthe dead as a historical fact?

A VWhat do you nean by "historical fact"?

Q That it happened.

A Vll, if you put things in that way, yes,
Jesus is alive. Resurrection, you know, is only one
of the ways in which the New Testanment tries to
represent -- the fundanental fact for the Christian is
that Jesus lives. The way in which that was expressed
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1 in the New Testanment is through resurrection stories,
2 but it was al so expressed through the stories about

3 the comng of the spirit of Christ upon the D sciples
4 who were gal vani zed by their comon experience of this
5 man during his lifetime to the belief that this man's
6 substantiality was so solid that death could not

7 defeat it, and that, therefore, he lives. And

8 resurrection is one way of representing that.

9 But, again, if there was a canera and
10 scientific experts in the upper room that the
11 evangelists tal k about, when Jesus appeared, they
12 woul d not have seen him

13 Avery Dulles, for exanple, who is a rather
14 conservative theol ogi an and now a Cardi nal of the

15 Roman Catholic church -- you mght want to read his
16 book Apol ogetics of the Biblical Christ. He said this
17 in this books many, many years ago, that w thout

18 faith, nobody woul d have seen the risen Christ,

19 including the early D sciples.
20 Q So what you're saying, if | gather
21 correctly, is that if we had a canera going in the
22 upper room - -

00291

1 A Ri ght .

2 Q -- after Jesus was resurrected --

3 A Yes.

4 Q -- taking photos of that room

5 continuously --

6 A Ri ght .

7 Q -- there would not have been a Christ?

8 A That's my opinion, and it's an opinion that
9 | share with some other theol ogians as well.

10 Q Do you believe that the Bible is the

11 inspired word of God?

12 A Yes.

13 Q kay. Do you believe in the Holy Trinity?
14 A O course.

15 Q Ckay. So you believe in the existence of
16 God the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit?

17 A As | said all along | can recite the Nicene
18 Creed, the Apostle's Creed with conplete honesty and
19 fullness in faith.

20 Q There was a question | wanted to ask you

21 and then | forgot, the -- Christ came to this world
22 for the specific purpose of dying for our sins; isn't
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that true?

A That's one interpretation.

Q Vll, isn't that the interpretation that the
Cat hol i c church gives?

A Yes, and | can accept that, but that does

not exhaust the meaning of Christ. That's what |I'm
saying. Christ also cane to bring this universe to
fulfillment, this evol ving universe.

Q True. But the fact is that he cane here for
t he purpose of --

A That's part of the creed. | can accept
t hat .

Q kay. We've had a long, long, |ong day, and
| appreciate your patience.

MR, THOWPSON: And the patience of you,

Counsel or.
BY MR THOWPSON:

Q I's there anything now that you think back --
is there anything that you want to add or subtract --

A No.

Q -- fromyour testinmony?

A No.

MR, THOWPSON: Ckay. That will be it.

Thank you.

THE W TNESS: Thank you.

(Si gnature not having been waived, the
deposition of JOHAN F. HAUGHT, PH. D., was concl uded
at 4:45 p.m)
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