CREATIONISM AND INTELLIGENT DESIGN.  
During a BBC’s  Newsnight’s programme this April, I was reminded of the article I put in the Oct-Nov magazine last year about - ‘Teaching of Science in our schools not secular dogma’. In this programme the alleged Islamisation of some Birmingham schools was being discussed and claims made that ‘creationism’  was being taught in science lessons, when the presenter Kirsty Wark exploded; - “That’s against the law.” Her comment about illegally teaching ‘creationism’ made me wonder what role the law should have on the curriculum and in particular scientific enquiry

Now the guidance given to Schools and Families actually says that ‘creationism’ is not to be considered as science, but if it is raised by pupils in science lessons it should be discussed ‘positively and educationally.’ So clearly, teachers should be free to discuss ‘creationism’ in science just as in religious education without feeling they are breaking the law. In any study of our origins, it is bound to arise.

However, Kirsty’s tough  approach has many powerful supporters. In 2008 the Royal Society, our distinguished ‘guardians of science’, virtually forced Prof Michael Reiss to resign from his honorary position as Director of Education for the society, for advocating that science teachers should follow the Governments advice and allow the discussion of ‘creationism’ if the pupils raise it. Their view was that this brought science into disrepute!
In this ‘Newsnight’ discussion, ‘Intelligent-design’ got dragged in because it is for many convenient to treat it as a synonym for ‘creationism’ which it certainly is not.

Creationism, is now a term of abuse and derision because it has become associated, erroneously only with what is perceived to be a very literal interpretation of Biblical passages relating to the creation of the world and an inferred young age for the Earth. 

Now many highly qualified  people including some who hold professorships in science in UK  universities as well as other famous scientists and most of the pioneers who gave us modern science like, Newton, Kepler, Faraday and a host of others were ‘creationists’, so a little respect and humility in the use of the term – ‘creationist’ would certainly be in order here.
The problem lies in the current narrow definition of ‘creationism’ which really has a much more significant dimension. In a general sense, it describes what many would see as the self-evident view that the universe has a Creator who is responsible for its origin, its natural laws and the wonder of the life it sustains. In that sense, Jews, Muslims and Christians are creationists, though they would disagree about the nature of the various processes involved. In the current debate about whether Britain is a Christian country, it is worth noting that the historic Christian Faith is inseparable from belief in a Creator.
However, Intelligent design (ID) brings a very different perspective. It argues that certain features of the natural and living world show clear evidence of design and are not the result of blind and purposeless process like natural selection acting on random mutations. ID does not draw on any religious authority of presuppositions, but argues from empirical data like:-  The fine-tuning of the universe, the complexity of biological ‘machines’ in every cell of our body and the massive sophistication of the digital genetic code carried in our DNA – which Bill Gates has described as a computer code similar to the ones in computer software but much more complex and Bill Clinton once described as ‘the language in which God created life’
ID implies clearly, an intelligent cause for the universe and is therefore supportive of Theism.  It should not however be equated with ‘creationism’ as popularly understood. ID is a valid, legitimate scientific inference from the data and best evidence available to us and is consistent with our everyday experience of the cause and effect structure of the world.
The real reason why the current scientific consensus can’t entertain ‘creationism’ or ‘intelligent design’ is because it has allowed itself to be defined by the unprovable  assumption of ‘naturalism’ i.e. the philosophy which does not permit any explanation which involves an intentional cause for the universe. This is how we get explanations that involve ‘matter out of nothing’ and ‘life by random accidents’- completely counter intuitive propositions which are even at odds with the evidence we have. 

The greatest affront to the scientific method in the matter of origins is the refusal even to consider an intelligent cause for the universe when the evidence in that direction is so absolutely compelling.

The insistence to stay within science’s own self-imposed  principle of ‘Methodological-naturalism’, which insists that if scientists are to be scientific, they must limit themselves to explanations that arise only from materialistic natural-causes, ‘intelligence’ can’t be evoked as a cause and is therefore automatically ruled out right at the beginning. It is mainly due to this one assumed principle, that the theory of ‘Intelligent Design’ is at present, generally denied by the hard-core of the scientific establishment even though many are sympathetic to ID.
And just consider the questions science can’t credibly answer:- Where did  anything  come from; how did life arise; what is the origin of genetic information; how do mind and consciousness arise? To dismiss out-of-hand the possibility of an intelligent cause when confronted with these realities is not science but extreme secular dogma!

We need a re-appraisal of science education in the areas of origins to allow young people to ask obvious questions and hear a credible range of answers. To condemn a generation of students to the arrogance of naturalism is a form of intellectual fascism. 

The way things are going it maybe that creationism and ID will soon be illegal after all. We should all work to stop that happening. It is after all -‘the-truth’ we are all seeking, we must follow the evidence wherever it leads us and at the same time be sceptical but open-minded.
If our children are not going to be allowed  at school to explore all the dimensions and possibilities for our origins then it is time that parents and churches did so!

So, what can we do?

A good start would be for church members to get more conversant with the theory of ID.

This short article of mine, is largely a paraphrase of a recent article by Dr. Alastair Noble the present Director of the ‘Centre for Intelligent Design’ here in the UK. 

It has now been agreed by our Chairman of the District to ask Dr Noble to give us a talk to us about ID. His talk will be entitled ‘Darwin or Design’.

A date, time and venue for this event will be published soon., I hope as many as can will attend as the theory of ID I believe, gives us the best scientific arguments we have at present  against the dogmatic beliefs of the so called New Atheism which are now so prevalent in our western world.

Please support this event.

Any one who would like to know more about this event can contact me on:-

Telephone No:-   01922 624792. or


Email:-    ralphellis1@btinternet.com 
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