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1 Ann Arbor, M chigan

2 June 21, 2005

3 At or about 9:35 a.m

4 -

5 STEVE WILLI AM FULLER PHD,

6 having first been duly sworn or affirmed by the Notary Public,
7 was exami ned and testified as follows:

8 EXAM NATI ON

9 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD:

10 Q Good norning, Dr. Fuller.

11 A Good norni ng.

12 Q I've introduced nyself off the record, but et me do it on
13 the record. M nane is Eric Rothschild. [I'mfromthe | aw
14 firmof Pepper Ham lton, LLP, and | represent the plaintiffs
15 inthe lawsuit captioned Kitzmller, et al., versus Dover
16 Area School District and the Dover school board. And your
17 deposition is being taken in that matter. Do you understand
18 t hat ?

19 A Yes, | do.

20 Q Ckay. How would you like ne to address you in this

21 pr oceedi ng?

22 A Is there a standard fornat?

23 MR, G LLEN: \Whatever you' re confortable wth.

24 THE WTNESS: You can call nme Steve.

25

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG
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You can call ne Eric.

Al right.

| understand fromyour expert report that you've never been
an expert witness at a trial before; is that correct?

That is correct.

Have you ever been retained as an expert wi tness in any
capacity prior to this, an expert witness in litigation prior
to this proceedi ng?

No. | have talked to |l awers, but apparently these cases
didn't goto trial. And so nothing ever happened.

But were you actually retained in a --

No, no.

Have you ever testified at a trial --

No.

-- under any other circunstances?

No, | have not.

kay. Have you ever testifed at a deposition before?

No, | have not.

["mjust going to tell you a little bit about the process.
I"msure Pat's explained sonme of it to you, but let nme do it
on the record. |'mgoing to be asking you questions, and
you'll answer my questions. And Bob here will take those --
that coll oquy down so he can nmake a witten transcript. One
of the things which we have to do which | often violate --

and you already have -- is allow ng each other to finish --
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Ch, right. Oh, sorry.
Qoviously, in ordinary conversation, we have the habit of
interrupting each other all the tinme, particularly when we
t hi nk we know where the conversation is going. But that's
going to nmake things very difficult for Bob, and we won't
have a very clear record. So please, let me finish ny
guestions before you respond. | wll endeavor to do the sane
for you. And if at any time |I've cut off your answer, please
l et me know, okay? Another thing that we have to keep in
mnd is because we're trying to create a witten record, we
have to answer in -- you have to answer in words, so that --
Yes. No noddi ng.
So your response will be clear. This is not an endurance
test. At any tine if you need to take a break just to clear
your head, use the facilities, talk to M. Gllen, please |et
me know and |'m happy to do that. | may initiate sone breaks
nysel f, okay?
Yes.
Am 1 -- do | understand correctly that you are represented by
counsel at this deposition?
Yes?

MR. G LLEN: Yeah.

THE W TNESS: Yes.

24 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NU NG

25 Q And that's M. Gllen?
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Yes.

kay. Did you neet with M. Gllen to prepare for this
deposi tion?

Yes.

And when did you do that?

VWl l, in person, last night and this norning.

kay. For how many hours did you nmeet with hinP

Ch, maybe three. Three maybe.

Did you | ook at any documents to prepare for the deposition?
| did | ook at the expert reports on the other side. |
believe I've | ooked at six of those.

And did you do that in order to prepare for your deposition?
| did that to wite the rebuttal statenent.

kay. Did you ever read any of the expert reports, other
expert reports for defendants, your side of the case?

| was given a copy of Stephen Meyer's, which | received maybe
a week ago.

kay.

| haven't seen any of the others.

kay. Did you read M. Meyer's -- Dr. Meyer's --

Yes, yes.
-- report?
Yes, | have.

And please let me try and finish ny --

I'"msorry.
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-- question. Are you being paid as an expert w tness?
Yes.

Okay. And that's in the rate of $100 per hour?

Yes.

VWho is paying that conpensation?

| guess you are.

kay. And when you say you, the Thomas Mre Law Center?
Yes.

VWhen were you retained to be an expert?

Can | consult with himon this?

Wy don't you give nme your nmenory and --

MR, G LLEN:  Yeah.

THE WTNESS: Oh, okay. Well, | believe I was first
contacted maybe toward the end of February. And then
certainly within a few weeks, | was al ready on-board. W
spoke on the phone a couple of tinmes at great |ength about

this.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Ckay. When you were first contacted in February, what were
you asked to do?

I was asked -- | was just told about the case which | had

al ready heard of because it was widely reported in the
British press. And he was sort of scoping out what his
position was going to be and whether | woul d have anything to

offer to that. And | volunteered ny services at that point.
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kay. Wen you refer to a he, who is that?

M. Gllen

And when you first were contacted, was it your understandi ng
you woul d be preparing a rebuttal expert report as you have,
or sort of an affirmative or initial expert report?

| didn't know one way or the other

Ckay. Wen did you cone to the understanding that you woul d
be providing a rebuttal report only?

Ch, as soon as -- this was part of the agreement. As soon as
| agreed to be on-board, he made it very clear what | was
going to be asked to do. And then all these reports were
bei ng sent, were sent to nme quite soon afterwards.

kay. Prior to these contacts that you recall happening in
February, had you had any contact with the Thomas More Law
Center?

I"d never heard of it.

kay. Prior to your involvenent in this case, did you have
any affiliation or relationship with the D scovery Institute?
No. No.

Ckay. Have you ever had any contacts with the D scovery
Institute?

Not as far as | know

kay.

Though there may be people who are nenbers of it who didn't

reveal this fact to ne. | --
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Ckay. You have an understandi ng of what the Di scovery
Institute is?

Yes, yes, | do.

And what is that?

Well, | guess it's what, the leading Intelligent Design think
tank in the United States. |It's located in Seattle.

VWhen did you first becone aware of the Discovery Institute?
Well, it publicizes its activities quite a lot. And various
notables fromthe Intelligent Design novenent have nade
reference to it and so forth. And so it's kind of like a
mecca for that, | would say. And | think it may even have
had a prior existence as a general thing for bringing

toget her science and religion before it becanme so clearly
identified with Intelligent Design

Sois it fair to say that you' ve known about themfor a
nunber years?

Yes, yeah.

| understand you teach at Warwi ck Col | ege or University?
University. And it's pronounded Warwi ck. The Wis silent.
kay. So Wa-r, wck?

Yeah. Just like Greenwich, in Connecticut. Sort of the sane
i dea.

Oh, okay. Warwick Coll ege?

Uni versity.

Uni versity, | apol ogize. Wat department do you teach in?
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Soci ol ogy.
kay. Is there also a science departnent at Warwi ck?

There's not a science departnment but there's a science

faculty, which has several -- you know, the normal array of

sciences in them

And are they part of a particular departnment or school ?

VWll, we're organized in a way that's not dissinmilar from

American universities where we have faculties of, you know,

arts, social sciences and natural sciences. And sociology is

sort of the flagship discipline in the social science

faculty, but there is a natural science faculty which has,

guess what you'd be referring to as sciences.

Ckay. And when you tal k about natural sciences, that

i ncl udes biol ogy, chem stry, physics?

Yes, it does.

kay. Is Intelligent Design taught -- to your know edge,
it taught in any classes at \Warw ck?

Phi | osophy.

is

Ckay. Do you teach anything about Intelligent Design in any

of your cl asses?

| have.

kay. And which classes do you teach it?

Wl l, we have a master's programin phil osophy and soci al

theory which is co-taught with the phil osophy departnent.

And there we | ook at issues of science and religion and how
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it -- and in particular how one explains religious belief and
stuff of that kind.

kay. To your know edge, is Intelligent Design taught in any
of the natural science courses?

| can say this. That it has been discussed, especially this
sort of mathenatical side, the Denbski side has been

di scussed in the mathematics and statistics departnent.

Do you consider mathematics and statistics part of the
natural sciences?

Yes, | do.

Are you aware of whether Intelligent Design is taught in, for
exanpl e, biology class, any of the biology classes?

| don't believe it is.

kay. And how do you know that M. Denbski's, and that's
D-e-mb-s-k-i, M. Denbski's work has been discussed in

mat hematics or statistics classes?

Wl |, because sonetines there would be these notifications
about general tal ks on canpus by, you know, professors of

mat hematics or statistics becaise we have kind of an inplied
mat hemati cs departnent. So this would be kind of a natura
popul ar topic to sort of go into. And so would be through
that, through publicity. But | have not attended the talks

on the matter.

Q Do you know whet her the individuals who have taught about

M. Denbski's work have been supportive or critical?
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My understanding is they've been sort of open-m nded. |
guess that would be the way to put it.

kay. Your specialty in the social sciences is social

epi st enol ogy?

It's kind of a field | founded in a way.

kay. Can you explain to me what that is.

kay. It's -- well, first of all, it's a field that has both
enpirical and normative dinmensions. So |'m concerned not
only with know edge as it actually is in ternms of
historically and socially howit's devel oped, but also with
policy issues about things |ike how universities should be
organi zed, what shoul d research policy be, what sorts of

t hi ngs shoul d be taught in school. So it has this kind of
normative dinension as well. And it tries to bring together
stuff fromthe humanities and social sciences that
traditionally have been sort of operating quite -- in quite
different fields, in quite different ways, tal king about
rather simlar matters. And so | try to bring it al
together as a kind of synethetic field. And I founded a
journal by that name in 1987, it's the title of ny first
book. And | guess |I'mthe person nost closely associated
with it, though there are people throughout the world who
associate with it as well. And if you were to do a CGoogl e
search, you'd see there's some courses taught in it and stuff

li ke that.
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You descri bed sone of the background and sone of the

di sciplines that social epistenology brings in. But | was
going to ask you, define social epistenology, or finish the
sentence, social epistenology is, how would you do that?
kay. It's the enpirical and normative study of the social
foundati ons of know edge.

Enpirical and normative --

Study of the foundations of know edge, of the soci al
foundati ons of know edge.

VWhen you' re using the word normative, what do you nean?

I mean -- | nean tal king about things how they ought to be,
sort of froma policy perspective

And when you use the word enpirical in this sense, what do
you nmean?

Studying things as they are. Right. So historically or
sociologically. So it has both dinensions.

Steve, you're doing sonething that | often do as well which
is speak very quickly.

Ch, sorry.

And for the court reporter, it'd probably be easier if you
can just slowdown a little bit, and I'Il try to do the sane.
How does the subject of scientific know edge fit into your --
the di sci pline you founded of social -- of social

epi st enol ogy?

It's probably the main thing I talk about. [I'mprimrily
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concerned with organized forns of know edge that have a | arge
amount of social legitimacy. And so the kinds of things that
we normal ly call science becone very central to that
under st andi ng.

And gi ven your work in this area of social epistenology as it
applies to sciences -- to science, have you arrived at any
concl usi ons about the nature of scientific know edge?

Well, yes. | mean, sonme of them | think, are fairly
obvious. Nanely that science changes over tinme. For
sonmething to be called a science it has to be

uni versalizable. That's to say it has to be nore than just
specialty pursued by a restricted group of people for very
specific ends. So it has to be nore than a cult. It has to
be sonething that in a way could be spread and di ssem nat ed

t hroughout the world ideally. Science also tends to be

sonet hing that tends to break down traditional social
barriers. So it tends to be critical of taken for granted
notions. So in that respect, science often exists
oppositionally with established authority. Science tends to
al so be progressive in its outlook, and putting forward new
possibilities for the way people can be and act in the world.
I mean, those are sort of the general kinds of things.

And there is a tendency for things that previously were not
science and let's say were traditional forms of know edge, or

conmon sense, or even cult issues to becone scientific by
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certain kinds of means of institutionalization which we often
associate with the rise of methodol ogy and stuff |ike that.

| mean, those are just a few things that --

Can you explain what you neant -- mean by that | ast
conclusion that things that were not considered science

bef ore become institutionalized by virture of nethodol ogy?
Vll, | nean, if you were to ook at the history of science
inthe west, let's say, all the basic ideas originated as

ki nd of netaphysical notions, and were pursued pretty much
as, you know, as sonething along the status of, you know,
sort of like a world view or sonething. But then over tineg,
a group of people would get together and try to
institutionalize a nore rigorous way of discussing and
testing the kinds of clains associated with this metaphysics.
And this then turns out to be where it becones scientific.

So it sort of makes a sort of transition from being a

nmet aphysics to it being sonething that's nethodol ogically
testable. And you do typically need special institutions for
that, so that in the history of the west, sonmething like the
Royal Society in London, which is a very -- which is an
organi zation that was basically self-selected in the sense
that you had a bunch of people who are interested in natura
phenonenon getting together and getting a kind of chartered,
protected status fromthe king to take what had been

previ ously metaphysi cal questions that were actually the
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causes of religious wars in Europe, and turned theminto
sonet hing that can be debated in fairly restricted terns.

So in terns of experinmentation, in terns of mathematica
formul ation, the kinds of things that we associ ate these days
with the natural sciences. And that's often seen as kind of
an iconic event in the beginning of the transition from
met aphysi cs to science. And that sort of thing does seem --
that is quite characteristic, you mght say, of the way in
whi ch know edge develops. It does start with these kind of
broader, nore netaphysically inclined things, and then noved
into these nore rigorous, nore specialized kinds of forns.
And | think I know what you mean. But could you just define
how you' re using the word netaphysics or netaphysically here.
kay. | nean a sort of totalizing world view that people
sort of believe on faith and where there's no clear criteria
of testability. Kind of |like you' re either a believer or
you're not. And this is why it would be the source of wars,
right, because in the sense of if you don't believe in ny
god, or you don't believe in nmy scheme of things, then you
don't deserve to exist, right? Where there's a sense in
which the ideas are so closely associated with the people,
right, that, you know, you've got to get rid of the people in
order to get rid of the ideas. Whereas in science, you know,
t hrough net hods of experinmentation and testing, we can get

rid of the ideas and still keep the people alive.
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And this is a very inportant -- you know, this is a very
i nportant nonent not only in ternms of the history of
know edge, but also in the history of civilization, al
right, that we're able to sort of act in this kind of second
order fashion where we can, you know, distinguish ourselves
fromour ideas, and contest the ideas, and still |eave the
peopl e st andi ng.
And so this transition from nmetaphysics to what the Roya
Society was doing is sort of a differentiation between
non- sci ence and sci ence?
In a manner speaki ng, yeah. That would be -- froma
soci ol ogi cal standpoint, that's certainly what it |ooks |iKke.
And again, 1'll ask you just to slow down a little bit both
so that | can follow and we can get a clear record. D d a

transition of this nature occur in the field of biology?

Vll, not in a straight -- it has in a general kind of way.
kay. | -- can | go into sone detail in the answer?
VWhat ever you feel necessary to answer the question. | enjoy

learning as well as litigating, so go ahead.

Ckay. Well, biology as it exists today is actually a very
wi de array of disciplines, right, ranging fromvery
qualitative approaches |like you see in natural ecol ogy where
you're basically |l ooking at animals in their native habitat,
right, to very sort of quantitative and experinmental work

whi ch, you know, where one needs to be sort of trained in the
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hi ghest | evels of conputer simulation and mat hematics and al
the rest of it. And these fields are really quite different,
require quite different expertises. They're credentialed in
quite different ways. And the reason why they're all called
bi ol ogy has a lot to do with the fact that they sort of
descended froma sort of conmmon conception that really
gets -- begins to get crystalized in the beginning of the
19th Century when the word biol ogy gets coined. The word
bi ol ogy doesn't really get coined until about 1810 by Lamarck
who is one of the early evolutionists.

And so there is a sense in which the field -- yes.
There is sonething of that process. But it isn't like al
the biol ogists at some point got into a roomtogether and
sai d, okay, you guys, we're going to pull all this stuff out
of metaphysics and nove into science. It wasn't as
straightforward as that. Rather what you had was a gradua
di stingui shing of biology, and then specialization where each
of the specialized fields start to do sonmething |ike what the
Royal Society did for natural philosophy and physics in the
17th Century. So the general answer to your question is yes,
but not exactly. See, the Royal Society's a a good exanple
because it's a very sinple exanple and it's a very old
exanpl e, where as it were, all the different branches of
science are sort of in a sense being conducted together in

t he sane place, separated out from whatever netaphysical or
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religious disputes they can get into. But we're nowin a
much nore conplicated situation. And biology's a science
that, in a way, has this very kind of heterogeneous |ine of
devel opnent. So there is no noment, you might say, where al
of biology went from being non-scientific to scientific.
It's really different fields happening in different times by
di fferent neans.

Was there a point in tinme though that the outcone was it had
transitioned frombeing |argely netaphysical to scientific?
Vll, in the sense that we've been tal king about so far with
regard to coming up with ways of resolving intellectua

di sputes, that when they were in their metaphysical form
could not be resolved. Yeah, it's true that probably for al
these fields, there's now -- and the way you see it is that
there are these various, you know, peer reviewed journals and
things |ike that through which these di sputes then have to
sort of channel thenselves in order to be resolved or at

| east, you know, sort of advanced in certain ways.

kay. Can you describe for nme what -- what form biol ogy
took, or the area that biol ogy now covers while it was stil
in its netaphysical forn?

Yeah. | think one thing here -- | think the back drop --
okay. Let me start fromthe very begi nning and then nove --
I don't want to have to go do the whole history.

But if you were to | ook at somebody |ike Aristotle who
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is kind of the benchmark for all know edge until the 17th
Century. He has a very unified theory of notion. In other
wor ds, physical notion and what we would call biol ogica
nmoti on, so organi c devel opnent, you know, the ways in which
ani mal s change, this kind of stuff, was all covered under the
same theory. GCkay. And it was a theory where, in a sense,
all the notion was directed. So even the physical notion
everything had its natural place, right, so it's very
tel eol ogical in that sense. Well, when you get the
scientific revolution with people like Galileo and Newt on
the physics part of this gets pulled out. And it gets nade
to look like pretty much the way we think of physical science
today. And the Royal Society is a very inportant
institutional benchmark for establishing that. But this
still left all the rest of the stuff, right, that Aristotle
was dealing with. And nost of that went into biol ogy, okay?
And that basically has to do the stuff -- has to do with
stuff that cannot be reduced to just sort of general physica
regularities for whatever it -- at least not prima facie.
kay. And it was in that context that the word bi ol ogy got
coined, the idea being, and this is where they sort of play
with the Greek root, that there were sort of internal laws to
life that as it were were autononous fromthe genera
physi cal |aws that governed nature nore generally. So if you

i magi ne, for exanple, an organismthat's able to retain its
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1 form despite changes in the physical environnment, that's the
2 ki nd of thing biologists were always fascinated by, and stil
3 are fascinated by. And it does come up in these kinds of

4 debates that we're tal king about here, the deposition, right.
5 VWere there's a sense which is there's this physical |aw out
6 there, it sort of sets these various -- the sort of kind of
7 regul ar natural force, but neverthless, there are certain

8 forns that resisted in some way, that managed to survive,

9 that managed to flourish in spite of changes in the physica
10 condition. And this is what biologists were, generally

11 speaking, interested in.

12 And so then the question becones, well, does that nean
13 there's a special life force, sone kind of vital principle
14 that governs all this stuff? O can that stuff itself be

15 reduced to certain kinds of physical |laws. GCkay. Now, nost
16 of biology has gone the latter route, and in different ways,
17 at different points. But there still is this over-arching
18 guesti on about how do organi snms manage to retain their form
19 in the face of nassive environnmental changes very often?
20 VWi ch, you know, and so in that sense, there is still a kind
21 of open question that in a way hasn't been fully reduced from
22 its metaphysical forminto science.

23 Q Are you familiar with WIliam Pal ey?
24 A Yeah.

25 Q \Were does he fit on this conti nuum between netaphysics
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and -- and sort of, | think what you've characterized
basically as standard science as we know it?
Vel |, renenber, he's witing in the late 18th, early 19th
Century. And so really, his nodel of science is soneone |ike
Newt on. And in a sense, he's giving, you mght say, a sort
of -- a sort of metaphysical underpinning to what he believed
Newt on had al ready established, because Newt on hinself
t hought he was | ooking into the m nd of God. And basically,
in presenting the | aws of physics, was sort of presenting the
i nterface through which God comuni cated with creation. And
Paley is basically trying to provide a kind of -- the
met aphysi cal principles that make sense of this view, and
says, |ook, basically you have to -- if Newton -- if what
Newt on i s saying about the universe is correct, that it is
governed under these limted set of |aws and principles, then
there has to have been sone design

And then this becones a kind of indirect argunment for
the existence of God. He's not the first person to invent
this, by the way. But he is the one to really revive it in
the context of Newtonianism So in a sense, it becones very
much associated with a kind of nodern science argunent. It's
an attenpt to, as it were, to keep natural theology in |ocked
step with devel opnents in science. So he is -- now, what
this -- what this neans then is it does kind of lend itself

to the idea that you mght be able to think about the | aws of
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nature in the physical world as kind of an organi smcreated
by a divine creator, and then inmagine that, you know, at a
kind of |ower level, the natural organisns are thensel ves
kind of like this, are thensel ves designed according to a
plan. So in other words, he was kind of -- he was trying to
m nimze the difference between the Newtonian view and the
stuff that Newton couldn't explain about the nature of life.
He was trying to show that in fact this stuff could be put
under a sort of comon unified framework.
In your curriclumvitae, you list on page -- at -- I'msorry,
let me mark as Fuller Exhibit 1 your report, if you can reach
t hat .
Ch, okay.

(Marked for identification Fuller Deposition Exhibit

No. 1)

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q Do you recogni ze the docunent | have marked as Ful | er Exhibit

1?

Yes.

VWhat is that?

It's a docunment | wote, the rebuttal. And it also includes
my curriculumvitae.

kay. On page six of your curriculumyvitae, you begin a
multi page list of journal articles, paren, refereed. Wat

do you nean by refereed?
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Well, that there was an open question as to whether it'd be
accepted into the journal

kay.

Right. So sonebody else had to read it and nmake a deci sion
And very often, corrections were involved in actually getting
the thing into print and so forth.

kay. So in your field of sociology, is that the genera
process for getting an academ c article published?

Yes.

And when you tal k about refereed in this context, what does
that process entail ?

Wll, it can vary trenendously. | mean, there's an official
story and there's a kind of real story. | nean, the official
story is you look for a person who's an expert in the area
that the person's witten about. And typically, you also

| ook for a kind of general reader in the field because in a
sense, you want articles that are going to be interested to a
sort of larger constituency than just a specialist. And so
you at |east have two kinds of readers |ooking at the thing
to determ ne whether it's good or not. In practice, you
often end up going to the people who are willing to do it.
Refereeing tends to be quite a sel f-selecting process and
practice. And because it's time consum ng, you're generally
not paid for doing it, it's a thankless job, actually. And

it takes away fromyour own research. So in a sense, we
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never get referees that are quite as good as what -- what the
process would seemto suggest. So that's why | say there are
two different stories. And | speak as sonmeone who's been a
general editor. And we call ourselves a peer reviewed
journal as well. But, boy, you know, we often have to rely
on the sane peers.

kay. And this can -- we worry it can have a kind of
effect on the cast of the journal, if you end up having
certain people refereeing lots of articles, and their biases,
as it were, cones out, and you have no way of independently
judging that. Now, if you have a strong editor, an editor
should -- a strong editor should be able to i ndependently
j udge whether or not the so-called peers have had it in for
the author. But sonetinmes that's not the case, and you just
basically have to fall back on what they say. So there is
also this element of trust which | personally ama little
unconfortable with. But it is an acknow edgnent that, you
know, fields of academc |life have becone so specialized that
we're sort of forced to go down this route because, you know,
peopl e don't want to make fools of thenselves in print,
publishing things that are utter rubbish. But it's a very
i nperfect process. And | nyself, in one of ny books,
Know edge Managenent Foundati ons, has an appendix -- | have
an appendi x on the peer review process which was based on the

bi g gl obal cyberconference | did a couple of years ago on
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peer review and the social sciences, with all the probl ens
that kind of arise.

And it's not that the idea of peer reviewis so bad.
It's a good idea in principle. And in fact, when one says
what the principle is, it nakes perfect sense. But in
practice, it's diabolical because there is very little
incentive to actually engage in it. And so you end up having
just a certain group of people doing it. And so you have to
wonder, well, why do they do it? Right. And what's in it
for then? And those -- and there are cases, for exanple,
where articles have been peer reviewed, rejected, and then
the content of the articles end up getting republished under
the author's -- the reviewer's own nane, or the reviewer's
student or sonebody like that. So there are all these
potential abuses of the systemas well. So I don't want to
be seen, even though it's true that this is kind of the
principle that, in a sense, we adhere to when we publish
stuff, I don't want you to get the inpression that we're --
at least that I"'mconpletely satisfied with it. | think
there are a | ot of problens.

And | think especially in cases where people are doing
stuff that's quite controversial scientifically, you know,
where you're threatening kind of taken for granted notions,
that this could be really problematic. This could be really

problematic. But what is also true is that there -- one has
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come up with a next best solution to this. So we're sort of
stuck with it for the tine being. But it is sonething that
has to be closely nonitored. And | would say that peer
reviewis nost reliable with normal science. In other words,
standard i ssue science where it's quite clear fromthe outset
what is this person trying to contribute to, there's already
establish body of work in the area, and you can tell in a
fairly routine way whether this person's got it right or not,
because nostly what you're doing is a conpetency test then
And then you don't have -- and in a sense you figure, well,
if this person knows what they're doing, their concl usions
follow But when you' re dealing with the fringe areas, where
things are kind of controversial, then peer reviewisn't
going to be that effective.

And are -- where does Intelligent Design --

Vll, inthe fringe area -- | mean, | think in the fringe
area. | think it's very difficult to peer review
intelligence. | can see it pretty obviously from | ooki ng at

the materials in the area. This would be very difficult
stuff to referee because it's really putting together very
unusual conbi nations of things. GOkay. And so you're
wonderi ng who's the expert here. Right. And that's not

cl ear.

And when you characterize Intelligent Design as a fringe

area, why do you do that?
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Wel |, because it's a mnority area in several different
fields in which it participates. It's by no neans the
majority field in any of these sort of established

di sci plines of science in which we would tal k about havi ng
departnents at universities.

VWen this peer review -- and let nme -- well, let nme just back
up. We're using the word referee and peer review Are those
basically the same thing in your discipline?

Wll, if you' re engaged in the peer review process, the way
it happens is you send an article out to referees, right.

The referees are the peer reviewers, right. And they cone up
with reports which then go to the editor. And the editor
sonmehow takes a judgnment on this. Now, how exactly the
editor does this is it varies, okay. | nean, sone editors
don't have any problemw th discarding the referee's reports
if he or she believes that these have been biased and tainted
and all the rest of it. But generally speaking, what the
editor does is does sone kind of weighting of the respective
merits, and then wites back to the author and saying, | ook
we're accepting or not accepting the article on these
grounds, and sone aspects of these peer reviewed reports are
nmentioned to the author as the reasons for it.

And I'ma little unclear of whether this process begins with
the subm ssion of an article to a particular journal, or

whet her the referee process precedes subm ssions, or how that
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wor ks?

Well, let's say you're a scientist, and you wite an article,
right. And you want it to be published. You will send it to
a journal, you know, presumably a peer reviewed journal if
you want to get sone professional advancenment. And then the
ref ereei ng process starts then

Al right. And so -- and that's the sane for --

Ch. But may | make a correction? Sonetines, of course, and
this has been true with a lot of -- lot of ny witing, you
get invited by the journals, okay, to submt stuff, but stil
it goes through a peer review process. But normally, there's
alittle nore give and take because you woul dn't have been
invited if they didn't think you were at |east half

conpetent. So that typically there's sone negotiation that
takes place, right, so that rarely are you rejected outright
when you' ve been invited, but you may have to substantially
rewite what you've done. Wiereas with the other process,
where you're sending it in cold, you might just be rejected
outright.

Ckay. When you were retained as an expert by the Thomas Mre
Law Center for the defendants, what were you asked to do?
VWhat was | asked to do? Well, | was asked to wite a
rebuttal to these six guys who are on your side, | guess that
was -- that's the nost straightforward answer to your

guesti on.
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Was there any -- were there any nore specific instructions or

agreenments about in what respects you would wite rebuttal to

t hen®?

Vll, | would wite rebuttals with regard to ny expertise in
the area. | nean, | nade it clear at the outset, for
exanpl e, you know, I'mnot famliar with the textbooks that

are under contention. So | don't tal k about those things. |
don't know about them But what | do know about is the
general tenor of the Intelligent Design nmovenent in relation
to ot her devel opnents in biology and in history and

phi | osophy and sociol ogy of science, and I'mnore than -- was
nore than happy to comment on those, and especially after
readi ng the reports. Because actually, | mean, | took
serious objection to a lot of the things that were said.

have no probl em doi ng that.

kay. And is there a particular area of expertise that you
brought to bear on rebutting the plaintiff's expert reports?
Yes, | think so. And | think this has to do with the nature
of science itself. GCkay. Because this is sonething nore

t han whet her somebody's conpetent in a particul ar specialty
within science. But there's an issue about what is science
and how one determines that. And that involves know ng
somet hi ng about the larger historical, philosophical and
soci ol ogi cal trends in science by which science gets defined

and redefined because those are -- it's going to be in that
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br oader perspective that one can then get sone perspective
about whether these newconers like Intelligent Design really
fit the bill or not. You know, | nmean, you can't just judge
it interms of already existing specialties. At least this
is my view because I'mnot a specialist in any of the
sciences that are under consideration here. And I make that
cl ear.

kay. And so if | understand you correctly, what you -- the
expertise that you bring to bear on this is on the nature or
definition of science?

Yes, which is sonething that professional scientists are not
necessarily conpetent to speak on

Are there particular disciplines or areas of expert -- of
education or experience that you think are necessary to wei gh
in on that question?

I think you really do need to know sonethi ng about the

hi story, philosophy and sociol ogy of science. And you

need -- and science understood in ternms of the full diversity
of fields that through history have been called science. You
really need to have sone grounding in that. It is all too
easy to just generalize fromyour own specialty, right. O
as sonetines as actually has happened in phil osophy,
general i zing through physics, and making it | ook like all of
sci ence has always been like that. And so that's -- that's

the real -- that's the real problem right. And especially
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for people trained in a particular science, they are trained
how to do that science, and they do it perfectly well, and
their conpetence is fine. |1'mnot questioning that. But in
terns of what nakes it a science, you know, what mnakes

bi ol ogy a sci ence, what makes chem stry a science, what makes
physics a science, there's no reason to think that a

bi ol ogi st, chem st or physics has any expertise in that area.
Has your research in the area of social epistenology |ed you
to draw any concl usi ons about how science is practiced today?
Yeah, yeah. You want ne to tell you then?

Yes.

Well, it's just that there are a lot. One thing that | think
is very inportant to keep in mnd is that science is not
somet hi ng whose trajectory and the trajectory of all the
fields that are called science, they cannot be expl ai ned
purely by internal scientific means. Right. In other words,
if you want to explain the history of physics, you can't just
| ook at what physicists have done. You have to | ook at the
external conditions as in various ways, pronoting and

i nhibiting various |lines of research, okay. And this is true
of all the other sciences as well. | nean, in a sense, it's
quite easy to imagine this in the case of social sciences
because they deal with social things, so you woul d expect
these things to be normally -- you know, affected by society.

But it is no less true of the natural sciences.
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And one of the things, of course, that has happened in
the 20th Century is that the natural sciences have becone
i ncreasingly involved with governnent and industry concerns.
And this had |l ed to devel opnent of very large scale
instruments and | arge scal e research prograns invol ving
nowadays dozens and soneti nes hundreds of people. And so we
tal k about big science, right. A transition fromlittle
science to big science, where it's quite clear that science
reaches this kind of size because of the external factors
that are promoting it, largely because they see thensel ves as
beneficiaries. So it's not an accident that nucl ear physics
and the search for sub-atomc particles starts to really gain
sonme nomentumwi th the rise of the atom c bonb. That's not
an accident. They're intimately connected, it's the sane
peopl e invol ved in them okay.

And likewise, if you |look at the period we're living in
now where the biological sciences really have eclipsed the
physi cal sciences as a sort of dom nant areas of research and
expansi on and so forth, we can tal k about two things. W can
tal k about the decline of the cold war, which |eads to the
retreat fromthe physics funding. But on the other hand, we
can -- this opens up a kind of market for science, right, and
the market tends to be consuner driven. And so
phar maceutical industry, other areas -- biology can be very

easily turned into sonmething that's niche marketed in various
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ways. So you can find a gene for sonmething, and then this
can cure people who have that disease. And then you've got a
potential for a market opening up. And this explains why in
t he bi ol ogi cal sciences, say, there's what we would cal
uneven devel opnent, right, where in a sense sone of the nore
traditionally naturalistic, and I mean naturalistic |like
ecologically oriented, parts of biology are kind of starving
somet i nes because unl ess they' re connected to sonething Iike
gl obal warm ng, all right, or the environnental novenent,
there's not a ot of noney around just to study animals in
their native habitat. Gay. However, if you happen to be on
the sort of nolecul ar biol ogy side of things, there's |oads
of noney around.

And so what this nmeans then is that the way science is
devel opi ng at the nmonent which reflects kind of the way in
which the market is operating nmeans that science is very
messy, very divergent, right? It's not |like the way physics
was, let's say 50 years ago, where one could tal k about, you
know, unifying theories and of this. And not surprisingly,
during that period when physics was suprene and was sort of
uni fying all phenonena, there was very strong centralized
state funding in physics, and it was very much part of a kind
of state effort where the race for science was kind of an
anal og to the race, you know, to be suprene in the world.

The U S. versus the Soviet Union, I'mthinking of here. But



10

11

12

13 A

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

35

now that's all changed. And so you end up getting this very
ki nd of variegated picture of science, where there's very
little unity going on, and where the scientists really aren't
in full control of the research agenda anynore. | nean,
there are other factors. | don't want -- | don't know how
long you want nme to go into this. But there are |lots of
other factors as well which are really changing the character
in which science is pursued. So a lot of the nodels from
let's say 50 years ago, that were very physics based, don't
really apply any longer in the kind of world we live in.

I think I recall fromearlier this norning, the only expert
report of defendants you read was M. Meyer's -- Dr. Meyer's?
Yeah.

Was -- did -- was there anything in that report that you

di sagreed wth?

Di sagreed with? Yes, actually. Yeah, yeah. |['ve got to
say, | think the demarcation issue is a nore serious issue
than he makes it out to be. | nean, if you recall, part of
what he wants to say in his report is that -- the

phi | osophi cal problem of demarcation of science and
non-science is kind of a non-question, and that for people

i ke Pennock and others to kind of rely on that so strongly
is kind of to miss the way in which the phil osophy of science
is progressed. My own view about this, which | mention in

the rebuttal, w thout having read Meyer, | hadn't read Meyer
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when | wote the rebuttal, is that basically the demarcation
problemis actually quite a significant problem it does
apply in this case but it has to be understood properly. And
the problemis that fromthe tinme that Mchael Ruse entered
his testinmony in the Arkansas case in 1982, there's been a

ki nd of a systematic m sunderstandi ng and even vul gari zation
of what the denarcation is about. And | think that's kind of
carried on into Pennock's report and others as well. And
think Meyer in a sense kind of -- kind of thinks that that is
t he demarcati on problemand wants to avoid it |like the

pl ague, not surprisingly. So | found hima little too kind
of defensive in that regard. Yeah, | guess that would be the
main -- the main kind of objection | would make. | nean, |
think that the denarcation i ssue needs to be revisited,
under st andi ng what the point of it was.

kay. And -- and do you have a view on whether there are
demarcation criteria that distinguish science from

non-sci ence, or from pseudo-science?

I think, yes, in a general way. | nean, the problemis that
they're not robust -- they're not -- they're not -- they're
not universalizable or specifc enough to satisfy

phil osophical criteria. And that's why the project was
abandoned, because the phil osophers coul dn't agree anongst

t hensel ves on the specifics. But it seens to me the

general -- the general understanding is correct. And that
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has to do with the issue of testability. So | don't -- so
t he basic point that everybody always points to with regard
to demarcation criteria is correct. Nanely, it's
testability, and where testability is understood in a way
that echos back to one of the answers to the earlier
guestions; namely, a conversion of what m ght be seen as
met aphysi cal issues into sonething that's nethodol ogically
tractable, right.

VWhere you could figure out criteria by which you could
deci de whether a theory is, you know, inproving itself,
getting closer to its own goals, whether it's taking evidence
seriously, and in that sense, making that transition from
nmet aphysics to science, right. And yes, that's what the
demarcation issue is about. Does an activity display that
kind of pattern? That's basically the question that one has
to pose to demarcate science from non-science. Because you
could easily imgine a nmetaphysical position just entrenching
itself over time, and then when peopl e nake objections to it,
right, it doesn't becone nore specific, it doesn't becone
nore precise, it doesn't shift its nmeans of defense. But
what it does instead is just to repeat itself.

So am | correct in understanding then that you | ook at
testability as a criteria that one can use to distinguish
sci ence from non-sci ence?

| believe, yeah, if understood properly, that is possible.
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Possible, or that is correct? | nean, is that a criteria
that you would use to say, all right, this field of inquiry
is scientific and this field of inquiry is not scientific?
Yeah. But see, the key point here --

Can | -- you said yeah, and I want to -- that -- is that a

yes or a no?

Vll, | want to clarify what ny answer is here, okay?
kay. Fine.
It -- is it -- as long as you understand this as a dynanic

process, so in other words, no science, and this applies no
less to evolution than to Intelligent Design, can make its
clains testable, all of its key clains testable at any given
monent in tine, right? | nmean, what we're |looking for is
whet her the research trajectory, the way in which the
research has been devel opi ng over the course of its |ifespan
whet her it shows a tendency toward making nore of its clains
testable. That is what we're | ooking at here, okay? So, for
exanple, | don't think any evoluntionist would claimthat al
evol utionary clains are testable. But one can say there's
been sone inprovenent since the beginning of the 20th
Century. And | think the sane can be said of Intelligent
Desi gn.

So just to back up for a minute, if you were |ooking at an
area of science -- of inquiry and trying to detern ne whet her

you considered it scientific, what you would | ook at is
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whet her the research trajectory is making nore of its clains
testabl e?

MR, G LLEN:. Objection to the form

THE WTNESS: That's -- what?

MR ROTHSCHI LD:  You can answer.

MR. G LLEN. Go ahead, you can answer.

THE WTNESS: Yeah. That's -- that's right. That's
right. And the thing is so it does require that you know
history of the program You have to have -- you have to have
ki nd of an accurate understanding of the history of the
program You cannot -- | nean, one of the key phil osophers
of science of the |last 50 years who Meyer actually cites,
Inre Lakatos, L-a-k-a-t-o0-s, he was very nmuch an opponent of
what you might call instant rationality, where in a sense you
can do a snapshot of a science at a given point in time and
say, well, are the clains testable? Yes? No? Science, not
science. That's not how you judge it. You have to | ook at
the history. You have to kind of get a sense of the
trajectory, where it's going with what it's doing. Not just
at one nonent in time because at any given nonent in time, no
theory is going to | ook perfect. Even the best theory is

going to have a lot of its major clainms untestable.

23 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NU NG

24 Q Are you aware that Dr. Meyer has withdrawn fromthis case?

25 A

Yes, | am
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kay. And -- and by the way, have you ever spoken to

Dr. Meyer about Intelligent Design?

No, no. In fact, it only dawned on ne once | got retained
that in fact that there is -- | have an essay that appears in
a volune that he co-edited. And because | was in contact
with the other editor, John Angus Canpbell, | hadn't realized
that Meyer was actually on-board with this, because ny essay
is actually one that was originally published in a journa

whi ch Meyer had nothing to do with. So, no, | had no contact
wi th Meyer.

And you anticipated nmy next question. You do have sone
relationship to Dr. Canpbell?

Yes, | do know Canpbel |, for many years.

And have you spoken to hi mabout Intelligent Design?

| don't think so. | don't think so. | mean, he -- you know,
if you nean it literally, like has he and | ever had a
conversation about Intelligent Design, the answer is no.

And are you aware that he has withdrawn fromthe case?

| didn't even know he was on the case.

kay. He was. He's not. Now you know. Are you famliar
with WIIiam Denbski ?

Ch, yes.

And have you read any of Dr. Denbski's work on Intelligent
Desi gn?

Yes. Yes, indeed. And |I've read sone of the responses to it
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as well. And I've heard hi m speak nmany, nmany years ago.

Bef ore he becane fanous.

Bef ore he becane fanous?

Yeah, yeah.

Are you aware that he was retained as an expert in this case?
| can't -- maybe Pat did say this. | don't recall right this
m nut e.

kay. And | would take it then you're not aware that he's
also withdrawn fromthe case?

No, | didn't know that.

No?

No.

kay. In -- have you ever spoken to anybody fromthe Dover
communi ty about the facts relating to this case?

I don't even know where Dover is.

Ckay. Eventually you may have to visit?

I know, | understand.

Have you read any of the depositions taken in this case of
peopl e from Dover or experts?

VWll, no. | haven't read the depositions, no.

Ckay. What -- were you provided any docunents to assist you
in the preparation of your report?

Well, the -- the expert reports that you -- for your side.
Those.

Right. Anything el se?
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| also was provided some of the initial -- statement of the
actual Conplaint that was filed.
Ckay. And what about the answer to the Conplaint, did you

receive that?

I don't know. | don't know.

kay.

I mean, | really have focused ny attention on rebutting your
experts.

kay. And | understand fromyour report you have not
revi ewed any textbooks being used in the --
That's correct.
Ckay. Do you have an understandi ng about how Intelligent
Design is being presented to students at Dover?
Not specifically. | can vaguely imagine, but | don't have
any specific know edge.
MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Okay. Wy don't we take a short break.
MR, G LLEN: Certainly.
(A brief recess taken at 10:26 a.m)
MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Back on the record.
THE WTNESS: | was told about Denbski. | had confused

himwith Behe. But | was told about Denbski's w thdrawal .

22 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NU NG

23 Q Do you know anythi ng about Behe? Wthdrawn. So you are

24
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aware of Dr. Denbski's w thdraw?

Yes. | had confused the two in ny m nd because |I knew one of
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t hem had gone, and that's why | was consulting with --

kay. Wen | asked you before whether you had read any of
the work of Dr. Denbski, was there any confusion there?

No.

You have read it?

Yes.

You have read Dr. Denbski's work. And can you descri be what
of his work you have read?

Vll, let's see. That main book of his that he published

wi th Canbri dge now about five years ago, Detecting Design, |
believe. | forgot what the exact title of it is. But the
one that in fact has been subject to a | ot of phil osophica
di scussion which tries to cone up with the explanatory filter
noti on of design

kay.

That's the main work of his I've read. | think that is in
fact the main work of his in a sense.

kay. And when you read it, did you read it all the way

t hr ough?

No.

kay. What did you read fromit?

Wll, | dipped intoit. And | also -- there were sone
articles that he had published that were taken fromthe book
which | had read as well. And | realized that they were sort

of -- they canme fromthere. And that's one reason, perhaps,
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why | didn't buy the book. But so | have read a coupl e of
chapters fromit, you m ght say.

And do you recall, is that the Design Inference that --

Yeah.

So you' ve read portions of that book and articles that are --
Yes.

-- drawn fromthat book, or were the subject, the content of
t hat book?

Yes, indeed.

kay. O her than that, have you read any of Dr. Denbski's
wor k?

| dipped into sone other things, but | haven't -- |'m not

i ke a student of Denbski or sonething.

kay. And have you read anything witten by Dr. Behe?

Yeah, yeah. Darwin's Black Box. Yeah

Al the way through?

No, sane sort of deal, because this stuff has been al so
coupl e of chapters have been published in other places. 1 do
own a copy of the book

And I'mjust trying to get an understandi ng of sort of how
much you've familiarized yourself with Dr. Denbski or

Dr. Behe's work. Let's use Behe as an exanple. Can you
explain to me sort of, you know, what you've read and sort of
how you selected within the book to decide what to read?

VWell, first of all, | first found out about both of them
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actual ly through articles that they published often in

magazi nes, sort of relatively high profile, genera
intellectual forms. And then | would go and | ook at the
books. And then once there started to be sone especially

phi | osophi cal di scussion about their work, | went back and
sort of |ooked at the books a little nore deeply.

And, | mean, what do you nean by -- | nean, you know, | have
a book in front of me, and I can flip through the pages,

can --

Vll, in the case of -- in the case of Behe, | was | ooking

t hrough sonme of his work because | wanted to select a section
to put ina-- in akind of a teach -- some teaching
materials that | prepared for the Qpen University called, Are
Sci ence and Religion Conpatible? And so | had to go through
and see what woul d be tractable for students. So | was kind
of reading with that kind of eye. 1In the case of Denbski, |
actually got quite interested in the way in which

phi |l osophers were taking it increasingly seriously, because
for me, that sort of indicated quite a change in the way in
which Intelligent Design was being perceived, because
renenbered fromthe Arkansas case 20 years ago, phil osophers
woul d not have given the degree of care in the reading of his
work that they are doing now. And that struck ne. And that
led me to sort of |ook at what had been going on. So in a

sense, the responses to the work have kind of led ne to | ook
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at it nore.

We tal ked about sciences transitioning -- or know edge
transitioning from netaphysics to science, correct?
Yes.

Using that framework, is Intelligent Design science?
It's certainly nmoving in that direction, yes.

kay. Is it science?

Well, again, if we're using this dynanmc criteria of

testability whereby over tine clains that were previously

nmet aphysi cal are being put in a nore scientifically tractable

form the answer is yes.

You agree that physics is science?

For the tine being, yes.

Ckay. Still up for debate?

Wl |, anything's up for debate. | mean, the point is --
no, the way it conducts itself is clearly science. Yes.
Ckay. Sane with chem stry?

Uh- huh.

That's a yes?

Yes, yes. Sorry, yes.

That's all right. Evolutionary biol ogy?

Yes.

Bi ochem stry?

Yes.

kay. Is Intelligent Design science in the sane way that
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those areas are science?

Yes, except that it's at an earlier stage of its devel opnent.
Gve me a conparison relative to chem stry as where is
Intelligent Design in its stage of devel opnent relative to
where chem stry is?

Ch, probably when Lavoisier and Dalton were witing, late
18th, early 19th Century, where you start to get a conception
that matter is made of atons or fundanental elenents, and
there's sonme sketching out of what those el ements m ght be
and how they m ght conbine. And you're getting also the
sketches of sone laws, but you still don't have anything like
a periodic table, and you don't have kind of the full,
systematic presentati on of organic and inorganic chemstry
and all that kind of stuff that you get later in the 19th
Century. So | would say that. | mean, that's where | would
put it. Soit's relatively -- relatively young.

Ckay. We tal ked about the expertise you bring to this case.
And |'mjust going to confirmsonme areas where | think you
woul d agree you don't have expertise. You' re not an expert
in the science of biology, is that correct?

Not -- not in the conventional sense. That's for sure. |
mean, | couldn't do a biology experinent. | probably would
be very hard pressed to publish in a peer reviewed journal in
bi ol ogi cal sciences unless it was a very general one perhaps.

So | guess, yes, if that's your definition, that's probably
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correct. | certainly wasn't trained as a biol ogist either

And what was the |ast biology course you took?

| taught -- took one in university at Col unbia.

Ckay. As an under graduat e?

Yes.

And is that true of generally the natural science subjects

i ke chem stry and physics and bi ol ogy?

Yes.

Ckay. Al your, what I'Il call hard sciences took place as

an under gr aduat e?

Yes.
O -- or prior?
O even younger, yes. | think you'll see that's also

characteristic of a lot of people in ny field.
Sure. | take it you don't hold yourself out as an expert in
bi ochem stry?

No.

Mol ecul ar bi ol ogy?

No.

Pal eont ol ogy?

No, but | don't think that's particularly unusual

Not being critical. Just wanted to sort of nake sure the
record is clear.

So do |I.

I don't hold nyself out as an expert in pal eontol ogy either
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Pat is because he took a pal eontol ogy deposition

MR, G LLEN. | wish that qualified mne.
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Do you hold yourself out as an expert in genetics?

No.

How about gene sequence conpari son?

No.

How about information theory?

No, though | have been a professor at a school of library and
i nformati on sci ence where such things are di scussed. So sone
such people mght listen to me. But | amnot -- | don't
consi der nyself an expert in the area.

VWhat about mat hematics?

No.

Statistics?

No. Though I have taught it. Yeah, elenmentary. It's
part -- | -- since l'ma -- ny Ph.D. was in history and
phi | osophy of science, that is the kind of thing that one
woul d teach to undergraduates to -- you know, as part of
the -- as part of your teaching assistant jobs.

VWhat about do you hold yourself out as an expert in the
subj ect of education for secondary school students?

No.

kay. Have you taken any cl asses in education?

No.
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Yes.
VWhat have you taught?

Well, 1've taught a cross-listed cl

50

ass at UCLA bet ween

library and information science and education

And what was the subject matter of that class?

It was on ny own -- my own work on

soci al epi stenol ogy which

has sonme credibility in these areas.

Do you consider yourself an expert

in Intelligent Design?

An expert in Intelligent Design. No.

kay.

I'"man expert on the nature of science.

CGotcha. Gkay. Do you consider --

yourself -- you said that Intelligent

think -- 1 think we can agree, you're basically saying it's

do you consi der

Design i s science

science but not as far along as sonme of the other natura

sci ences?

Yes.

kay. Do you consider yourself an expert on the scientific

content of Intelligent Design?

" mnot sure what you nmean by that.

Vll, let ne ask you, let ne ask you, what is Intelligent

Desi gn?
VWhat is Intelligent Design? Well,

actually a vast array of phenonena,

it's an attenpt to explain

not j ust

restricted to
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the origins of life, in terns of sone kind of design that was
put there deliberately. Now, the scope of the theory -- the
scope of this science is potentially quite large. 1In that
respect, it's very much like information science, that in a
way, doesn't have to be restricted to a single domain. So
it's just not about life. It could be about anything that

di splays this design pattern because machi nes, obviously,
have Intelligent Design, right, and they're not fornms of
life. So it is -- in away, it's kind of alnost |ike a
second order science, like information theory attenpts to be.
| guess that would be how | would pitch it.

You used -- you know, obviously, the word design is in the
termlintelligent Design.

Yeah, yeah.

VWhat do you nean by design?

Vll, it's very unlikely that the order that is produced
woul d have cone about through -- through chance, right, that
there isn't sone sense, sone plan there that the order was
neant to be there. | nmean, the nodel for it in an artifact
or a machine. Sonething, obviously, a human has desi gned.
mean, that's -- | nean, in that respect, you know, Paley sets
a kind of benchmark for what the image of the -- of what the
science is about. And that's why -- that's the -- sort of
the natural way to understand this. And then with all the

stuff that's going on nowwith Intelligent Design
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understanding the nature of life, that's sort of an extension
of the idea, because | think we have no problemwth
Intelligent Design with regard to artifacts.

And why do you say that?

Because humans are the intelligents who are designing the
things. | nean, we know where it conmes from W actually
know t he causal process in ternms of how these things are

pr oduced.

And how do you understand we conme to that know edge with
artifacts?

How do we cone to that knowl edge? Well, |argely because we
could do it ourselves. R ght. W can actually produce
these -- we can say -- | can say, look, I'"'mgoing to design a
car. I'mdoing it, it's done. Here's the car. And you can
sort of lay out the steps by which it happens. You can talk
about the general blueprint, how the blueprint's supplied
materially to make the thing run and then it works. And so
you have a conpl ete sense of that causal process there. And
so that's the kind of paradigmcase | would say of
Intelligent Design.

And am | correct in understanding your testinony froma
couple m nutes ago that that kind of design inference, so to
speak, is the nodel for the design inference being used for
bi ol ogi cal 1ife?

Yeah, | would say so. | would say that's ultimately what's
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being ainmed at. Yes.

Here's what | don't understand. And maybe you can hel p cl ear
this up for me. You expl ai ned how we understand desi gn of
human artifacts fromthe -- and you said, you know, we can

understand it because we can do it, right? How does that

provide a nodel for design of biological life?
Vell, | think the best way to think about this is in fact
wi th what -- imagi ne computer sinulations which, you know,

are increasingly in the biological sciences when we're trying
to project backward into how |life began, where, you know, we
have recourse -- we of course have recourse to fossils to a
certain extent. W can get sone sense of what life was |ike
in the beginning that way. And we can do sone DNA testing on
that. But increasingly we have to rely on conputer

simul ations. And conmputer sinulations are design functions,
right, where you're progranm ng a systemto behave in a
certain way, and then you see what the outcomes are. And you
say, well, okay, let's say that | imagine that the world was
designed with these three or four paraneters that interact in

a certain way according to a conmputer programl| can

specialize -- specify. Well, that then produced the world as
we knowit. GCkay. |If it does, right, that's a good argunent
for design, it seenms to ne. |If not, you know, back to the

drawi ng board. But the point is we're already doing stuff in

sci ence where we're actually engaged in design |like
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activities.

kay. So | don't think it's so far-fetched in
principle, especially in the period in which we're living,
where we're doing nore and nore of our science on conputer
progranms which requires that the scientist actually design
the situation in which the phenonenon is going to nmanifest
itself. | mean, sol -- | don't see -- | don't see quite the
problemin principle here.
Vel l, why would the fact that humans can design a nodel |ead
us to any concl usi ons about what a non-hunman, non-natura

actor can do in ternms of creating sone form of biologica

life?

Well, just stated that way, sure. You're absolutely right.
But that's not -- that's not the whole story, right? In
fact, you know, this is where one -- | nmean, the point is

t hat even people who don't consider thensel ves proponents of
Intelligent Design are in fact, you know, playing around with
nodel s that, in a sense, put themin the position of

potential designers of universes. Gkay. So in a sense,
science is noving in a design oriented direction already.
It's just the people doing it who, let's say, do conplexity
theory and stuff like that don't like to call it Intelligent
Design. But in a sense, they're adopting the standpoint, you
know, that would seemto nme ultimately Intelligent Design is

trying to work itself back to. That's why so many of these
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argunents are argunments that, in a sense, are neant to be
conducted on conputers under mathematical ternms. [It's not --
it's not -- the old -- it is true that with Paley and a | ot
of these old guys, there is sone kind of anal ogy which is
parasitic on the idea that, you know, human bei ngs are nade
in the image and |ikeness of God. So if humans can do it,
then God can do it kind of in a bigger way. | understand
that, and that's the theol ogi cal basis for the design
argunent. But it seenms to me now with science, we've got
sort of -- we're nowin a situation where the way we actually
do science is one where we're in the design position, and
we're kind of doing the sorts of things that let's say a
creator would do if they were simulating a universe. And so
| don't see the -- you know, so it's sort of a different
basis for nmaking the inference. Now, whether you' re going

to -- you know, | mean, | would suppose the tough question is
whet her there would ever be any kind of enpirical way of

resol ving whet her a sinmul ated uni verse desi gned by a human
being, to say this is how the world happened, could ever be
proven enpirically. And | don't know if that could happen
But then again, evolution's stuck with that problem too.
Everybody's kind of stuck with that problem

One of the things you say on the first page of your report is
nmy expertise experts to a consideration of IDin its nost

devel oped forms.
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Yeah. | nean Denbski and Behe. That is to say, not the high
school textbooks.

kay. So let's just be clear what you nmean. And let ne ask
this in a couple of -- a couple questions about this. First
of all, you said you're not -- you don't hold yourself out as
an expert in the content, the scientific content of
Intelligent Design, is that right?

W haven't gotten back to what you nmean by that yet. Can

you -- you just threw the question back at me. So what do
you nean by scientific content?

Wl |, okay, fair enough. What do you understand to be the
core propositions of Intelligent Design as it applies to
living things, biological life?

VWhat do | understand themto be?

Yes.

Well, it depends which -- these guys don't all hold the sanme
views exactly. GCkay. That's the first point, right?
Intelligent Design is, in a sense, kind of a covering term
for a lot of overlapping theories, you mght say. | nean,
there is this business of -- | nmean, that Behe enphasi zes of
the irreduci ble conplexity of cellular life. But then
there's also the business with Denbski and the idea of design
as a kind of explanatory filter that is not as probabl e as
just mindless natural regularity, but not as inprobable as

chance. So these are kind of general notions that these guys
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are working with as providing constraints on the possibility
for life. GCkay. And they're coming at it from sonewhat
different directions. So, | nean, that's what -- at |east
that's what | understand to be distinctive about the
position, right, in the sense it nmakes it different from what
evol utioni sts are sayi ng.

kay. So if -- the answer to the question, you know, what is
I D conprised of froma scientific standpoint is Behe's notion
of irreducible conplexity?

Yeah. And Denbski's explanatory filter. And those are the
basi c expl anatory principles, the fundanental ones that are
bei ng devel oped now, it seens to ne.

O her than those two explanatory principles, are you aware of
any other explanatory principles that are part of the

Intelligent Design as a scientific concept?

VWll, | would say at this level of generality, those are the
main ones. | nean, there's -- Meyer has this sort of an
i nformati on specification criterion as well. But, you know,

if you were to | ook at any given science, you'd only cone up
wi th about two or three fundanental principles for any of
them any way. So the fact that there aren't a whole | ot of
them and they all seemto overlap or have sonething in
common, that itself is not prejudicial, it seens to ne.
I"mnot characterizing. | just want to make sure

under st and what you understand Intelligent Design to be.
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Yeah. Yeah, yeah

kay. So basically, the two big principles are irreducible
conplexity and the explanatory filter?

Uh- huh.

That's a yes?

Yes, yes.

kay. | don't nean to be scolding you. 1 just want to nake
sure the record is clear. Do you consider yourself an expert
on the proposition of irreducible conplexity?

An expert on the proposition? Not an expert on the
proposition, no. No, | don't do research in that area. No.
I mean, you know, what | know is what | read of it. So |I'm
not -- I"'mnot adept in the area.

kay. Do you consider yourself an expert in Denbski's work,
i ncluding the explanatory filter?

Not -- not -- | mean, maybe |I'mnot getting what you nean by
expert. But it seenms to ne that the answer would be no.

Unl ess you nmean expert in a | ooser sense.

Vll, | nean, | think you' ve acknow edged, for exanpl e,

you' re not an expert in pal eontol ogy?

Uh- huh, yes.

Same as ne?

Yes.

And I'mtrying to understand, you know, pal eontol ogy, you

woul d agree, is a discipline that at least in part is
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considered in the area of evolution?

Yes.

kay. So now I'm |l ooking at Intelligent Design, and you've
identified a couple of sort of underlining explanatory
principles and I"'mtrying to understand sort of parallel to
what you sai d about pal eontol ogy, do you consider yourself an
expert in irreducible conplexity?

Right, okay. I'mnot an expert in that area. That's
correct.

kay. And the sane with Denbski's work?

That's correct.

kay. Do you have sone famliarity or understandi ng of what
the explanatory filter is?

Yes.

And what is that?

Wl l, the explanatory filter is nmeant to provide a kind of
probabilistic space. | nean, so the key thing -- first nove
t hat Denbski makes is to translate issues having to do with
chance and design and regularity in nature into probability
theory. So he tries to nove it out of the netaphysical space
into a mat hemati cal space. And then the explanatory filter
is going to be this -- this range of possibilities between
regul arity, physical regularity on the one hand, and chance
on the other one which design can operate. So it has to be

kind of within a range of probability of certain kinds of
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orders being maintained that aren't so -- that aren't so
necessary that it doesn't require any intelligence at all,
but al so not so randomthat you can't see evidence of
intelligence either. So it's meant to be kind of a nmiddle
ground. And it's nmeant to be specified mathematically. And
then it's been sort of discussed in those terns, whether one
can do that.

And do you have an understandi ng of whether one can do that?
Vll, it seens to ne that he hasn't done it yet. But he's
kind of laid out a very interesting project in this respect
inthat, first of all, he translates the netaphysical notions
into mathematically specifiable ones, and he enabl es then
peopl e who are adept in these areas to be able to contest
whet her certain cases that mght be counted as design woul d
fall into the way he's defined it because of the
probabilities that they would be maintained or not. And so
when he gets into these argunments with phil osophers, you
know, about probability theory, right, sonetinmes they say
he's being too strict, sonetinmes they say he's being too

| oose as to what to count as design. Because renenber, we're
tal king about a theory of design that just doesn't cover the
origins of life, but covers everything that we m ght think of
as being design, including artifacts. And so in a sense,
it's fair gane in ternms of the kinds of exanples that m ght

be considred relevant for falling under this filter



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

61

And so he gets a |lot of counterexanples that seemto
sort of, in a way, not quite fit what he's trying to do. And
he's had to -- he has to kind of respond to that. So
woul dn't say he's -- he has succeeded, but he has kind of --
he hasn't succeeded in the sense of having nailed down the
filter. But what he has succeeded in doing, I think, is
l aying out a research project as to say to identify the
paranmeters of this filter, which in principle, should be able
to do. And the way in which people are responding to him
critically suggests that it is sonething that one can work
with and do sonet hing wth.

Vll, | think I'"munderstanding you to say he hasn't actually
applied this explanatory filter to an aspect of biologica
life and shown that it was intelligently designed; is that
correct?

MR, G LLEN: (Obj ection.

THE WTNESS: But the theory is not that far advanced

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q Gkay. So he has not done that yet?

MR, G LLEN: Objection to the form You can go ahead.
THE WTNESS: Not that -- no, but | don't think he's

intending to do that.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q GCkay. And you're not aware of anybody el se taking his

explanatory filter and applying it to an aspect of biol ogica
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life to determ ne whether it's intelligently designed?

No. That's -- that's -- that's right. | nean, at |east not
doing it successfully. | mean, you have to | ook at the
benchmarks here for -- well, | guesss you would have to | ook
at the benchmarks here. | nean, you mght say al so no one

has successfully applied evolutionary theory to explain an
aspect of human social life, though a | ot of people have
tried, but they get knocked back. So again, yes. But that's
not surprising.

kay. And are you aware of anybody even trying to apply the
explanatory filter to an aspect of biological life to
determ ne whether it was intelligently designed?

No, I"mnot. But |I'mnot an expert, as you have just pointed
out. So why would | know?

kay.

It m ght be happening.

kay. And you also said it could -- that his explanatory
filter could be applied to aspects of things other than

bi ol ogi cal ?

Yes, yes, yes. |It's a general -- yes. | nean, that's the
interesting thing about it, yes.

kay. And, for exanple, it mght be applied to the

determ nati on of whether sone artifact found |lying on the
ground was intelligently designed by human or not?

That's correct.
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kay. And -- or -- but M. Denbski has not in fact done
that, has he?

Well, but a lot -- sone of the counterexanples that get
rai sed against himare of this kind. See, | don't think

that's a bad way to proceed because in a sense, our

under st andi ng of what design is is nmuch nore secure in the
human area. So if we can kind of get a good sense of what it
means mat hematically to tal k about what we consider to be

intelligently designed by humans, we m ght then have a kind

10

11

12

13

14

15 A

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

o r» O » O >

of rigorous benchmark agai nst which we can then start talking

about nore exotic exanples, like the ones that are rel evant

for trying to showthat life is the product of design
But there -- he has had critics who have, in fact,
identified --

Things that don't fit his -- yes.

Wl l, they' ve actually -- haven't sone of his critics said,

you know, here's a test for Intelligent Design? A plane
acci dent, a plane crash?

Uh- huh.

Right? 1Is that right?

Yes.

O some, you know, sort of historical artifact, correct?

Yes.

And have raised the challenge to Dr. Denbski to show how his

expl anatory filter could be used to detern ne whether --
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whet her those things were intelligently designed or how they
happened, correct?
Yes.
And he has not shown how that explanatory filter can address
t hose questions, is that --
As far as -- look. As far as | know But it seens to ne the
i ssue here is what happens, what does he do in the future
about this, because if he does cone up with another version
of the explanatory filter that is able to take into account
the counterexanples in a way that actually nakes it nore
illumnating and doesn't just seemad hoc, then he will have
done a fine job, all right? | mean, so the point that there
are count erexanpl es bei ng brought up to his theory is not
i pso facto danmng. It depends how he responds to it.

Now, again, | don't -- | haven't followed the | atest
br eaki ng news on the Denbski research front. So I don't know
exactly what he's doing with these counterexanples. But the
very fact that he's kind of translated what was previously a
nmet aphysi cal notion into mathematical formthat allows the
counterexanples to be raised is to ne a step in the direction
of science. And I think that's a very significant point that
needs to be kept in mnd here. Now, what he does after that,
of course, is worth looking at. But the point is the
significance of that has already been made from netaphysics

to science once he put it into mathematical formand all owed
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t he counterexanples to be made.

But what is your understandi ng of these counterexanples? 1Is
it that they have -- that critics have taken these

count erexanpl es and used sone probabilistic nmethod to

det erm ne what happened to then? O have they been raised as
exanpl es that Dr. Denbski needs to apply his nmethod to to
show that it works at all?

Yes, the latter. | mean, but is this daming? Yes. | nean,
| agree with you. But what follows?

Isn't the challenge to Dr. Denbski right now that your nethod
i s usel ess?

The fact that you bring up counterexanpl es doesn't mean that
it doesn't explain anything. Right. | nmean, in fact the way
t he general verdict on sonmebody |ike Denbski is that, you
know, it sort of leads -- it's kind of -- it doesn't quite
fit the full range of things that we normally consider
design. It tends to include certain things that we don't
want to call design, and it tends to exclude other things
that we do want to call design. So in that sense, the

mat hemati cal paranmeters aren't being set quite right. And
that mght indicate sone fundanental flaw in the way he's
conceptual i zing the problem okay? That's what the state of
play is with him [It's not that he can't explain anything,
but rather he doesn't quite -- the sort of universalization

that he is aspiring to by laying out this nodel isn't
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satisfied by virtue of the counterexanples that can be
raised. It doesn't nean that it can't explain anything. It
means it can't explain everything. Those are two different
states. And a | ot depends on how he devel ops fromthere.

O her than what we've di scussed about your readi ng of
portions of Dr. Behe's work and portions of Dr. Denbski's
wor k, what el se have you done to educate yourself about the
subj ect of Intelligent Design?

Well, | have |ooked into the -- the history -- well, | nean,
first of all, a general -- a general understanding of the

hi story of biology, and especially the way in which Darw ni sm
has been related to these larger design issues historically,
and al so the way in which fundamentalist religion and so
forth have played a role. | nmean, |I've sort of done a |ot of
backfilling, you mght say, to get a sense of where this
stuff comes from And also to |ook at sone of the

non- evol utionary forns of biology that seem-- fromthe
pre-Darw nian period that seemed to have sonme resonance with
some of these argunents that we're seeing today. | nean, in
a way, what it's caused nme to do is to look at a lot of stuff
that |1've looked at in the past in a somewhat different
light, because what | see Intelligent Design as doing is nore
so than the earlier creation, is pulling together |ots of
strands fromthe history of science in a way that's been

mar gi nal i zed by Darwinism |ike the design argunent, for
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exanple. Sort of retaking that seriously. So it causes ne
to sort of re-exam ne the history, kind of |ook at it
somewhat differently. 1It's also caused ne to wonder about
the extent to which Darw nism has been a scientific
revolution as well. | nean, so that it's a sense in which
it's been that kind -- that kind of thing nore generally.
Couple things I want to follow up on that you just said.

First of all, you referred to ID or Intelligent Design in
conparison to earlier forns of creationism \What did you
mean by that?

VWl l, | nean the kinds of things that were being discussed in
the Arkansas trial back in '82, where one was still talKking
about, you know, six day creation and sort of biblica
literalist basis.

You' ve used this phrase IDin conjunction with earlier forns
of creationism not just in your previous answer, but also in
your report. And I infer fromthat what you nean is
Intelligent Design is a nodern view of creationisn?

MR, G LLEN:. Objection to the form

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

I's that correct?

Well, again, yes, in a sense. But, | nmean, not al

creationi smhas been six day creationism So keep that in

m nd, that when | was answering your previous question, | was

referring to -- when | said earlier forns of creationism |
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was referring to this -- this kind of formthat was the
previous formthat was dominant in the trials that were over
evolution and creation in this country in the '80's, right,
whi ch was the kind of biblical, literalist six day stuff,
whereas now, we've got Intelligent Design as really being on
the dock, rather than this -- at least as far as |
understand. | don't -- | don't -- maybe you're going to tell
me the six day stuff is being discussed. But as far as |
understand, we're tal king about a different thing now But
of course, there's still earlier forms of -- there are other
forns of creationismthat are actually scientifically nore
sophi sticated, kind of wedded to the Paley style argunents of
t he past, but not necessarily conmtted to a sort of six day
biblical, literalist view
kay. So --
So creationismis kind of a big thing, right.
Right. And Intelligent Design is one --
Part of that, yeah. But --
But don't --
Sone of --
I"msorry, you're -- Intelligent Design is creationisn just
not six day creationisn?

MR. G LLEN: | object to the form

THE WTNESS: It is a kind of creationism It is a kind

of creationism
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kay, okay. And when you use the word creationism what do
you nean?

Wll, | nean that -- the idea that there is a kind of a
unified order to nature that is evidence of Intelligent
Design. | mean, what we now call Intelligent Design, which
used to be called the creator, because the creator was al ways
the person who had the Intelligent Design. So there is this
historical lineage. | don't think that's controversi al

kay. Wien did you first start -- | nmean, is it fair to say
that you have studied Intelligent Design?

Yes.

kay. Wien did you first start studying Intelligent Design?
Vll, | don't know -- you know, it's funny. | don't know
whet her it was being called that then. But certainly -- see,
I went to the University of Pittsburgh which is where Larry
Laudan used to teach. And as you may know, Larry Laudan
wote a couple of articles that were very scathing of M chael
Ruse's participation on the evolution side of the Arkansas
case about saying how this was m susing the expertise and

phi | osophy of science. And he was drawi ng this distinction
between the difference between a theory being true and fal se
versus a theory being scientific. And he was making the
argunent that in a sense, you mght want to say creationism

is scientifically false, which is not -- you know, which is
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two different matters. And that got ne interested in what
was going on there with the definitions of science and so
forth. So this would be when | was a graduate student, maybe
in the 1980's. That's when | first started -- and so, for
exanpl e, | bought the volunme that Marcel LaFollette had put
out on the Arkansas case with MT. | bought that as a
graduate student. And so | kept kind of sone tabs on the

si de about what was going on with that because that seened to
be the -- the public space where ny own field in the history
and phil osophy of science was actually having the nost

rel evance in ternms of any kind of policy issues. So |I'd been
keepi ng tabs on that over the years.

And -- and, you know, you used the phrase IDin its nost

devel oped forms. And then you -- and you said that what you
meant by that was sort of the Denbski/Behe Intelligent

Desi gn?

Yes.

VWhen did you start studying that?

Vll, let's see. | first -- | think it was -- this may be

an -- | mean, |'ve known John Angus Canpbell for a long tine,
| argely through the connections in rhetoric that | have with
him And he may have one tine, and this -- naybe this verges
on the discussion of Intelligent Design. He suggested | see
a talk by Denbski, and -- and I did. And that was when I

started getting -- getting interested. So | guess that would
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be about 1996 maybe.

Ckay. Do you have an understandi ng of what position, if any,
Intelligent Design takes on the age of the earth?

| take it doesn't have just one view. | take it that these
peopl e hold sonmewhat different views.

Meani ng sone Intelligent Design proponents consider the earth
relatively young, six to ten thousand years, and sone
consider it billions of years ol d?

MR G LLEN: Object to the form

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

I's that your understandi ng of --

VWl |, do any of the guys that | considered devel oped think
it's six to ten thousands years ol d?

Vel l, 1I'masking you. What --

| don't knowthat. | mean -- | nean, again, if we're now
going to use Intelligent Design to also include all the young
earth people, you know, as it were, retrospectively include
themall, then maybe that's true. But | guess the people
I'"ve been reading |'ve never gotten the inpression they
believe the six to ten thousand years story.

And | guess | -- you know, | want to make sure, you know, we
have this phrase out here Intelligent Design, and you' ve used
the termintelligent Design novenent. You' ve tal ked about
devel oped -- the Intelligent Design in its nost devel oped

form So when we use the word Intelligent Design, | want to
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make sure we're on the sanme page, okay?

Sur e.

And you're -- you are taking the position in this case that
Intelligent Design is a formof scientific inquiry?

Right. But | didn't have in mnd that anyone who believes
that the earth is six to ten thousand years ol d.

kay. So, you know, you do have in your mind that there is a
sort of defining content to Intelligent Design?

Yeah. Yeah

kay. And do you understand that idea of Intelligent Design
to take any position -- what you understand Intelligent
Design to be, do you understand it to take a position on the
age of the earth?

| actually don't think that the -- that the -- that it's
required that it take a specific position. But some of these
guys may have positions based on their argunents. So, for
exanple, | guess |I could imgine that some of these guys may
think that the earth is somewhat younger than evol utionists
woul d say, given the nature of the theory. | could see that.
But, | nean, the six to ten thousand year old figure is
sonmething that's taken fromthe earlier formof creationism
And | just don't believe that's carrying through

kay. So -- and -- and what | -- | nean, for exanple, the
area of evolution does actually incorporate the sort of

noder n under st andi ng of the age of the earth into the
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scientific theory, is that fair?

Ch, indeed. It's even partly responsible for it.

kay. And -- and -- and -- and what |'m asking you i s now

| ooking at Intelligent Design, does Intelligent Design

i ncorporate or take a position on the age of the earth one
way or the other as part of its scientific content?

See, | don't think -- | nmean, here's where we run into the
problemof Intelligent Design being relatively young science.
It doesn't have as it were well worked out canonical views on
everything the way you can say so easily of evolutionary
theory, okay? | nean, | think -- | think the age of the
earth is not -- has not beconme central for the kinds of

t hi ngs these peopl e have wanted to do so far, okay? But, you
know, so as a result, | think the question is open there. |
mean --

I mean, right now, Intelligent Design is agnostic on that
issue; is that fair?

I guess open m nded would be the word for it. | don't

think -- because | don't think that -- see, | mean, you have
to wait until the science kind of develops a bit nore, to
see -- and see themthen having to deal with all these
guestions, because that's obviously a fair question to ask of
t hese people, right? But | don't think there's -- | nean,
there's hardly any kind of, as it were, canonical views about

t he fundanental principles. They're pursuing at -- pursuing
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the program from many different angles. So not surprisingly,
there isn't going to be consensus on this. | don't think
it's really necessary at this stage.

kay. And what about the principle of conmon descent? Do
you understand Intelligent Design to have taken a position on
t he subj ect of common descent?

MR G LLEN: Object to the form

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

And let ne actually -- let nme preface that, you use the word
common descent in your report. \What do you mean by that?
Wl |, conmon descent, the idea that at the end of the day,

all the -- there's no special creation of forns, of life
forns. Rather they all come fromsort of common evol utionary
background that can be sort of plotted out tree-like fashion
And the point that | nake in the rebuttal, which I think is
sonmet hing that the Intelligent Design people play around
with, you mght say, is the fact that there is -- that there
is controversy over how exactly one establishes descent in
evol utionary theory. \ether one uses purely genetic
criteria where you in fact can see history -- you can see
sort of that one organi smcanme from anot her, or does one just
| ook at norphol ogical simlarities? The fact that organi sns
are simlarly structured in a way as indicating rel ationship.
And because evolution isn't conpletely consistent on how t hey

exactly map all these organi sns as havi ng common descent,
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t here have been sone Intelligent Design people as well as
sonme people who are -- who are working wthin taxonony and
don't necessarily take a view on Intelligent Design, versus
evol ution, saying that we may need to call into question the
i dea of conmon descent if we can't come up with a consi stent
criteria for establishing it. Because conmon descent is a
dogma of evolutionary theory, which evidence gets nobilized
to support. But the criteria by which you establish this
common descent varies fromorganismto organism and -- and
dependi ng on how -- if you map it out consistently, you can
end up getting two quite different evolutionary trees.

So -- you know, so -- so -- | nean, Pennock makes the
poi nt that common descent is a dogma of evol utionary theory.
It's a dogma, but it's not a fact. | nean, it's really a
contested area. And intellingent design in a sense, you
know, takes advantage of that.

Ckay. What do you nean, takes advantage?

Well, in the sense that it shows that -- and which is, |

t hi nk, sonething that's not unconmon in evolutionary theory;
nanely, that there could be -- that you could have people in
bi ol ogy agreeing on the sane principle, but having different
ways of enforcing the principle, you mght say. So you've
got all these evolutionary biol ogists saying we believe in
common descent. But how exactly they woul d show conmon

descent between organisns may differ. But there's -- and
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they do di sagree anongst thensel ves, but they keep that to
their peer reviewed journals. They don't take that as
representing sone kind of bigger problemin the idea of
common descent itself, which is what the Intelligent Design
people in a way draw attention to and try to take -- and take
advantage of in that sense. Namely, show ng, l[ook, there's
nore descent in the evolutionary ranks than you guys are
willing to admit.

Yeah. And I'IIl tell you, you know, what you w ote about
common descent took ny breath away because what | understood
you to be tal king about was a di sagreenment about how you

cl assify.

Yes.

You coul d, you know, with different methods of classification
you will -- the tree that you portray will | ook different

wi th one nethod than another?

Yes.

And what took my breath away was that you woul d characterize
t hose kind of disagreenents as calling the entire principle
of common descent into question. And | wonder from where do
you extract that?

Vell, if you can't explain howit happened, if you can't have
a consistent nmethod for showing it, how do you know there's
sonmething to show? | nean, | would have thought as a basic

principle of science you need a consistent mnethodol ogy for
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being able to show a pattern that you're then going to use as
somet hing to expl ain, because conmon descent is supposedly
what evolution is supposed to explain, right? And it is a
little surprising that there isn't a conmon net hod, agreed
upon nethod for actually showi ng the common descent.

VWl |, you've nentioned that -- that biol ogists have studied
and denonstrated norphol ogical sinmlarities?

Sure. And that's the traditional way. That's the
traditional way.

kay. And they have also, and particularly in nod -- in very
nodern times been able to identify simlarity in gene
sequence?

That's right. And they don't give you the sane results.
They don't give you the sanme tree patterns. That's the --
that's a problem

Can you identify any scientists working in the field of
evol uti onary bi ol ogy who have -- who have asserted that that
di sagreenent in classification may require discarding the
entire idea of common descent?

Vll, | think -- | nmean, it depends what you nean by
evolution biology. | nean, if you nean it in the broadest
sense, where you're including the science of taxonony, then
you do have these people, these cladistics people who
referred to, who in fact do think that one should be kind of

agnostic on the point until we get a kind of clearer
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under st andi ng of, you know, how to -- how to organi ze the --
the various trees. So they tend to be agnostic on evol ution
as an overall process.

VWho are you tal king about ?

VWho am | tal king about? Well, | nmean, one of the main guys
is called Petersen. | nean, there's a book that |I cite by a
guy nanmed Henry CGee. And these are, you know, reasonable
guys. But they're working very narrowmy in the field of

bi ol ogi cal taxonony. And that's all they're really primarily
concerned about. And it points, | think, to a nore genera
problemw th the so-called evol utionary synthesis. Nanely,
that the different sub-branches of biology that are
supposedly all covered by evol utionary biology in face al
operate in their own independent sphere relatively speaking.
And even though they're not constantly contesting the
assunptions of the others, nevertheless, there are sone
serious working disagreenents. And so if you're just focused
on taxonony, and your main thing is to try to, you know, sort
of organi ze the species in sonme kind of way to nmake sense of,
you know, of descent patterns, and you have these two
alternative nethods, then, you know, it seens to nme that al
di scussi ons about evol utionary expl anati ons are put on hold
until you've sorted this out. | nean, that's what it |ooks
like for somebody who's a taxonom st.

VWhen you say -- what are you referring to when you say



10
11 Q
12 A
13 Q
14
15 A
16
17
18
19
20
21 Q
22
23
24 A

25 Q

79

evol utionary expl anati ons?

VWll, | nean, evolutionary -- well, insofar -- renenber,
peopl e |i ke Pennock are claimng that cormon descent is the
fundanmental fact that evolution explains, right? But if we
can't even establish consistently common descent, then one
shoul dn't be rushing to evolutionary expl anati ons of

somet hing we can't give a common account of -- we can't give
a consistent account of. One should get the phenonena well
grounded first and then come up with the explanation. And

that's what the taxononists are saying.

VWho?
These -- this particular purist school of taxonom sts.
But what are the -- are the taxononi sts questioning comon

descent or the evolutionary expl anations?

No. They're -- well, they're saying, |ook, that

evol utionists operate with alternative ways of dealing with
the i dea of common descent. Ckay. And the question is that
one has to sort this issue out first before one can then go
and expl ain things because the nature of the evol utionary
expl anation may be different, depending on how you align
kay. And for example, an evolutionary explanation, one
prom nent one is natural -- random nutation and natura

sel ection, correct?

Ri ght .

And when the taxonom sts are saying --
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But that doesn't require -- commobn descent is a common issue
from --

Yes. And what I'mtrying to understand is, are the

t axonom sts sayi ng sl ow down about conmon descent, or are

t hey sayi ng sl ow down on your expl anations of how the

evol ution occurred?

Wl l, they' re saying sl ow down on common descent, because
that's the thing that kind of really verges on their

bailiw ck, right, that they're really experts on. | nean, |
t hi nk many of these people are just sort of agnostic on this
| arger point about random nutation and natural selection. |
mean, at least it doesn't really enter directly into the
sorts of stuff that they wite about in their professiona
journals.

So you understand the taxononmists to be saying until we can
agree on our methodology for portraying the tree of life, we
shoul dn't take any position about whether there was common
descent at all?

Wll, it's not an issue they can decide. That's right. It's
an agnostic issue. Right. It's outside the expertise.
Ckay. Would you agree that pal eontology is one of the
disciplines that is relevant to addressi ng these questions?
Yes.

kay. And would you agree that a pal eontol ogi st woul d have

greater expertise on the issues of the classification of



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

81

bi ol ogical life than you do?
Sure. But -- yeah.
kay. And getting back to how | started this Iine of
guestioni ng, do you have an understandi ng of whether the --
the Intelligent Design as you' ve used the termin your report
takes a position on the principle of common descent?
It seenms to ne it's agnostic on this.
And then you would -- you al so brought up the term of speci al
creation. And what do you nmean by that?
Wl |, the idea each of the species are sort of specially
created, as it were, by God or sonething. You know, they --
they sort of -- you know, they sort of arise and -- yeah. |
guess that would be the nodel for it, right. That in sone
sense, there is no sort of comon formof life they cone
from but rather that each one is made specially, you know,
by design in that sense.
And arose from where?
| don't hold the view nyself. But, you know, presumably from
some divine blueprint or sonething. | mean, Linnaeus, the
father of nodern taxonomy held this view
And you used the word design blueprint. But, | mean, |I'm
asking, how d they get there?
How did they get there? Well, thisis -- thisis --

MR. G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: This is the -- this is a remant of the --
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1 thisis a-- this is a remant of the old biblical creation
2 story. And Linnaeus was a very devout guy. | nean, and so
3 he -- that's kind of his view, right. That God kind of,

4 usi ng, you know, forminto matter, produced these different
5 speci es.

6 BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUl NG
7 Q Sonething out of nothing?

8 A VWll, not --

9 MR. G LLEN:. Object to form

10 THE WTNESS: Well, it's not quite sonething out of
11 nothing. | nean, it's -- you know, it's giving formto
12 matter. | think that's nore the way to |look at it, right.
13 And that's where the blueprint part cones in.

14 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NU NG

15 Q Yeah. And | nean, if you talk about special creation of a
16 hurman?

17 A Yeah. That would be a prine -- yeah, a prinme exanple.

18 Q Ckay. And what do we nean by that?

19 MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

20 THE WTNESS: Well, | assunme that -- that the human

21 arose under special conditions that could not -- that did not
22 derive fromthe formation of other forns of life. R ght. So
23 in a way, special creation is kind of the, you know, exact

24 opposi te of conmmon descent.

25 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG
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Ckay. And --

But | don't hold this view nyself, you see.

Do you hold a view about whether evolution -- and | et ne back
up. We've used the terns evolution and Darwinism And in
your report, you used the word Neo-Darwinism And | would

like to have an agreed termfor the current scientific corpus

of evolution. 1Is it -- what termwould you use for that? O
can we agree that we'll use evolution?
Well, | nean, technically, | guess, the Neo-Darw nian

synthesis, right? So the conbination of the natural history
side that comes fromDarwin's own |ineage, so we're talking
about pal eontol ogy, natural history, those kinds of things,
with the genetics, right, and the nore | aboratory based stuff
whi ch cones together in the 1930's and '40's, which is the
basi s of the nobdern Neo-Darw nian synthesis is the basis of
evol ution today.

Ckay. So when we're tal king about the scientific theory of
evol ution, that's what we're tal king about ?

We're tal king about that thing that energed in the '30's and
"40' s.

kay. Do you hold a view about which -- whether the
scientific theory of evolution has nerit?

Yes, it has nerit.

kay. Do you hold -- have a position about whether it has

greater nerit than the concept of Intelligent Design?
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Wl |, what do you nean by that exactly?

Well, you agree that it has merit. Do you -- as between the
two conpeting prob -- well, let ne withdraw that for a
second. Do you think that the concept of Intelligent Design
as it currently exists has scientific nerit?

Yes, | do. | nean, and let me just say this because | think
maybe this is what you' re asking, that | believe at the
nmonent that evolutionary theory is better able to explain
what it sets out to explain than Intelligent Design can
Ckay. But both of themseemto ne to be proceeding in
scientific -- in a scientific way with respect to their own
research agendas.

You say in your report that Pennock notes correctly that sonme
I D proponents adhere to a scientifically updated version of
the biblical doctrine of special creation whereby each
species is individually created, right? Wuo -- who are you
referring to when you say that? Who was Pennock witing
about ?

MR G LLEN. Were is that?

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

I"msorry, it's on page three.

No, no. | did say that.
MR G LLEN:. [I'mjust --
THE WTNESS: Let nme think. | think this may be

somet hing that sonebody |ike Phillip Johnson said about human
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bei ngs. So, | nean, because when | think of the speci al
creation thing, |I'musually thinking about the extent to
whi ch human beings, right, have a sort of distinctive form of
creation, because that's usually where the issue arises. So

| was thinking about Philip Johnson, probably.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q Do you understand that concept of special creation to be part

of the science of Intelligent Design?
It can be. | nean, | don't knowif at the nonent it is. But
it certainly can be, very much like the idea of design itself
can -- you know, so with design, right, it starts off as this
ki nd of theol ogical notion that Pal ey cooks up. But then it
gets mat hematically specified by Denbski, and people can
argue about it on mat hematical grounds w thout bringing in
Denbski's religious assunptions such as they are. Well, |
don't see why one -- why special creation couldn't undergo a
simlar process, especially if one imagines -- |I'Il give you
an anal ogy. The history of anthropol ogy has had -- had a
very big dispute in the late 19th and early 20th Century over
the origins of human beings, with sonme people arguing for
pol ygenesis, which is to say in a sense multiple origins for
human bei ng, as where each race has its own separate origin,
and a kind of special creationismapplied to humans, right.
And this was kind of taken seriously in anthropol ogy and

people were trying to find evidence for it. And it was done
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in a very enpirical kind of manner, thinking about whet her
it's possible for mgration to have taken place fromAfrica
to Asia and so forth. Eventually people dropped the
guestion. But the point was that was an exanple of a
guestion that was very clearly, theologically notivated by
sort of special creation considerations, and then got
translated into a kind of an enpirically tractable form and
then was eventually relinquished. And it seens to ne that
per haps sonet hing coul d happen to the idea of speci al
creation within the Intelligent Design novenent nore
generally if you imagine -- so rather than imagining as it
were one big bang, you know, or one kind of nmonment of the
origin of life, that one imagi ned there were multiple ones.
And as it were, the chem cal configurations were sonmewhat
different in these multiple origins, and that then sonehow
led to the different species or famlies of species to exist.
| mean, one might be able to turn that into a scientifically
tractabl e proposition. | don't think it's out of the
guestion. It probably hasn't been done yet. | don't think
it's been done. But it's not out of the question. So this
is where one has to | ook at the subsequent history of these
i deas once it's put in the hands of these people for a while.
MR, ROTHSCHI LD: This would be a good time to arrange
[ unch.

MR. G LLEN: Certainly.
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BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG
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VWhen we were discussing Dr. Denbski's work, | think, is it
fair to characterize your answers as that he has -- that his
concept of the explanatory filter has not been applied to
specific exanmples in any neani ngful way?

Not as far as | know

kay. And in your view, that's not necessarily problematic
for Intelligent Design?

That's correct.

And that's because it's sort of -- Intelligent Design is at
its relatively early stages?

Yes. And al so because the fact that he was able to put the
problemin mathematical formitself narked an advance over
the Paley version of it that you referred to earlier. So
there's already a kind of a big leap in the direction of

sci ence by havi ng done what he's done.

And then in terms of Dr. Behe's work, is that at a simlarly
early state, the concept of irreducible conplexity?

Wll, there | think there's sonmething different going on. |
mean, this is why | say, | nmean, | see Intelligent Design as
ki nd of a novenent that's comng fromdifferent directions
because whereas Denbski is sort of operating froma very top
down approach, where he's sort of taking the idea of design

and trying to make it rigorous in sone way, Behe is actually
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if one

evol utionary theory about how
and so forth. So it's, in a
re-interpreting, sort of
phenonena that have al ready

nore on the bottom up side.

So it's somewhat -- | nean, yes, but relatively elenentary.
But | think he does -- he does point to -- to an interesting
fact. Nanely, that it's been possible to sort of study the

bi ol ogy of cells in a fairly self-contai ned manner without

maki ng commi tments one way or the other to evol utionary

bi ol ogy.

of account that sort of,

as it were,

And irreducible conplexity is nmeant to be sone kind

says, well, | ook,

i magi ne that the cells are in sone sense specially created,

right,
to them So, | nean,

So they're not --

stages, | would say.
kay.
Intelligent

opi ni on about whet her

that they have this sort of special
that's how I

but they're both at

Design are at their early stages,

Intelligent

kind of stability
see sonebody |ike Behe.

relatively early

G ven that these sort of two core principles of

do you have an

Design as it's currently

conpri sed should be taught to ninth graders?

Yes, | do believe it shoul d.
kay. And why is that?
VWl |, because

think it does provide a very sort of
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i nteresting, accessible and exciting prospect for thinking
about the nature of life. | wouldn't say it should be
treated exclusively by any neans. And it certainly shoul dn't
be treated as the dom nant view But | do believe it should
be taught. And I think it will actually -- it would actually
notivate students to enter into science and to study the
nature of |ife because historically, a lot of the people who
ended up as evolutionists kind of started off trying to think
about what Intelligent Design m ght be involved in nature.
You refer to earlier forns of creationism Do you have an
opi ni on about whether the earlier forms of creationismshould
be taught to high school students?

| don't think the six day stuff should be taught, or the
biblical literalismstuff because | don't think you really
see any kind of devel opment there that would warrant it as
science. | mean, | do think there one has to sort of draw
the distinction you're in a sense getting a kind of view of
the nature of life that is pretty nmuch grounded on a sort of
dogmatic interpretation of text that is not going to change
regardl ess of what the evidence turns out to be.

Have you ever heard the termcreation science?

Yeah, that was kind of the old -- yeah. Back in the '80's,
that was kind of used a |ot.

Ckay. And what's your understanding of what creation science

is relative to creationisnf
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Wel |, creation science was originally an attenpt to sort

of -- I mean, | think in light of the Arkansas case, right,
it was seen as a way of trying to bring in these biblica
principles into the science classroomby naking it | ook as

t hough there were scientific grounds for hol di ng what turned
out to be biblical beliefs. And so sonetines fossils would
be appeal ed to, sonetinmes they would be di sm ssed out of
hand, dependi ng on what kind of suited the purpose of the
textbook witer. But there was no real clear evidence of any
ki nd of internal devel opment taking place. It was rather, it
seened |ike kind of canouflage strategy. | mnean, at |east
that seens to be the final verdict on this.

And do you -- to you, Intelligent Design is different than
creation science?

Yes, | think so. | think -- not only do | think it's
different, | think also its critics treat it differently.
That is to say, including the critics who don't want to see
it taught.

And in what respects is Intelligent Design different than
creation science?

Wl |, because you, first of all, Intelligent Design actually
nore sel f-consciously draws on these w der traditions of
Western thought from natural theology and onward that have
been margi nalized by Darwin which try to deal with |arger

guestions about the nature of life, and which did have sone
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ki nd of, you know, proto-scientific devel opnent. Like

Pal ey' s argunent and so forth, and then tries to put it in a
nmore scientifically rigorous formlike Denbski's done with
the explanatory filter. And so you do see a devel opnent.

And you also -- and in the way in which the critics treat it.
So when the phil osophers are debating wi th Denbski, they
explicitly say, let's put aside his religious assunptions and
just deal with his argunents on their face. And the kinds of
argunents they give, first of all, it's published in their
mai n peer reviewed journals, in the dossary of Science in
the United States. And he responds there. And it's an
argunent that, you know, they could be having wi th anyone,
right, who they would normally respect as being scientific
and so forth. And Mchael Ruse, when he wites, | nean, he's
an interesting guy to have watched over the [ ast 20 years
since he's witing a book a year on this kind of stuff.

And, you know, the -- you know, the Darwin End Design, a
book that cane out in 2003, there he quite explicitly, when
he di scusses Intelligent Design, he nakes the connections
with the natural theology tradition, he treats it in a very
ki nd of respectful manner, and in fact he says that, you
know, these views that these guys are putting forward these
days could be easily confused with kind of respectable
scientific views. And that's sonething you wouldn't -- they

woul dn't have said 20 years ago about creation science. You
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see, so all of that | think is indicating that Intelligent
Design is really scientific, and isn't very nuch reliant
anynore in whatever historical connections it's had with
religion.

If you took Denmbski's work away, and you took Behe's work
away, and | understand you're not going to do that. But
woul d there then be any distinction between Intelligent
Desi gn and creationi sn®?

VWl l, there's Meyer where | --

MR. G LLEN: Object to form

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Let me just finish. | nean, in other words, if you took Behe
away and you took Denbski away and they'd never witten, and
nobody had replaced them would you have any basis then to
say Intelligent Design has devel oped in a way that
constitutes science?

MR, G LLEN: Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, let's see. First of all, we haven't
tal ked about Meyer's work which I"'mnot intimately famliar
with. But of course there is that sort of strand there as
well. But | take it you're after -- your -- the thrust of
your question is that, you know, if you took away these three
guys or four guys, or how many, you know, finite nunber of
guys, would there be any Intelligent Design? 1 actually

think -- see, we've so far been discussing this issue of
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1 Intelligent Design as sonething that is nutually exclusive
2 fromevol utionary theory. And | understand that because of
3 the nature of the case we're talking about. But within
4 evol utionary theory, within evolutionary theorists, there
5 has -- there have been tendencies in that direction as well.
6 So it's not like Intelligent Design is sonething conpletely
7 alien to people who we would normally consider to be
8 contributors to evolutionary theory. | mean, you actually
9 have people, | cite Theodosi us Dobzhansky, for exanple, who's
10 one of the founders of the Neo-Darw nian synthesis who's a
11 geneticist, who quite obviously took Intelligent Design
12 seriously and didn't think of it as being exclusive of
13 evolution. Right. So -- so -- so the thing is that what
14 woul d be -- yeah. | nean, there is a sense in which the
15 Intelligent Design novenent as it's understood today, you
16 know, as this is kind of Anerican phenonena defined by these
17 guys who nmade the assunptions in association with the
18 Di scovery Institute, | nean, there's a sociol ogi cal way of
19 defining them Yeah, naybe that formwoul dn't exist. But
20 the general ideas and stuff, | nmean, are still lurking there
21 in evolutionary theory. And there is stuff that these people
22 have al ready devel oped that could be taken, you see. | nean,
23 SO -- I"'msorry. | don't know if that answers your question
24 But | was trying to sort of --

25 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG
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I want to go through sone of the assertions in your report.
If you could turn to page one, you have a section titled at
the bottom of the page is evolution fact or theory?
Uh- huh.
And if | understand the text that follows correctly, your
viewis that evolution is both a fact and a theory; is that
fair?
Yes.
kay. And when you use the word theory for a scientific
proposition, do you have a specific definition in mnd?
Yeah. | basically nean an expl anatory conception of a range
of phenonenon. And also that could serve as the basis for a
research program for an enpirical research program

MR ROTHSCHI LD: [I'mgoing to mark as Fuller Exhibit 2
the Conplaint filed in this matter

(Marked for identification Fuller Deposition Exhibit

No. 2)

THE W TNESS: Oh, thanks.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

22 A

23

24

25

If you could turn to page seven of the Conplaint and | ook at
par agraph 13.

Yeah.

You see in the second Iine of that paragraph, we have a
definition fromthe National Acadeny of Science -- Sciences

for the word theory?
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Yes.

It says in science, a well substantiated expl anati on of sone
aspect of the natural world that can incorporate facts, |aws,
i nferences and tested hypot heses; do you see that?

Yes.

Is that a definition of scientific theory that you're
confortable w th?

Well, | don't think it has to be well-substantiated, and
think it has to provide the basis for a research program
mean, this is too static a definition

So you don't accept this definition?

| don't think it's sufficient.

kay. You would add the content that it has to assert --
create the basis for a research progran?

That's correct.

And you woul d renove the word wel |l -substanti at ed?

That's right. | don't think that's necessary.

Okay. Using your definition of theory, scientific theory,
does the theory of evolution qualify?

Yes.

Does the theory of Intelligent Design qualify?

Yes.

Does creationismqualify?

No, because -- well, not creationismin that six day sense we

were tal king about earlier. Presumably that's what you mean
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because there is no research program generated.
VWhat about creation science?

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

> O » O >

16 Q

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Does that qualify as --

No. Not in the -- not in the terns that we were tal king
about earlier.

Okay. Now, if we use the National Acadeny of Sciences
definition, does evolution qualify as a scientific theory?
Yes.

kay. Does Intelligent Design?

Pr obabl y not.

Why not ?

Wl |, because it's not well-substantiated. And I think
that's probably why they define theory this way.

kay.

Because it sort of is prejudicial -- it's sort of -- it's
quite biased toward a theory that's been around for a | ong
time and has been allowed to in fact incorporate |lots of
facts, laws, inferences and so forth, right? 1It's very

bi ased towards an established theory.

Whul d you agree that the definition in the Nationa

Acadeny -- that the National Acadeny of Sciences uses is nore
rigorous or difficult to satisfy than the definition you use?

No. | think they're quite -- they're different kinds of
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definitions in away. | don't -- | don't see it as nore
rigorous necessarily. Let's put it this way. Their
definition wouldn't necessarily encourage you to continue
doi ng sci ence

Ckay. Would you agree that your definition incorporates
scientific propositions that are early in their -- very early
in their devel opment, whereas the National Acadeny of

Sci ences' definition requires that the concept be nmuch nore
devel oped?

Correct. So by this definition, the only thing that counts
as a theory is a devel oped theory, by the National Acadeny of

Sciences. That strikes me as very strange.

If you go to the top of page two -- and let nme just --
actually, I'mgoing to read to you, and I"'msorry, | don't
have an extra copy -- or maybe, actually --

MR G LLEN Vant ne to nake one?

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: No, actually, | may have it. Mark this
as 3.

(Marked for identification Fuller Deposition Exhibit

No. 3)

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Fulller -- the docunent |'ve marked as Fuller Exhibit 3 is a
press rel ease i ssued by the Dover Area School District. And
you see at the bottomthat there is a statement that the

school district is going to read to students in biol ogy
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cl ass; do you see that?

Yes.

kay. And at the bottom of the page the statenent states, a

theory is defined as a well tested explanation that unifies a
broad range of observations. Do you see that?

Yes.

Do you accept that as a proper definition of a scientific

t heory?

I think I would replace well tested with testable.

kay. Using your anended definition, is evolution a theory?

Yes.

Is Intelligent Design?

Yes.

Ckay. Using the definition without your anmendnent, is

evol ution a theory?

Yes.

Ckay. Is Intelligent Design?

| don't know.

And is the criteria that calls you to question that the issue
of well tested?

Yes.

Ckay. Do you -- and you don't have -- you don't know whet her
Intelligent Design can be characterized as well tested?

Well, it certainly has been tested, you see. And | think --

and it is testable. But again, it's this issue of the age of
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the theory because well tested suggests, you know, it's been
around a while, and it's been tested lots of times in lots of
different ways. And | don't think that's true, you see. But
that's not necessarily any fault of the theory itself, you
see.

How has Intelligent Design been tested at all?

Vell, I think we were just tal ki ng about Denbski, for
exanple, right. And we were tal king about these
counterexanmples to his definition of the explanatory filter
Those counterexanples is a kind of testing at a conceptua

| evel, right, because what he's doing is putting forward a
mat hemati cal formalization of a concept, and here a

phi | osopher is comng up with counterexanpl es showi ng how it
doesn't -- how it doesn't apply. So there's a test, right?
Al so, | guess in the case of Behe, trying to cone up with
alternative explanations. You know, so Behe says the only
way you can explain the way the cell maintains its stability
is through irreducible conplexity, and sone evol utionists
say, no, we've got an alternative explanation. Right. So in
a sense, the exclusiveness of the explanation being proposed
has been chal |l enged. These are tests, right? | nean,
they're -- they're not necessarily tests in the sense of
comng up with a fact that shows that something is
definitively right and wong, but then in science, you know,

relatively little is actually -- you know, relatively few of
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the tests that are undergone in science have that quite
specific character saying |I've got a fact, it shows that this
is right or this is wong. It's only under very kind of
control l ed conditions you can normally do that sort of thing.
O herw se, these tests are of a nmuch nore indirect kind,
where you're providing chall enges that you think the theory
needs to answer to.
Ckay. So a couple questions there. Are you aware of any way
in which Intelligent Design has been enpirically tested?

MR. G LLEN. Objection to form

THE WTNESS: I'mnot. | -- | don't know of any such

case.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
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kay. You -- | think you' re suggesting it has been
conceptually tested by the -- has been conceptually tested by
t he chal |l enges raised by critics?

Yes, yes.

I"'ma little troubled by this idea that a concept would
attain sone scientific pedigree as a tested proposition
solely by the fact that opposing scientists have found
problems with it. | mean, how does that -- how does that
advance a scientific concept if all that happens is the
proponents of the idea raise a concept and, you know, a bunch
of other scientists denonstrate what's conceptual ly wong

withit?
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Vell, first of all, the fact that they bother doing it at
all, and the ternms in which they do it is famliar from other
things that they are considering in their science, right.

So, | mean, this is where people |ike Denbski and Behe are
real | y maki ng advances over creation science, if you're
maki ng that kind of conparison. Nanely that they're now
bei ng answered in the coin of science. Gkay. And in a way,
they're being answered in ways that sort of brings their
concerns cl ose together to the concerns that are already
taki ng pl ace, you know, in other fields of science. So it
seens to ne that this is an inplicit acknow edgnment of
bringing themin the scientific anmbit. And I don't think we
shoul d get too fussy about enpirical testing, because as nore
and nore science gets done on conputers and ot her kinds of
simul ati on devices, the idea of there being direct enpirica
tests of things, you know, is going to be increasingly
limted. | think these kinds of things that we're seeing
here is going to be nuch nore indicative of the kind of
science that's going to happen in the future, where you have
alternative conputer nodels that can generate the sanme sort
of phenonena that you can say can only be generated one way.
And the design guys like to play around with that. And it
seens to ne a lot of science is heading in that direction

I mean, see, here's ny problem You know, | can come up with

the assertion that all of biological life is nade of
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Pl aydough, right?

Uh- huh.

And presumably, you know, some smart scientist could

actual ly, you know, show what's probl ematic about that
assertion, that in fact we know t he physical conposition of

Pl aydough and, you know, we can break it down chemically, and
t hen when we | ook at, you know, the Venus flytrap, or a
racoon, there's actually alnost no simlarity inits chemca
conposition, maybe none. And fromthe way you' re descri bing

it, then | could say, |ook, they've tested ny proposition

' m sci ence
Well, | nean, a |ot depends on what you do afterwards. |
mean, that's why | think one does have to ook -- | nean,

it's not like once you becone a science, or you're becom ng
scientific it's a done deal, you're scientific forever. |
thi nk one has to see how Denbski and Behe respond to the
critics, what do they end up comng up with? Do they cone up
wi th nore sophisticated accounts of what they're doing, and
take the counterexanples into account? O do they just kind
of , you know, entrench thenselves and just repeat the sane
old stuff that other people have already shown to be false?
So there is an open question, but this is true of any kind of
science, right?

So ny Pl aydough exanple, at the juncture after 1|'ve proposed

it and some smart chem st has shown how problematic it is, |
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can claiml'mscience, it just mght be two years later, if |
haven't advanced the ball, then I'm not science anynore?
Well, then this is why you have to | ook at the trajectory.
One wants to know what you do as a result of being given this
sort of objection. Do you inprove your theory of Playdough?
Do you start to say, ah-ha, there's this m cro-Pl aydough
stuff that really is what's going on, and expl ai ns why you
saw what you saw, right? And then you have this kind of nore
sophi sticated theory, and which then may itself be
chal l enged. That's the kind of trajectory one has to

antici pate here.

kay. And have we seen Behe or Denbski, you know, continue
their trajectory? They've -- they' re confronted with
chal | enges?

Well, | nean, | actually think they -- they probably have.

As 1've pointed out, |I'mnot expert in these guys' work, so
don't know what they're doing up to the mnute. But | do
think that what they have run -- what they have begun with is
sonmething that is itself a scientific inprovenent over of the
concepts that they may have gotten, you know, from natura

t heol ogy or sonething like that. So they've already nade the
first scientific step. You're right. 1It's an open question
But nmy guess is it's going to happen. | nean, | just don't
know what's happening at the monent. But | take it that that

is the way to go. So if you see these guys being further
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debated in the phil osophical and scientific literature,
right, as they put forward nore sophisticated versions of
their theories, then they're operating in a scientific
manner, even if people continue objecting to them

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Is lunch here?

MR, G LLEN: Sure.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Al right. Wy don't we take a break.

(A brief recess taken at 12: 06 p.m)

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Ready, Bob?

COURT REPORTER: I'mall set, thank you.

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG
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Good afternoon.

Good afternoon.

Steve, when -- this norning when we were tal ki ng about what
made Intelligent Design in your view a scientific
proposition, you said that it satisfied the test of having
its research trajectory making nore of its clains testable;
does that sound accurate?

Yes.

kay. Dr. Behe's book Darwin's Black Box canme out in 1996.
And Dr. Denbski's book The Design Inference cane out in 1998.
VWhat -- is it your testinobny that since that tine their work
has indeed followed this positive trajectory with nmore of its
cl ai ns becom ng testabl e?

Vll, | think that Denbski in particular has refined the
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explanatory filter thing in light of criticisms. | mean, he
still adheres to the notion, but it's a nuch nore, you know,
fine grained thing, taking into account sone of the -- sone
of the counterexanples. | nmean, it's -- with regard to
Behe's work, | think he is trying, but | know that work |ess
famliar, the recent work.

kay. So just with Behe, you can't -- is it fair to say you
can't make a cl ai mabout whether there has been a positive

research trajectory since the publication of Darwin's Bl ack

Box?
Wel |, there have been articles. | nean, there have been
articles. | just have not read them | nean, sone of these

articles, where Meyer cites them for exanple. But | have
not read them so |I'mnot --

So is the answer you can't testify to the fact that there has
been a positive research trajectory?

| -- | cannot, though | do know there has been nore research
done since then by him

By Behe?

Yes.

And when you're tal king about research, what are you tal king

about ?
Well, he's trying to -- he's trying to test evol utionary
expl anations of the cell. | mean, there's a sense in which

he kind of -- it strikes ne -- again, see, this is the thing,
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since | haven't read the pieces, I'monly sort of guessing
what | inagine the research strategy is. But | take it that
he's basically trying to show that there's a sense in which
there are certain kinds of phenonena that evol utionary
accounts cannot explain, and so whenever an evol utionary
account is purported, he wants to say, well, in fact they
can't explain everything and that this other account with

i rreduci ble conplexity, we'll be able to do that. And so
it's a sort of battle of dueling accounts for various natura
phenonena to get presented. | take it that's kind of -- and
if that is in fact what he's doing, then that would be
scientific. But I'mjust -- again, | haven't read the
articles.

So you don't know?

| don't know. But | do think, you know, | nmean, | think it's
reasonabl e to suppose that that's what he's doing, given that
he's publishing in the area and so forth.

But you're specul ating on what the --

Yes, |'m specul ati ng.

kay. And now going to Dr. Denbski, | think what you're
saying is he came up with this concept of the explanatory --
explanatory filter, there's been sone criticismof it, he has
adjusted his definition; is that fair?

Yeah, | think that's right. | mean, so he has been

continuing along with the sanme trajectory, trying to take
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into account the criticism | think that that's basically --
and that's not surprising.

kay. And can you explain what he originated with and how
it's changed?

Vll, | nean, in ternms of what he originated with, | think he
originally sort of set up sonething Iike a, you m ght say a
menu by which you nake the inference that sonething is design
based, and who you've managed to say that it cannot be
expl ai ned by either strict physical regularity or by chance
occurrence. And he |listed sonme conditions one would foll ow,
and then peopl e brought up counterexanples to this. And he
has adjusted the theory to be able to deal with those
counterexanples. | cannot say whether he's dealt with it
sufficiently that he's going to fend off all counterexanples
in the future. But he is continuing along the sane |ines,
only a corrected version of it.

And does this correction fit your definition of a research

trajectory where nore of Intelligent Design's clains are nade

testabl e?

Well, yes, in the sense that | think it, you know, it does
open up this field to critics in the future to -- because
he's still sticking with the sane nethod |argely, right, so

people are in a sense getting used to the way he operates.
And so it should make it easier in the future to criticize

him | would think so.
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I mean, again, I'mgoing to come back to this point I think I
was trying to make at the -- this afternoon. That you're
equating the presence of criticismwth testability is that
a--1 nmean, aml --
That's --

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, that's -- that's basically correct.
Yes. Yes, that's right, because | think -- | want to nove
away fromsort of the stereotyping of testability as somehow
comng up with sone sort of enpirically precise prediction,
let's say during an experinent, because, | nean, that's --
that's a kind of classic paradi gmcase of how we tal k about
scientific testability, but it's not necessarily
representative of all the fornms of testability that are used

in science.

16 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NU NG
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Right. And as far as | can tell, the only form of
testability that you have identified for these Intelligent
Desi gn propositions is the fact that they are susceptible to
criticisn®

MR. G LLEN. Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | nean, you nake it sound |ike
that's mere. 1'mnot sure what the spirit is in which you're
saying criticism | nmean, first of all, the criticism

isn'"t -- the criticismconmes in rather specific form right?
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Nanely, coming up with counterexanples or comng up with
counter nodels in the case of Behe, right, which in effect
you know, bring forward various kinds of other considerations
that need to be taken into account. So it's -- you know, the
word criticismshouldn't be reduced to sonething like
carpeting or sonething, you know, as if, you know, all's
they're doing is, you know, treating, you know, just sort of
pl uggi ng holes. They're in fact engaging with it, right, in
ways that forced Behe and Denbski to sort of, you know,
rethink -- and to varying degrees, what exactly, you know,
how t hey shoul d proceed after that. So it's not a trivia

thing to do.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Wll, and | don't nmean to treat it as trivial. But | do --
I"mtrying to confirmthat in terns of how Behe's and
Denbski's work has been rendered testable, the only real life
exanpl es of that that you are aware of is that the phenonenon
that it's -- they have elicited criticism is that fair?

Yes. But, | nean, I'mnot sure in the normal run of science
what el se you'd be | ooking for given that nost scientific
clains aren't directly testable in that classic, you know,
enpirical prediction kind of way that we tal k about in

phi | osophy of science 101. GCkay. So I'mnot sure what the
alternative that's in the back of your mnd would be to

what's happened to them given the nature of the kinds of
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clains they're making. So, yes. But | just don't see this
as dammi ng.

kay. Going back to the Dover statement and your report, you
wite on the -- in first paragraph of page two that the --
you agree with Ken MIller that the Dover statenent is |ess

t han perspicuous, it seens to conflate theory w th opinion
VWhat do you nmean by that?

vell --

(M. Gllen exited deposition roomat 1:07 p.m)

MR, ROTHSCHI LD:  You want to wait until Pat's back?

THE W TNESS: Yeah.

(M. Gllen reentered deposition roomat 1:07 p.m)

MR. G LLEN: Thank you. Go ahead.

THE WTNESS: What | was referring to was in the first
of these italicized things on the first page, the first
italicized paragraph, the biology curriculumis also updated
to include the following prelimnary statenent. That it
seened to, in a way, | nmean, because one of the things that
M1l er was conpl ai ni ng about was the fact that by calling --
Darwin's theory was being called a theory as a -- of sonehow
to slight it, okay? And | -- and | do think that naybe that
was sonet hing that was goi ng on when that was happeni ng, when
Darwi n's theory was described as theory with a capital T.
Now, | realize that later on, they then defined theory as a

wel | tested explanation that gives it kind of a little nore
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significance. But | was agreeing with the fact that the
statenment did ook -- did seemto want to deni grate sonethi ng
by being called a theory, as if being a fact would be the

really epistenmically significant thing, right?

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG
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And that in fact is not the case? A theory is not going to
graduate into a fact, right?

Right. Exactly, exactly. Exactly. No, |I nmean -- and | do

think there is -- that the tone of the statenent is a little
confusing. | nean, so I'magreeing with MIlIler on that
poi nt .

kay. Is there anything about the -- and let ne just

di stingui sh here, we have two italicized portions in this
docunent. One is the one paragraph itemwhich is what is

i ncluded in the biology curricul um

Uh- huh.

And then the second, four paragraph italicized itemis what
is actually read to students?

Uh- huh.

kay. And let's start with the -- the statement read to
students, so that's the second italicized item the four
par agraph item

Yes.

O her than what you just identified about the use of the word

theory, is there anything else that you find problematic
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about the statenent read to the students?

I mean, there's sone mnor things. | nmean -- | mean, so for
exanpl e, this statenent does seemto presuppose that the only
kind of testing that occurs is direct enpirical testing,
right? | nean, at least that's how | read the first sentence
of the second paragraph, because Darwin's theory is a

theory -- continues to be tested as new evidence is

di scovered, as if like sone fact was going to sort this issue
out, which | don't think is -- certainly wouldn't be the case
with these theories at this level of generality, though the
testing happening at many different |levels. Sonme of them of
t he conceptual kind we've been tal king about with Intelligent
Design. Some of themw Il involve getting new facts. And so
a kind of a nore nuance notion of testing would have been
appreci ated, | suppose. And then in the final paragraph, the
fourth paragraph, and maybe this is just sonething that they
have to say because they're a school district, but the

busi ness of what the point of the science class is, to

achi eve proficiency on standard based assessnents, it's kind
of a bit of a downbeat to end this thing, because | would
have t hought that what you'd want to do is actually encourage
students, you know, to find science fascinating, or
interesting, or pursue it or sonething of that kind. And
given they're going through the trouble of trying to expose

students to all of these different approaches, you coul d have
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t hought they could have said that that was the reason they
were doing it.

Ch, ny, you' ve been away fromthe United States too long. In
this section about evolution being fact or theory, in the
second full paragraph, which begins, evolution nanmes both a
fact and a theory, going to the bottom of that paragraph, you
say, when MIler and Robert Pennock seized upon ID
aspirations to change the ground rules of science in their
expert reports, they have caught sight of these nore
fundanmental differences in orientation. Wat did you nean by
t hat ?

Vell, | think the -- the sort of the range of phenonena in
evi dence and expl anatory thrust of ID and Neo-Darwi ni smare
sonmewhat different. So in a sense, | think it's a bit

m sl eading to say that they are conpeting -- that they're --
that they're literally conpeting to explain all the sanme
phenonena. | nean, there's a sense in which they're sort of
approachi ng overl apping -- they're approaching roughly the
same stuff, but with sort of different conceptions of what's
an appropriate way of going about studying it, largely
because they are sonmewhat -- there's a sense in which they're
di fferent conceptions of how science is to be understood in
general between the two. | nean, | do think it's fair to say
that the Intelligent Design people in a sense are aspiring to

a kind of an ultinmate science of intelligence you m ght say.
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And this is where our information theory and all this stuff,
and the explanatory filter as a potentially universalizable
conception that can be applied across all disciplines, not
just to biology, becomes very inportant.

And that idea of using the concept of intelligence as a
covering device for all science is obviously not -- is not
presuned or considered necessary by Neo-Darw nism which, you
know, is operating on a sonewhat different level with these
matters, and quite focused on the nature of life, the nature
of life on earth in fact. And the other thing, too, about
Intelligent Design, it's not necessarily kind of just |ocated
on earth. | mean, it's -- potentially, the cosnpbs is its
purview. So, | mean, so there's a sense in which these
theories are really aspiring to do sonewhat different things,
but are obviously overlapping in the phenonena of the nature
of life and so forth. So they have a |ot of commobn ground in
terns of what they need to explain, but their approaches are
really quite different. | nmean, the fact for -- | nean, if
you think about the devel opment of theory wi thin evol utionary
bi ol ogy, this idea of mathematically specifying, you know,
the probability of sonething is sonething that happens
relatively late in the devel opnment of evol utionary bi ol ogy,
whereas this is the kind of like the first nove Denbski
makes, right? So it gives you a sense of a different kind of

take on how one goes about expl ai ni ng t hings.
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Al so the, you know, it's also showi ng the different
trai nings of the people who are involved in these fields.
You know, Denbski's a mathematician, and Behe's a bi ochem st.
| mean, that -- that -- that's -- you know, fromthe history
of Darwi nism those are rather exotic origins for people to
have cone fromto be interested in the nature of life. So
there are all these kinds of differences, right, that give
different orientations as to what science is about. And so
t hat woul d obvi ously invol ve changi ng the ground rul es of
sci ence because there's a sense in which you woul d change the
scope of what you're tal king about, because if what you're
really concerned about is the nature of Intelligent Design as
such, with life being one exanple of that, as opposed to
being interested in the nature of life regardl ess of whether
it's Intelligent Design or not, right, you' re going to have
di fferent ways of pursuing the inquiry.
Ckay. So you -- you agree that Intelligent Design aspires to

change the ground rul es of science?

Yeah, | think that's fair to say. | think -- | think they
certainly -- yes.
kay. And -- and what are the grounds rules of science that

you' re tal king about ?
Vll, I'"musing their expression. | didn't invent this
expression. This is Mller and --

Right. But then you agreed, so now | get to ask you.
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Yeah. | understand. No, no, no. No. But | -- | understand
the way they understand it. Nanely, right when -- when
peopl e |i ke Pennock, for exanple, talk about scientists being
cre -- conmtted to nethodol ogical naturalism right, and
some of these very fundanental notions which are in a sense
perhaps, as it were, accurate as a kind of dom nant views of
what's taking place in professional sciences today, right,
it's quite clear that Intelligent Design is certainly
challenging that. Right. So all these kinds of built-in
assunpti ons about how di sciplines are divided up, for

exanple, so that in principle, Intelligent Design theory is a
theory that would, | think, unify certain branches of

physi cs, perhaps cosnology, with the sorts of areas we
normal Iy consider under biology. And so you can find

anal ogous Intelligent Design argunents in cosnol ogy today. |
mean, this is why in earlier response to your question about,
you know, if you got rid of Behe and Denbski, would there be
Intelligent Design? Well, you know, in other places -- other
fields, like in physics, there's evidence of simlar |ines of
t hi nki ng bei ng pursued there with the anthropic principle of
Barrow and Ti ppl er, Paul Davies, all these kinds of guys in
physics, it seens to ne are sort of barking up the same tree
as well. And I think, you know, that would obviously lead to
a different conception of science. One where physics and

bi ol ogy aren't so far apart fromeach other the way they are
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t oday, and where cosnol ogy and evol ution are seen nuch nore
connect ed toget her.

kay. You use the term et hodol ogi cal naturalism Wat do
you mean by that?

Wll, this is atermthat | believe Pennock uses. And this
is the idea that in order to do science, right, you have to
be committed to a kind of naturalistic world view. That is
to say, everything happens in nature according to principles
of material causation

And you said that that's the dom nant view in science today,
correct?

Il -- I think it -- you know, fromthe standpoint of asking
scientists kind of what's your underlying principles, yes.
mean, whether it's necessary for themto continue their work
is another matter. But | think it -- you know, it's kind of
as we're off the shelf ideol ogy, yeah

kay. And there's -- the dom nant view of scientists
practicing science is to limt thenselves to the principles
of met hodol ogi cal naturalisn?

Yes, | think that's right. | think that's what they think
they're doing, | think that's what they think they' re doing,
yes.

kay. And changing that framework is one of the -- | nean,
is that one of the ground rules of science that ID aspires to

change?
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Yes, yes. That's right.

kay. And you also -- you used the termin your report

nmet aphysi cal naturalisn®

Yes.

VWhat do you nmean by that?

Wl |, what nethodol ogical naturalismis in practice.

And expl ain what you nean by that.

Wll, | think -- see, naturalismis not an innocent view.
Right. | nean, one of the consequences of nethodol ogica
naturalismis that you sort of presuppose the world has to be
a certain way in order for science to take place. So you
restrict yourself to certain kinds of, you know, phenonena
and ways of |ooking at the phenonena and cl ose yourself off
to other possibilities. So you close yourself off to
Intelligent Design. And in the past, this kind of naturalism
cl osed people off to |ooking at things |like action at a

di stance with regard to gravitation attraction i n Newt oni an
mechanics. And in -- even arguably, people say that if you
really took this kind of nethodol ogi cal naturalismseriously,
you woul dn't be able to nake nuch sense of quantum mechanics
as it currently is being nade sense of, because that in a
sense spends at | east certain kinds of commobn sensica

noti ons of physical causation that are normally seen as
rooted in nethodol ogi cal naturalism So in that sense

there's a kind of metaphysics that's associated with it. It
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cl oses you off to appreciating certain kinds of phenonena.

So in a sense, calling it methodological is a bit coy.

That's what | would say. [|'musing the term because that's
the term Pennock, | believe, introduces. | nyself would see
naturalismas a netaphysical position

So to you, nethodol ogi cal naturalism and netaphysica
naturalismor philosophical naturalismaren't really

di stinct --

That's right.

-- concepts?

That's correct.

At -- certainly at the end of your report, and I think

el sewhere, you say that IDrejects naturalismand is
committed to supernaturalism right?

Vll, | think if you' re going to take that kind of

di stinction seriously, because |I nean, the point | nade about
the naturalism supernatural distinction is that it's a

di stinction created by naturalists, right, who in effect --
who in effect say, |ook, these people aren't just considering
sort of the normal material world in which things operate,
but they also think there's this other stuff out there,
Intelligent Design or spirits or something like this. And --
and so that's the supernatural realm | think actually ny

vi ew about what Intelligent Design people are doing is

actually kind of blurring the boundary nore. So in other



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

120

words, | don't think it's so -- you know. | don't think, you
know, you can't -- | don't really knowif there's a nonent in
Intelligent Design work where you say, ah, you know, you're
now entering the supernatural here. You now need a
supernatural explanation. | nean, that's kind of nore a term
acritic would use of it.

well, let me -- when --

So is Intelligent Design supernatural? Right? | nmean -- |
mean, certainly when the argunments are bei ng conducted about
it, you know, let's say to Denbski's version, the word
supernatural doesn't have to arise, but it's quite clear the
ki nds of inferences he's making do take us beyond what
normally is accepted within naturalistic forns of science.
VWhen we tal k about Intelligent Design, do you understand
Intelligent Design to take a position on who the intelligent
designer is?

Not necessarily, though, | nmean, historically, of course, a
certain kind of nonotheistic conception of God has been
behind it. But | don't think the way the theories have been
devel oped recently you'd really require any kind of view on
this matter, that one could be agnostic. Yeah

kay. And do you have an understandi ng of whet her
Intelligent Design takes a position on what the capabilities
or powers of the Intelligent Design is -- designer is?

Well, this is, again, | don't think there's any kind of --
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MR, G LLEN: Object to form

THE WTNESS: | don't think there's any kind of uniform
viewon this matter. And in that respect, it's very much
led -- | mean, this respect -- you know. There's a sense in
whi ch, |l ook, the intelligent designer in a sense has to be
intelligent enough to produce, you know, a cell, let's say,
that has sone kind of organic -- you know, stability over
many di fferent environmental changes. So it has to be that
powerful or that intelligent. But does it have -- but it
doesn't have to be infinitely powerful or intelligent. So in
that respect, it is not coomitted to the fully robust notions
of the divine creator that have been associated with the
Judeo-Christian tradition. R ght. You could actually --
it's quite conpatible with a much nore restricted sense of

intelligent designer.

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q Do you understand the intelligent designer, its proponents to

have provided any description of what capabilities the
intelligent designer has or would need to have to do the
things that they say it has done?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, it all depends how you -- | nean,
| ook. There's a sense in which -- one of the reasons why
Intelligent Design has been able to be critically discussed

by ot her scientists and phil osophers has been because they
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have nmanaged to characterize their theory in a way that
doesn't make sense to the properties of the intelligent
designer. And so as a result as it were, they have contai ned
their own di scourse so as not to go into that direction

whi ch woul d normal |y be seen as a sort of positive benefit of
scientific, rigorous, nethodol ogical direction. | nean, it's
sonet hing that they should be -- they -- they -- should be
regarded positively, the fact that they don't have to go into
a discussion of God in order to be able to tal k about what
their position is and get criticized for it. But | do think
where you see evidence as it were of what the intelligent
designer is about is when one starts talking about
constraints, right, the whole idea of, you know, you m ght
say what -- you know, the -- the linmts of the mind of God
are -- are as it were the probability constraints within

whi ch the explanatory filter can occurs in Denmbski. Okay.
That woul d be one way of tal ki ng about the paraneters of the
mnd of God if you will. But you don't need to tal k about
mnd or God to actually have a decent argument about this

t opi c.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

But isn't -- isn't the -- how can you tal k about the
probability that's entailed in the explanatory filter if you
have no informati on about what kind of designer you're

t al ki ng about ?
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Wl |, because, right, the presupposition of the nodel is that
there is a kind of universal conception of design that

applies not just to God but applies to us when we design

things. And we know kind of what we're like. Right? And so

that's kind of as it were the enpirical baseline to operate

from But it's what's presupposed is a kind of

uni versal i zabl e conception of designer that isn't -- that
doesn't just rely on God. Ckay. | nean that we too have
t hi s.

But do you understand Denbski's explanatory filter to build

its probabilities fromthe probabilities that humans coul d

desi gn?
| think that's -- | think that -- that, in a sense, that is
part of the initial intuitions, | think, come fromthat.

Just like very much with Pal ey.

But does his explanatory filter base its probability -- its
determ nati on of the probability of Intelligent Design of
biological life on the capabilities of Intelligent Design
that we know to exist in humans?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | think -- | think the litera
answer to your question is probably yes if -- if Denbski
actual ly went around expl ai ni ng biological life which, of

course, as we were already discussing earlier, he hasn't

really done that. Gkay. | nean, he -- he's kind of coy on
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that issue. But | take it that that would in fact be the way

to go.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Has Intelligent Design succeeded in changing the ground rul es
of science?

Vll, if you nean this in a statistical sense like are nore
scientists now inclined to believe Intelligent Design than
not believe it, the answer is no, of course. But | do think
t hey have shifted the burden of proof a bit and in terns of
maki ng peopl e nore open-minded. And | think also providing
an entree for -- | nmean, I'll give you an exanple what |

thi nk they've done. When M chael Ruse wote that book
Darwi n and Design, | think that was the first of his books
where he starts tal king about conplexity theory and the kind
of computer nodeling of self-organizing phenonena that was
often presented as a kind of potential criticism of
evolutionary theory. Al the stuff being done in the Santa
Fe Institute by Stuart Kauffman, people |like that.

And the way Ruse presents it is basically, |ook, the
Intelligent Design people have a very extrenme version of this
idea. And so -- and so in a way to inmmunize yourself against
what Intelligent Design mght come up about, you shoul d take
conplexity theory seriously. Gkay. So in a sense what
he's -- what they' ve done indirectly is kind of opened the

door to cognate points of view that are nore respectabl e but
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in the past really haven't been considered very close to

evol utionary theory. So they have done a little bit of
shifting around. | think they've also nmade the business of
doi ng conmputer sinulations nmore interesting for biological
research. But again, you know, I'mnot going to say these
are |like deep determning effects. But on the margins, |
think they've had some influence in the way in which people
are conceptualizing how evol utionary biol ogy needs to be
assessed.

So it's your understanding that Stuart Kauffman's work on
conplexity theory arose in any way in response to Intelligent
Desi gn?

No. But fromsimilar concerns that natural selection can't
expl ain changes in the nature of life, right. And he's
sonmeone who believes that there are mathematically

speci fiable paraneters, right, which are necessary in order
for any kind of life to get off the ground even before
natural selection gets on the scene. Now, insofar as he

hol ds that assunption, that assunption is very sinmlar to the
assunption of Intelligent Design people. O course, he takes
it inadifferent direction, he doesn't really tal k about
God. But | can tell you this. | mean, people who are very
di e-hard natural selection people |ike Daniel Dennett, you
know, true -- you know, sort of true believer Darwi nists,

they're very scared of Stuart Kauffman for actually giving
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the inpression that sonething like -- like, you know,
Intelligent Design mght -- mght be able to have sone
repro-shmault with evol uti onary theory.
Did you agree that Intelligent Design involves consideration
of supernatural actors?
It certainly allows the possibility. They don't actually
tell you much detail about them so it's not |ike they have
some great theory of the supernatural
Right. But the intelligent designer they' re talking about is
not being represented as a creature known to us in the
natural world, correct?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Yeah, insofar as it's discussed openly,

that's correct, | think

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Ckay. In Pennock's report, he states that there's no
evidence in the scientific literature that supernatura

hypot heses are being considered, and it's hard to inmagi ne how
that coul d possi bly change wi t hout underm ning the very

noti on of enpirical evidence. Do you agree with that

stat enent ?

No. | nean, because | think it's based on a -- on a sort of
a leading definition of what supernatural -- | mean, because
it -- there are sone people who will say that a | ot of

aspects of quantum phenonena have supernatural qualities to
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it if we kind of understand natural to be combn sensica

forns of physical causation, for exanple. | nean, so there's
an issue about what -- where the boundary's being drawn here.
And insofar as there's still research on things |like

par anor mal phenonena, which do invol ve experinments and about
t hi ngs that because they involve sone kind of action at a

di stance, where the physical causation is not by any neans
clear, but you're neverthel ess doing experinents on this
stuff, you know, it's supernatural and it doesn't underm ne
the enpirical foundations of science.

kay. So you think there is scientific research being

done --

On things that --

-- supernatural hypot heses?

On what one coul d reasonably call supernatural. Certainly
there's experinents being done on the paranornmal, yeah. And
in the past, of course, supernatural entities have been
entertained within science.

I n what past?

Well, for exanple, if you |l ook at Newton's theory of
gravitation, okay, which -- action at a distance. That was
originally -- I nmean, the word that was used was occult. It
was an occult entity because, you know, how could this thing
happen? Al that -- all that Newton had, kind of a bit |ike

Denbski, was a kind of nmathematical equation that actually
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did nake sonme sense of phenonena. And then peopl e said,
wel I, what could this be? Newton says that things are being
pul | ed by sonme nysterious fashion. Wen in fact we all know
that in the material world, notion happens through contact
bet ween objects. And here's Newton saying the exact
opposite's happening. How could this be? Well, it took a
long tine to sort of figure out. And I'Il say this. The
supernatural hypothesis kept going for a while, and then it
got naturalized, right. So now we talk about gravitation

wi t hout worrying about action at a di stance as sonehow

di sturbing our notions of nature. But the super -- but

having this kind of occult thing was really quite inportant

for nmotivating research -- research and physics for, you
know, a good 100, 150 years. So, | nean, it's -- there's --
see, the point is being supernatural and dealing with -- and

being scientific are sonewhat separate issues. And a |ot has
to do with how you test -- how you deal with the hypot heses
of being proposed as supernatural. It doesn't have to do
with the content of it as supernatural per se. So you can
deal with the paranormal in a conpletely spooky fashion, and
say, oh, | just believe it no matter what happens, or you can
deal with it scientifically by trying to design experinents
that mght actually try to show it exists.

kay. And you say in your report that 1D proponents believe

preci sely that specific supernatural explanations are
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testabl e?

Yes. That's the point, yes.

Ckay. But you have not been able to identify any experinents
that they do or have proposed, correct?

MR, G LLEN: (Objection.

THE WTNESS: No, they haven't done -- not in the strict
sense, no. They have nade various plausibility argunments
and, you know, as it were, you know, you m ght say, proto
pre-experinents, you know, that kind of thing. Thought
experiments perhaps you mght call them But, no, they
haven't done experinments in the sense that we do experinents
on paranormal phenonena where the people can guess what the
cards are and things like that. No, they haven't done

anything like that.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

kay. And you say right after that in your report that ID
proponents al so wi sh to draw corroborating testinmony fromthe
viable but crucially this forns a di m ni shing proportion of
IDs argunmentative arsenal. Taking the first piece of that,
what are you tal ki ng about when you say that |ID proponents

wi sh to draw corroborating testinmony fromthe Bible?

Wl |, again, | think of people like Phillip Johnson who
periodically will kind of nmake allusions, usually kind of
just alnost |like an enotional appeal. | nean, not really in

a way that you would call evidential appeal, but kind of an
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enoti onal appeal about the righteousness of this kind of
stuff. So there is that. | nean, and insofar -- | nean, he
is -- he has been very supportive of the Intelligent Design
nmovenment so | wanted to, as it were, acknow edge that that
does exi st.

Do you understand Denbski to be doing anything simlar?

| believe Denbski has witten sone pieces which do have this
character, but they're not the piece -- but they' re sonewhat
separate in terms of where they' re located. So maybe

somet hing -- maybe sonething that was even on the website of
the Discovery Institute that he published may have a bit of
this flavor to it. But not the stuff that |1've ever seen him
in the nore professional publications.

And why do you say it perfornms a dimnishing proportion of

ID s argunmentative arsenal ?

Well, you just don't see it in witing -- you just don't see
it anynore. | nean, you don't see any appeals to the Bible.
You woul d never -- | mean, in fact, unless you knew t he

history of all this, you' d never guess by the way this stuff
is being argued today that the Bible played any role at all.
Do you have any concern that that absence of religious
reference so to speak is tactical rather than scientific?
Vll, if it lasts long enough, it beconmes substantive, right.
| mean, because at the very least, even if it is tactical and

that the only places they're discussing religion is somewhere
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el se, not in the classroom not in their textbooks, not in
the public forumbut in Sunday school or sonething |ike that,
after a while what that does is it institutionalizes a sharp
di stinction between religion and science, like it or not.

If it was the objective of the individuals who are devel opi ng
Intelligent Design to cone up with a religious science, or a
sci ence that comports with their religious convictions, would
that be problematic for you in terms of judging whether there
is a-- truly a scientific program going on?

No, because science at the end of the day has to be with
testability. People can have whatever religious notives they
want. Okay. And in the philosophy of science, | nean, in
connection with the denarcation problem we make a
distinction. It's an old distinction but it's a valid one in
this context. The context of discovery versus context of
justification. |If you ook at the -- the context of

di scovery has to do with the notivation that people have for
comng up with various scientific hypotheses. And as we note
t hrough history, especially the history of the west, religion
has played a very inportant role consistently. Various
religious beliefs. Because, you know, Christianity cones in
many flavors, and Judaism and Islamand all this. And
peopl e have been notivated in different ways, depending on
where they're conming fromon the religious map. But at the

end of the day, what nmakes it science is the context of
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justification which has to do with how you test a theory,
right? Do you do it by these publicly, methodol ogically
accessible criteria? Do you refine your -- your theory in
response to criticismover time regardl ess of where the

criticisms comng from so you hold different religious

beliefs than me, | do an experinent, you criticize ny
experiment, | don't ask what your religious beliefs are. |
just change ny -- ny theory so that | avoid your criticism

kay. And that's how it beconmes science, is once it noves
into the context of justification. So the fact that these
peopl e have all these religious beliefs doesn't bother ne at
all. What | ook for is whether they treat these beliefs
scientifically in terns of submtting themto sort of the

ri gorous, nethodol ogical tests. And so that's the key thing.
So the fact that people who don't share Denbski's or Behe's
beliefs are criticizing themin a way that they would

criticize other scientific colleagues is, for ne, a very good

sign. And | don't care how religious they are, when -- you
know. But in-- in--in-- in -- in the court of criticism
everybody's equal. And that's what makes it scientific.

Do you draw a distinction between the fact that some of the
scientists are very religious, which is true of nmany

evol utionary --

Yeah.

Evol utionary scientists as well and professions that they are
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attenpting to devel op science that is consistent with their
religious beliefs. | mean, is that significant to you?
I"'mtrying to get a grip on the question here. Let ne see.
Can you rephrase it alittle bit?

Wel |, one can imagine that there are scientists who are
extremely religious, but the only way you woul d know t hat
that's so is you would go to their place of worship.

Yes, yes. Yes.

And then there mght be scientists who say, | want to devel op
sci ence that conmports with ny religious belief. That's ny
objective, that's why I"'mdoing this. Does -- if a scientist
fell in that second category, is that significant to you in
terns of judging the nerits of the scientific enterprise?

| understand. The answer is how that second scientist goes
about trying to get a science that conforns to his religious
beli efs, because if the way he does it is through dogmatism
you know, and forcing people, you know, to read certain

t ext books and so forth, indoctrination, cultishness, if
that's the way he does it, okay, then it's bad news, it's

not -- it's not science. But if the way he does it is, you
know, is say, |ook, you know, | -- you know, | believe in the
science and I want you to believe in the science because
believe in this conception of God, but the way -- but | want
you to test this, can you do this experinment yourself? WII

you come up with these results? See, if you | ook at sonebody
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like Sir Isacc Newton, for exanple, and he's witing in a
period where it -- you know, people are still quite open
about tal king about their religion and science in the sane
sentence, he makes it very clear what kind of God he believes
in. But at the sane tine, he's also got a mathematically
specifiable theory that you can test for yourself as it were,
and -- and you -- and -- and -- and you can buy it or not buy
it, and you can do so without accepting whatever heavy
religious thing he laces the theory with in its pages. And
that's -- so at the end of day for ne it's how you proceed,
how you proceed to develop the theory. You can -- you could
state your religious beliefs as loudly as you want. But --
but as long as you're testing themin ways that don't require
that you hold those beliefs. See, that's the thing. The
testing of the beliefs have to require an i ndependence of
mnd. But the fact that the people who are putting forward
the hypothesis to test happen to have very strong religious
beliefs that they actually announce, that itself should not
be a problem

In terms of -- | think what | understand you to be saying is
that religious affiliation, even religious notivation is not
significant if the scientist goes about their enterprise in a
religiously neutral way; is that fair?

Yes.

And one significant way you have identified for doing that is
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to devel op the proposition in a way that it can be tested?
Yes.

And then test it?

Yes.

I s another indicia of that independent or religiously neutral
scientific enterprise that the proponents of it submt their
propositions to the scientific community?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Yes, yes. But, again, are you -- | nean
in a sense, | alnost take this to be a restatenent of the
first point. But -- but you want to draw a distinction here?

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Vll, I nean, let ne -- 1"l -- 1"l -- 1'"Il give an exanple
of it. Wuld it -- would you consider it an indicia of this
sort of religiously neutral, independent scientific

enterprise that the individuals devel opi ng the science submt
their propositions to scientific -- peer reviewed scientific
journal s?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: It depends. The issue is easier to solve
if these people are doing normal science, because then, as it
were, the relevant peers are clearly identified, right,
because they're working within a form of science that already
has wel | defined boundaries and they're trying to nmake a

contribution to that. And so, therefore, as it were, the
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rel evant critical community is co-extensive with the peer
revi ew process. However, if what you're trying to do is
change the ground rules of science, then it's not clear. |
mean, peer review has a much nore anbi guous role, especially
given the types of deformations that the peer reviewis

subj ect to, whereby there's a kind of resistance to new
things. And so, you see, when people like -- when the
Intelligent Design people |ook |like they're avoiding peer
review process, | think there's a genui ne probl em about
exactly who is the relevant formfor judging these things,
right? And I'mnot saying that necessarily plays to their
benefit either because there is an open question if you
cannot figure out who can test this thing, thenis it really
testable? Fair question. But interestingly enough the stuff
is being tested, and at |east by the phil osophers, right? So
there's a -- at a certain conceptual level, right, there are
peopl e who are registering that there is sonething there,
because after all, Denbski's book was -- was criticized
severely and he responded to it in the |eading peer reviewd
journal, in the Philosophy of Science. Now, probably Denbski
t hi nks, you know, he has bigger fish to fry than phil osophers
of science. But the point is that, you know, that's a peer
revi ewed publication of a recogni zed professional society
where his argunments were taken very seriously. ay. So he

did find a peer reviewoutlet for this, okay? So it's not
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like these guys can't find any peer reviewed things. But I
do think there is a kind of difficulty there in know ng

exactly who is eligible to test what you're sayi ng.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

O r» O >

O r>» O >

Wul d you at | east expect that -- well, let's take an exanple
i ke Professor Behe's work, that is dealing at it -- you
know, as you said, sort of bottom up?

Yes.

Wth the structure of the cell

Yes.

And meking certain -- drawi ng certain concl usions or
inferences fromthe structure of the cell, is that fair?
Yes.

And that's -- falls within the field of nol ecul ar bi ol ogy?
Yes.

kay. Would you expect that -- that that kind of work woul d
then belong -- should be submitted to journals dealing with

nol ecul ar bi ol ogy?

Yes. But -- okay. Here's the issue. First of all, sone of

the work has been submitted, not very much. And the response
toit is again the problem of when you're trying to do

somet hing different because | think the tenor of nost of the

responses to Behe has been along the lines of we really need

i rreduci ble conplexity, we've got our own ways of explaining

what's going on with the cell. So thank you very nuch,
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right? And that's not surprising because Behe is trying to
kind of cone up with an alternative science. And peer review
processes are designed for pronoting normal sciences that are
al ready on the ground. So not surprisingly they're going to
say, | ook, we can -- we can explain what you're talking
about, we don't need your conpeting explanation. That

doesn't nmean his explanation is false. It just neans that
fromthe standpoint of the way in which normal science is
conducted, it's not very useful

But if he wants to cone up with an alternative

science -- which is presumably what he wants to do in a
sense -- then he -- you know, he's got to |aunch his own
research program | nean, and that's where it becones

i nportant to have a clear sense of what these guys' research
programis, where are they going with this. Because

ot herwi se, then you would just say, oh, it's just parasitic
on what evol utionists are doing, which is a critique you
often get in Intelligent Design. But if you can show that

t hese peopl e have a positive research program they're
pursuing their own research, going in their own direction
the fact that it can't get published in peer review journals
in nmolecular biology as it's traditionally understood is not
itself a problem

Ckay. But right now as you understand it, there is neither a

robust record of peer reviewed publications, nor a robust
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research progran

MR. G LLEN:. Object to form

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

Is that fair?

I think the research programis in its early stages. Okay.

I mean, that's a little different than robust.

kay.

And | think, yes, the peer reviewrecord is not robust. |

t hi nk nobody woul d deny that. | don't think they deny it

ei t her.

And in the case of a research program | mean, you can't
identify any enpirical research that's being done using

i rreduci ble conplexity or using the explanatory filter
correct?

Well, | nean, the theories are being devel oped, right? |
mean, Denbski has been naking his refinements and | think
Behe has been doing research, but I'mjust not -- | don't
have firsthand famliarity with it.

And here's what -- you know, Steve, what I'mtroubled with is
that | think it's the case that -- | think you would agree
with ne that you would characterize Intelligent Design as in
its relative infancy; that there's some peopl e doing sone

t hi nki ng about it, thinking hard about it, they' ve cone up
with some ideas, and that it really hasn't noved much beyond

that. It mght, but right nowit hasn't; is that fair?
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Vll, | nean, it depends how fast you think things ought to
take. | nean, you know, the tinme it took to go from Darw ns'
Oigin of the Species, to the Neo-Darw ni an snythesis, right,
was from 1860 to let's say 1930, 1940, with a quarter of a
century in the m ddl e where peopl e thought Darw ni smwas dead
when genetics first came up. Ckay. That's the history of
Darwi nismfor the first half of its life. GOkay. | nean, you
know, if that's the benchmark, then you see, then | think we
ought to be a bit lenient about Intelligent Design.
And what -- | raise the point, Steve, not because it -- I'm
trying to assert sonething about what Intelligent Design
m ght becone long after, you know, we've, you know, gone to
dust. What I'm-- what |I'mraising the question is given its
primtive condition, why would you -- why would it be taught
to ninth graders?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, precisely for this reason. Nanely,
we're tal ki ng about how to take science forward in the
future. And it seens to nme that we sort of betray kind of
t he open-nmi ndedness that we take to be -- you know, we take
science to exenplify as a hallmark of our civilization if we
don't -- you know, if we don't present students with the
possibility that science is something that's still very open
for very fundanental forns of inquiry. And the best way to

do that is to show how one m ght study sonething like life
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starting with fundanentally different assunptions fromthe

taken for granted view, because otherwi se we're stuck with

just teaching dogma science. |It's sort of defeating the
whol e ki nd of open -- openness of science, what makes it such
an exciting and inportant field. | would have thought froma

pedol ogi cal standpoint you would want to expose people to

ki nd of new views that haven't been fully explored yet
because it gives sonmething for themto do that's kind of
exciting, rather than just filling in the puzzle of sonething

that's already been established for several generations.

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG
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Now, you've read the statenent that they're going to read to

t he Dover students, right?

Unh- huh.  Yes.

kay. And --

Wl l, look at the fourth paragraph, right?

Right. Gay. | want you to |l ook at the text right bel ow the
st at errent .

kay.

And it says, the Superintendent, Dr. Richard N |sen, has
directed that no teacher will teach Intelligent Design
creationism or present his or her or the board s religious
beliefs, right?

Unh- huh.  Yes.

How is the objective you just discussed acconplished if
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students are sinply being told here's Intelligent Design, but

then they're not allowed to discuss it?

| didn"t -- well, I"mendorsing this view. [|'mnot
responsible for this view | don't -- at least as far as |
understand, | don't endorse this.

kay. You -- so you -- the Dover policy of sinply naking
students -- of telling students about Intelligent Design but
then not allowing them-- allowi ng the teacher to tal k about
it doesn't acconplish the objective?
It defeats the purpose, yes. That's true. Yes.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Okay. 1'd like to mark as Fuller
Exhibit 4 -- let's see if | have a stapled version.

(Marked for identification Fuller Deposition Exhibit

No. 4)

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

Q

Do you recogni ze the docunent |'ve marked as Exhibit 47

Yes, | do.

And what is that?

It is areport | wote follow ng a gl obal cyberconference
did on public understanding of science, | believe it was
1998. Yes.

kay. And is this project you' re describing in this article
sort of representative of the work you do in social

epi st enol ogy?

It's a kind of applied side of it you m ght say, yes, because



10 Q

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O r>» O >

143

it tries to bring different people together and so forth.
kay. And if you go to the second page of the docunent which
is page 330 of the article, there's a section entitled
intell ectual notivation for the cyberconference; do you see
t hat ?

Yes.

kay. And | take it the point of this conference is to

di scuss public understanding of science?

Yes.

kay. And towards the bottom of the first paragraph of that
section, this concept with the acronym PUS?

Yes.

Is --

That's public understandi ng of science.

Yes. Stated can be understood as synptomatic of a crisis in
scientific representation, akin to subjects of a nonarch who
wi sh to be regarded as citizens of a nation, but have yet to
identify an effective political vehicle for its realization
Can you explain what you're trying to convey there?

Ckay. Well, the idea being that in the nmodern period at

| east, science has had a kind of uni -- sort of unilateral
maybe nonolithic authority over, well, political opinion
and -- and in all kinds of other respects, and in a sense, is

supposed to stand for all of society in terns of, you know,

for example, providing food, health, safety standards, things
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1 of that kind. W call in scientists actually to sort this
2 stuff out for us. People are not -- the people who are

3 governed by these scientifically derived rules are not

4 normal |y consulted or involved in the process. And this kind
5 of issue starts to beconme nore and nore inportant as people
6 perceive that there are nore and nore scientifically

7 generated threats and hazards in the society. And in a

8 sense, they want to get involved participating in decision
9 maki ng concerni ng science and so forth. And so in that

10 sense, they want to behave nore like citizens of a nation
11 rat her than, you know, being under a nonarch, where science
12 is the nonarch in this case.

13 Q GCkay. And, you know, you use the phrase science is the

14 nonarch. Who's sci ence?

15 A well, I"'mtalking about |ike the National Acadenty of

16 Science. Right. So we're not tal king about all rank and
17 file scientists, because in fact dependi ng on where you are
18 institutionally in science, you hold different types of
19 vi ewpoi nts, okay, about how science should be used and so
20 forth. But I'mtal king about the sort of the people, the
21 mai n di sci plinary people. R ght. The people who run the
22 prof essi onal societies, who run the National Acadeny of
23 Sci ences, which tend to keep a kind of nmonolithic view of
24 what science is about.

25 Q Are there risky alternatives, and I'll raise one exanpl e.



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22 Q
23
24 A

25 Q

145

You know, we tal ked about gl obal warm ng. And, you know, for
exanpl e, we see in the present Anerican presidenta

adm ni stration that scientists cone to gather data and cone
to conclusions about the state of global warm ng, and then
we're led to understand by sone quarters that politica

consi derations, you know, effectively suppress that
scientific information. | nean, is that -- isn't that the

risk of the alternative you' re suggesting?

I mean, | think what you're saying is true. But that doesn't
mean that therefore there's gl obal warm ng, okay? | nean, |
think what we do lack is a sort of -- a general and full,
open di scussion. So you're right, I'"mnot going to deny that

there has been the supression of scientific information. But
just making the scientific information known doesn't
necessarily resolve the issue. So there's a sense in which
one needs to think about what is the appropriate forumin

whi ch these different opinions concerning gl obal warm ng
shoul d be articul ated and di scussed, and then deci sions
taken. | think that's kind of nore the issue. [It's not |ike
we kind of already know the answer but it's being supressed
by politicians.

And then if you go to the next page, page 331, you have a

di scussion of Anmerican's discussion of PUS --

Uh- huh.

-- having been nore open to matters, being nore open
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including to the incorporation of religiously inspired
doctrines, for exanple, Intelligent Design theory, a/k/a
creationisminto mai nstream sci ence education. Do you see
t hat ?
Uh- huh, uh- huh.
And that's consistent with what you told nme today, which is
that Intelligent Design theory is a formof creationisnf

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: But it's -- no. But it's not all of
creationism and it's in fact the part of creationismthat
gets taken into science. So, | mean, | nean, obviously, I'm
just -- because in the tinme that this piece was witten,
right, so this was witten in 1998, Intelligent Design theory
wasn't that w dely used as an expression. So | put the
creationismin there so people kind of have a sense of what
exactly Intelligent Design is without ne having to give a
whol e song and dance about it, because I'mjust using it as
an exanple. But | didn't nmean to say that everything about
Intelligent Design corresponds to everythi ng about

creationi sm

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

A
Q
A

But you -- what do you understand the acronyma/k/a to nean?
Yeah, al so known as.
kay. So --

Right. But in 1998, okay, we're talking -- you know, when
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di d Denbski's book come out? 1998? | nmean -- right? |
mean, we're talking pretty early before this thing becones
really crystalized as sonmething that's separable from al
these different branches of creationism
So you're saying in 1998, Intelligent Design was nore simlar
to creationismthan it is today?

MR. G LLEN. Objection to form

THE WTNESS: 1'mnot actually -- I"mnot actually
maki ng any conmitment to that in this parenthesis. 1'mjust
using it as a marker so that people can understand what
Intelligent Design -- since Intelligent Design theory was an
ascendant notion, what exactly -- how -- you know, in what
concept ual space one shoul d put that when thinking about what

religiously inspired doctrines nean.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

kay. And Intelligent Design -- you were characterizing
Intelligent Design theory as a religiously inspired doctrine?
Wll, it is, and to a certain extent is religiously inspired.
But to be religiously inspired is not to be religion.

kay. And -- and you were equating it with creationisnf

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: | wasn't equating it. | wasn't equating
it. Al right. | mean, | was just -- | was using it as a
kind of -- as a placeholder for it in a period where this

termlintelligent Design wasn't yet consolidated in the way it
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is now Had | witten this thing today, | would not put it
this way. | mean, these things are time sensitive. In that
respect, Intelligent Design has nmade progress fairly rapidly,
because in the course of whatever this is, seven years since
this piece has been published, right, the status of this

t hi ng has changed sonmewhat .

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

And in what respect?
VWll, in the sense that | think it's nore easily
di sentangl eable. So like even when you were tal ki ng about
Intelligent Design theory, you were able to nail it down to a
few people, right, who are in a way separable fromthe
general creation novenent. And | think that -- you know.
And | think that that's because of all the, you know, not
just the publication of the books, but also the way in which
the di scussion of Intelligent Design has kind of noved off in
its own space. So in a sense, you can talk all about
Intelligent Design now without bringing in all the other
school s of creationism or the six -- you know, the six day
stuff or any of that.
But that was not true in 1998?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: | think in 1998 these things were nuch

nor e conf used.

25 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NU NG
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Ckay. Confused by who?

Well, | just nean just generally speaking.

You for one?

Look, | didn't say | was a creationist or Intelligent Design
theorist. But | do think that -- | do -- | do find -- | have
found out nore about it in the interim | think it's fair to
say that | knew | ess about it back then. Largely because
there was less of it to know, okay. And |I know nore about it
now. But again, this is seven years ago.

kay. Now, when | asked you about this before, you said
you' d been following this issue?

Not -- | mean, but | never said | was an expert on this. |
said | was following it, you know, kind of shadowing it.

That doesn't mean |'m an expert on it.

| mean, you know, these -- Steve, words are pretty hard to
escape. Religiously inspired doctrine a/k/a creationism

And | think -- what I'mtrying to understand is, you know,
what about Intelligent Design caused you to characterize

it -- characterize it as --

Wl |, because --

-- Creationismat the tine?

Because all of the response -- look. Al of the responses to
Behe and Denbski and the line of argunment that that led --
led fromto the present day happened after this. | nean,

there is a sense in which, you know, if you want to -- if you
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were -- if you ask the question what evidence is there that
Intelligent Design is making this transition from netaphysics
to science, the fact that, you know, | would never wite a
statenment |ike that today because things have changed in the
seven years. GCkay. And | didn't say -- you know. | mean,
and maybe | did an injustice to Intelligent Design theory
back in 1998 because | hadn't -- you know, | hadn't read
Behe's book which was already out. | nean, that's entirely
possi ble. That may well be true.

&oing to the -- to the back of the document, the second to
the last page -- third to the | ast page, sorry, 339.

Uh- huh.

You have an appendi x that lists titles of opening statenents.
And one of themis telling the difference between sci ence and
religion. Do you have a recollection of what that was about?
kay. One thing to point out is that these statenments,
because |'ve done two gl obal cyberconferences. |In the first
one, | did not wite -- | mean, wite the opening statenents.

| did that in the second one. So |'mnot sure who wote this

first opening statenent. It may have been John Angus
Canpbel I, it may have been him | nean, that is one
possibility.

Ckay. Speaking of John Angus Canpbell, you had an essay or
article that was published in the book he and Stephen Meyer

edited call ed Darwi nism Design and Public Education?
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Yes.
kay. And that book was -- | think it published in 20037
Yes.
And your article which I'"'mgoing to mark as an exhibit was
titled, An Intelligent Person's Guide to Intelligent Design
Theory?
Yes.
Did you cone up with that title?
Yes, yes, yes.
MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Let's nmark that as the next exhibit.
(Marked for identification Fuller Deposition Exhibit

No. 5)

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG
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Was this article published in any other forumbefore it

was - -

Yes.

-- part of the book?

Yes. In fact, it was originally published in Rhetoric and
Public Affairs, which is a peer reviewed journal in, | guess,

Texas A and M

And do you renenber when it was published?

My vitae would have that, if you'll just give me a noment.
Sur e.

Here it is. 1998.

kay.
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Qoviously, | was starting to think about Intelligent Design
back then.

So | take it you had some famliarity with Intelligent Design
at the tine you wote the article?

| guess so, yes.

And if you flip to page 536, the second full paragraph you
tal k about the idea that creationismhas inherited Lanarck's
charge may seem strange until we consider particular articles

in this volune, and you refer to Stephen Meyer and M chael

Behe's article. So, | nean, | guess the first thing to
clarify is, I"'ma little confused about sort of the timng
here.

Were they in the original journal article, you' re asking?
Yes.

I think they were because | don't -- | don't actually recal
substantially revising this.

Ckay. So you were, in this article witten in 1998,
referring to articles by Dr. Meyer and Professor Behe about
Intelligent Design that you believe were also witten in 1998
or sooner?

That's right, yes, because there was a special issue of that
journal that was basically the | aunch pad for the vol une.
kay. And you say the idea that creation has inherited
Lamarck's charge may seem strange until we consider

particular articles in this volunme, and then you refer to
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those two articles. And I'minterpreting that to be | abeling
Meyer and Behe's articles as exanples of creationism is that
fair?
Yes.
kay. So again, at this tine, in your view, you consider
Intelligent Design as creationisnf?

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

THE WTNESS: | nean, again, it seens to me that |I'm
using it in this very general kind of way that's not

presupposing that all of them hold the sane views.

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG
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" mnot suggesting it is. In what sense -- | nean,
understand that you certainly are not suggesting that, for
exanple, this work or Intelligent Design work is, as a
general matter, creationist in the sense that it requires
belief in a six day creation?
That's right, or biblical literalismor anything of that
ki nd.
kay.
No. So it's not that kind of creationism
But clearly, you are indicating that Intelligent Design is
creationismin sonme sense?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: It is a -- it does have roots in that. |

mean, Intelligent Design is a way of interpreting
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creationism that's true.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

kay. And what aspects of -- what do you nean by creationi sm
when you say Intelligent Design does have roots in
creationismor is creationist?

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | nean, the notivation. The
nmotivation for putting forward Intelligent Design is from
peopl e who do think that there is a divine creator. | mean,
| think historically, that's been the case. And I think it's
probably true of these people. But again, what makes it
science isn't that fact. | mean, again, all Kkinds of
religious notivations informscience. | nean, so there's
nothing, in a sense by calling it creationismwhat |I'm doing
is I'magiving sonet hing about the notivation of the people
but not necessarily about the scientific status of what
they're doing. Those are two separate issues. You've got

context of discovery, context of justification

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
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kay. And so when you -- when you refer to this Intelligent
Desi gn work as creationist, do you -- do you nean it only in
the sense that it's notivated by creationist interest?

Yes.

Ckay. And not anything about the content of Intelligent

Desi gn?
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No, because in fact these people in practice don't actually
say much about the qualities of the creator, right. | nean,
in that sense, they don't do a |lot of the stuff of
traditional creationism

They do suggest that the designer is a supernatural creator
correct?

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | nean, yes. But that's not saying
alot, you see. | nmean, | just don't think that's saying
very much. | think --

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

Q

Do you -- go ahead.
No, no, no, you go ahead.
Do you consider that an aspect of creationisny that a -- that
there is a -- that the explanations of life include a
supernatural creator?

MR, G LLEN: Object to form

THE WTNESS: Yes. | think creationi smdoes presuppose
that the creator is separate fromthe creation, in which case
it is supernatural. Yes. | mean, so yes. | nean, it's
attached to a certain kind of cosnol ogy whi ch does involve a
di fference between the creator and the created. So it's
true, supernatural in that sense. But again, | don't see
this as operating in a way that actually, in some way

vi sci ates the science that's being done.
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Could you turn to page 538 of the article. 1In the first ful
par agraph, you say, ny tentative approval notw thstandi ng,
Meyer's view raises its own questions, one theol ogical -- one
t heol ogi cal and the other nore strictly scientific. You say,
is it reasonable or even nonbl asphemous to suppose that God
isthe ultimate artificer? Artificer? And you go on to talk
about Meyer's willingness to subvert the significance of the
boundary between bi ol ogi cal and mechani cal fornms of
intelligence being intellectually bracing. And then it goes
on. Can you explain what you're getting at here?

Vll, | nean, in a sense what |I'mbringing up is a kind of
concern that actually you were bringing up earlier. | see
you get your ideas from good places. Nanely, this business
of just because we can -- even if we can understand how human
bei ngs create things, why should we think this is any kind of
nodel for understandi ng how God does things? And |et alone
how life is created. So, yes, that's the -- that is the
objection I'mraising here.

And | think -- | think you understand -- | understand that at
one level you're raising that, that that's a theol ogi ca

pr obl enf

Yes.

That we -- it's blasphenous to suggest that, you know, what

we know about ourselves and what we can do is in any way a
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nodel for God; is that right?

Yes, yes.

kay. Is that -- do you also -- are you al so suggesting that
that argunment is scientifically problematic?

Wll, | don't seemto say that here, do 1? No, no. The
scientific side is a different argunent, isn't it, right?
Because there's two argunments here, right? There's a

t heol ogi cal argunent which is what we're tal ki ng about, but
then there is also a scientific issue.

Ri ght, which is separate?

Yeah.

Do you find the first argunment which you focus on

theol ogically --

Yeah.

-- also to be scientifically problematic? Because | can't
get over it.

| -- see, ny attitude toward this has changed a bit over the
| ast seven years, okay? | nean, | guess | would have said
yes back then, that it was problematic. But now | think that
there's a sense in which, as so nuch -- |'ve nentioned this
earlier. So much of science goes on to be done as computer
simul ati ons, where the scientists in a sense has to be
sonmething an artificer, and that includes when one is trying
to nodel the nature of life and the way in which life

devel ops and so forth, | think it actually becomes easier to
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sort of put oneself in the m ndset of what a -- of how a
creator would create things. So | think it's not as
far-fetched now as it was before.

And so you've gone to this point a fewtinmes, | want to nmake
sure | understand it. Are you suggesting that our ability to
intelligently nodel the devel opnent of life in effect
denonstrates or puts us in the shoes of a potential
supernatural creator?

| think -- | think it certainly makes it easier to sort of

t hi nk about what such a creator would do. So if one were
approaching projects |ike Denbski's explanatory filter thing,
I mean, | happen to believe that that project of Denbski's
wi || probably at some point be taken out of Intelligent

Desi gn proper and it actually be nade nuch nore mai nstream
science as part of a general -- as design beconme nore taken
on-board, as we do nore and nore of our science on comnputer
simulations. | nean, in that respect, | think science is
changi ng, the grounds rules are kind of changing. Not
necessarily because people are believing Intelligent Design
what's going on there, but because the way we do science is
changi ng, and that we're doing nore of it on computer
simul ati ons and that does put us in the position of an
artificer nore, and to think in terns of what Kkinds of
constraints and paraneters, and then, as it were, testing

things by the kinds of worlds we produce as a result of
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operating with certain constraints and paraneters. And that
seens to nme very much in the spirit of the kind of thing
Denbski's doing, and we're doing nore and nore of our science
in conputers, which kind of puts you in the mndset to be

able to think that way. So | do think that there is -- that

it is nore plausible now | nean, | real -- as nore and nore
science mgrates to conputer simulations, | do think so. |
mean, back then, | maybe didn't think so. But these -- |
mean, |'ve read John Horgan's The End of Science, and there

are other things that lead me to think that. So | don't
think it's so inplausible.

I's there anything besides our capacity to simulate biologica
or other physical events with conmputers, is there anything
besi des that that causes you -- that has caused you to shift
your Vview about whether Meyer's assertion there is
scientifically problematic or not?

That particular -- this particular thing he's saying, so
we're not tal king about all Intelligent Design, but just what
he's just saying here. That's probably the main thing. |
mean, I'mnot -- | guess I"'mnot one -- yeah, I am | think
there's a sense in which these are still at the |evel of
conceptual points. So it's not like I would be |ooking for
some kind of evidence or sonething that will have nade this
nore plausible in any strict sense. And because | don't

think of these matters in particularly theol ogical terns,
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it's not like | had a revelation or sonething that made ne

see that this -- this is kind of a conclusion | draw fromthe
way in which science -- the contenporary practice of science
is changing. | mean, see, the point -- the background point

here is that throughout the history of science, so many of
our nodels for understanding the world have been drawn from

t he technol ogi es that we used in our everyday |lives and for
studying science itself. So, for exanple, as soon as the
dynano was created in the 19th Century, everybody thought

that energy and generators were the stuff of life, and

t her rodynam cs becane the big thing. And |argely,

t hermodynam cs is just an abstract nodeling of what an

el ectric generator does, right, and how it gets energy and so
forth. And so simlarly, as conputers becone nore and nore
integral to the way in which science is done in everyday life
is done, | don't think -- and progranm ng becones nore
normal, people do their own programm ng, as that beconmes nore
common, then | think this kind of design approach to things
generally will gain greater credibility and make these nore
extreme design argunments seem nore plausi ble than they do now
because it becones easier to think with. |t beconmes easier
to think about. | nean, one of the problens w th design
argunents in the past was that because they were neither
attached to anything terribly quantitative, and there was no

technol ogi cal way of really realizing them they seenmed very
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abstract and netaphysical in that kind of bad sense, it
couldn't be turned into scientific. But nowwe -- we're in a
ki nd of situation.

See, and | still don't understand that because, | nean,
think we've agreed that in the case of Intelligent Design, it
does not include any description of who the designer is,
correct?

Correct.

VWhat its capabilities are?

Correct.

VWhat its notive are?

Correct.

So I"'msure how-- I'"'mnot sure | understand -- |I'mnot sure
| understand how --

Vell, the --

If you could please just let ne finish, how a human's
nodel i ng t hrough conmputer sinulation of what -- how aspects
of physical |ife have occurred could be in any way connected
to this sort of inchoate designer?

Wl |, okay. Let me correct something | said earlier. |
mean, what | think the conmputer program does allow you to do
with regard to potential creator is a sense of not maybe the
full power of the creator, that is to say, everything the
creator could do, but rather the constraints under which the

creator in fact operates when creating things. That's
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sonmething | think the conputer can give you a very good sense
of. And that's kind of the principle behind the expl anatory
filter, it seems to me. This idea of what are the
consequences of laying down certain constraints, certain
paranmeters w thin which then you allow things to devel op

And | think conmputers really allow us a |lot of capacity to do
that. And that can get us in the mndset that's necessary to
t hi nk about, you know, how worlds get created. At the end of
the day, | don't think we're going to be able to figure out,
you know, all the powers that God had or something |like that.
| don't think conputer progranmng is going to be putting you
in that state of mnd. But | think it does enable us to

thi nk of the business of constraints within which creation
can happen, which is very much an inportant part of the
design inference. | think conputers are very good in
sensitizing you and forcing you to think about that in a very
concrete kind of way.

Steve, I'mgetting the sense, and you tell ne if I'"mright or
wrong, that as you sit here today, you think the nodern
theory of evolution is a better explanation of biologica

life than Intelligent Design currently is; is that fair?

Yes. But | amdissatisfied with it. But yes, that's true.
kay. You're dissatisfied with it because?

I do think a lot of these issues, the Intelligent Design

peopl e raise, and not just them but also the conplexity
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theorists |ike Kauffrman and others, about the idea that there
are constraints on the possibility for life, right, that

exi sts independently of what natural selection does, | think
that's a serious issue that needs to be addressed. And in a
sense, the Intelligent Design people have made that a very
vivid problem And that goes beyond just showing that there
are gaps in evolutionary theory. That's actually trying to
get us to sort of think about the issues a little bit
differently. And so that's, in a sense, where | would rate
Intelligent Design, and why | think it's good to teach to

ki ds, because it kind of fuels the inmagination in a way. So,
you know, | nean, | think it'd be great to teach Intelligent
Design in conjunction with certain kinds of computer
progranmm ng where kids learn how to sinmulate worlds and stuff
like that. | nmean, | think that would be a very good content
to bring that up and maybe do sonething wi th Denbski's

expl anatory filters there. You see, | nmean, so that's kind
of where I think -- where | think Intelligent Design is
promising in a way to fuel the imagination. But if you're
just asking at the noment right now, who explains, you know,
bi ol ogi cal phenonmena better, evolutionary theory does. It's
been around longer. It kind of controls the field in a way
in the sense that you can't actually generate as it were
approved bi ol ogi cal phenonena unl ess you' ve been accredited

as an evol utionary biologist, | mean, nore or less. And so
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it's not surprising that that's the situation. And ny view
about that is why not have another bunch of people who in a
sense bring a sonewhat different or overl apping, but not
identical set of skills and sort of frame the problens a
little bit differently, try to get at the sane sorts of

i ssues? Why not do that? | mean, this is -- it's in that
context that | think Intelligent Design is worth pursing.
But not because it's really kind of matched evol uti on.

It hasn't matched evolution. You haven't cone to the
conclusion that it's correct?

No, | haven't.

kay.

No, I'mjust saying it's worth pursuing. That a different

i ssue.

Well, fair to say that you are skeptical about whether there

is actually supernatural explanations for the history of

bi ol ogical life?

VWhat | would say is that | think history shows that
supernatural explanations are very fruitful, but in the

| ong-term becone naturalized. So -- and that's a very

i mportant point because, again, if we're thinking about
notivating people to do science, the fact that expl anations
turn out to be naturalistic in the end doesn't nmean that you
shoul d have people starting off always thinking

naturalistically. Rather there nmay be sone advantage in
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thinking in the supernatural way that, in a sense, there's
some kind of radical sort of sense of reality that we're
omtting fromour theories and our ways of doing science, and

that we need some different way of doing things. That has

been fruitful in the past. Not always, but it has -- it --
there is -- there is track record for this. And -- and --
and so -- and | think that needs to be encouraged in a way.

And in a sense, fromthat standpoint, naturalism seens
incredibly dogmatic and restrictive, especially when we're
t hi nki ng about the future of science, you know, wth our

ki ds.

Is it fair to say you're conming at this issue, your
attraction to this issue is in large part because you think

that the scientific establishment has become dogmatic about

it?
Yes, | think so. | nean, the fact that we have this | awsuit
is a good exanple. Right? | nmean, yes. | think so. And

I -- and | think so especially on the biological front, nore
so than in the physics front, maybe because there are these
very -- you know, these very politicized issues that this
stuff can crystalize at, |ike these debates over textbooks
and things like that. But | do think the evol utionary

bi ol ogi sts are overpl aying their hand here, and they're not
doi ng thensel ves any good by trying to restrict sort of the

free trade of ideas in their field.
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Conti nui ng your article, page 539, you have your concl usion
creationisms rhetorical virtuosity. And you say, | have no
doubt that virtually any position in the phil osophy of

sci ence can be used as a rhetorical resource to challenge the
scientific establishment. Wat do you nmean by that?

Vll, | nean, in the sense that phil osophical positions,
especi ally once they becone recogni zably phil osophical, tend
to be devel oped kind of independently of this -- you know,
the science that they were originally associated with. So in
a sense, they can be used as sort of rhetorical narkers,
right? So people hol ding opposite views can actually appea
to the sane kinds of philosophical views. | nean, this
happens with the demarcation criterion with all kinds of

Vi ews.

And then you go onto say Meyer, for exanple, appeals to an
especially strong formof scientific realism inference to

t he best expl anation, to conbat the evol utionists.

Yes.

VWhat do you nmean by that?

kay. There is this -- there is this force -- okay. So
scientific realismbasically says science is trying to cone
up with a picture of ultimate reality. Kind of inits

nmost -- in its maximally coherent conprehensive sense. And
you m ght say the paradigmcase of this is Newt onian

mechani cs, which try to -- you know, explain all the physica
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phenonena by the smallest set of laws. So, you know, and --
and -- and you want -- and so what you want to say, that no
ot her expl anation could have done it as well as Newton's
could have. And so typically, this -- this involves trying
to have lots of different things explained by kind of
covering principle. And, well, this is kind of what Meyer is
doing, right? Meyer is trying to do this kind of thing.

VWhat do you nean by inference to the best explanation?

Ch, well, the point is that no other explanation could
provi de as good an explanation. That there's a kind of, as
it were, the kinds of things that you're trying to explain
together, | mean, it's a bit like irreducible -- irreducible
conplexity is a great exanple of inference to the best
explanation. Nanely, if you say that a cell is this thing
that hangs together in this very unique kind of fashion
right, then there can -- you know, there is only one

expl anation that actually can explain the uni queness of that
situation. Right. And the very idea of irreducible
conplexity trades on that. And so inference to the best
explanation is the idea that for any given thing, right,
there is always this one ultimte best explanation, right,
that you can find fromelimnating all the conpetitors.

And -- and -- and the thing about it is, right, inference to
t he best explanation works if there is a very agreed upon

sense of what needs to be explained. And then you say, well,
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my theory is the only way that can explain it. You guys can
only explain part of it.

And let's -- let's talk about that in the sense of the
irreduci ble conplexity. And | think -- | think what you said

is, if I understood you correctly, is sort of it's the best

that -- or tell ne if you agree with this, that what Behe's
saying is | can -- by using the proposition of irreducible
conplexity, I'mdenmonstrating that Intelligent Design is

better explanation than those ot her explanations that are out
t here?

Yes.

kay. And obviously, the nost sort of prominent of those
explanations in ternms of biological Iife would be random
nmutati ons and natural selection --

Yes.

-- correct?

Yes.

And he's saying that's not an adequate expl anation for what
' m sayi ng?

Yes.

Therefore, Intelligent Design is the best explanation?

Yes, that's roughly what's going on

kay. And obviously, we know there's been a nunber of
chal l enges to sort of the first part of that, that a | ot of

critics have said, no, irreducible conplexity really doesn't
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denonstrate that natural selection didn't operate, right?
Yes.
But then what | want to focus on is the second half of that
proposition. Therefore, Intelligent Design is the best
expl anati on?
Yes, you're right, it doesn't follow That's true.
It doesn't foll ow?
That's true. It doesn't make it wong. It just doesn't
fol | ow
| mean, that's ny question. There's no there there, is
t here?

MR, G LLEN: There there, is there? | object to the
form

THE WTNESS: No. You have to assune that you've
elimnated all the rival hypotheses. Not just one. That's

correct.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

And -- and -- and even if -- | think | would agree wth that
proposition. But then I"'mstill troubled by how you
woul dn't -- on what basis are you naking an affirmative case

for design by an intelligent designer, or creation by
intelligent designer?

I"'mdoing it on a different basis, right? Nanely, I'mtrying
to expand the possible explanations. |'mnot arguing it the

way Behe's arguing it.
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No, no, | understand. But what |'m saying, you -- you -- you
made a point which | think | agree with, which is, you know,
Behe's, you know, effectively elim-- saying he's elimnated
one possibility, but there m ght be other hypotheses, right?
Yes. Denb -- Denbski has a sinmilar problem actually.

kay. GCkay. So both of them have this problem right?

Uh- huh.

Yes?

Yes, yes.

kay. But then | -- even granted your point, which | do, I'm
still troubled by the idea that even if you could elimnate

all the, for exanple, natural hypotheses that have been
asserted, one could nake a positive case for action by an
intelligent designer. And I'mtrying to understand how t hat
follows, which |l -- 1 -- 1 think is the conclusory
proposition?

Yes. | nean, yes. It doesn't follow You're absolutely
right. But typically what happens in these kinds of
argunents, right, is that the Intelligent Design person, as
t he person who's always facing evol utionary chall enge, has to
make the Intelligent Design argument nore specified, right?
So what happens then is that the Intelligent Design argunent
beconmes nore precise. So | think what -- | don't see it as
an inherent problem It just neans that there's -- there's

never going to be a decisive nonent where the Intelligent
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Desi gn argument wins by default by seeing off evol utionary

chal l enges. That's all it means.

But | --

It doesn't nean it ever -- at no point does it ever get shown
to be wong. It -- what -- it shows it hasn't elimnated

al ternatives.
And never woul d?
That's entirely --

MR. G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: | nean, that's entirely possible. And
that's why sonme people object to the idea of inference to the
best expl anation as being a nethod in science, wherein a
sense, right, the question is always open as long as there
are alternative hypot heses avail able. People who believe in
the inference to the best explanation do believe that all the

opponents are eventually seen off.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Al right. And -- and -- and -- what -- and | -- but I --
and I"'mstill trying to get to the point, we're tal ki ng about
inference to the best explanation. But | don't see how
Intelligent Design is unexplanation at -- what the -- what
the affirmative case is for Intelligent Design even being one
of the alternatives?

Wll, I'"'mnot sure. | nmean, it seens to ne that the

possibility of space for Intelligent Design is opened up just
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by denying what -- | nean, if you got -- if you got random
mut ati on and natural selection as one hypotheses, right, then
the other -- you know, the other hypothesis could be one
where there is some kind of plan. And since the cell had --
you know, the cell is designed the way it is so that it could
survive many different kinds of changes in the natura
selection environnent. That's not -- that's not an

i nconprehensi bl e notion, right? | nean, it's just to nake
that specific so you could actually test whether it's, you
know, it's -- it's true in a certain situation, | think
that's the problem |It's not really specified enough. But,
you know, | nmean -- let nme make a follow up point to this.
Evol utionists and Intelligent Design people can go about
criticizing each other and that's perfectly fine and that's
very appropriate in science. But there is also -- you know,
but as it were, the -- the -- the relative scientific status
of the theories aren't just determ ned by those clashes and
what happens in those clashes. But it's also determ ned by,
as it were, howthey take it home to develop their own
theories independently. So if we take seriously the idea
that Intelligent Design theory is in a way trying to scope
out the phenonmena of reality somewhat differently than the
evol utionists are, so it includes cosnol ogi cal issues and
maybe supernatural issues, even, in a way in which evolution

rul es out of court, right, then what you' re al so | ooki ng at
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is not how -- not only how these two theories relate to each
other, but also how they develop in light of the criticismin
their owmn terms. Do they go to the places they're trying to
go to with regard to explanation and so forth? And so when
somebody |i ke Meyer, let's say, wants to have this kind of
covering information theory as the netatheory of Intelligent
Design, well, that's nothing -- you know, that's -- you know,
evolutionists think that's just weird, right? But then he's
trying to do sonething different. He's not trying to do what
the evolutionists are doing. So while they do confict over
certain areas |like how do you explain the cell's stability,
the overall goals of the research program are sonewhat
different, and so there are different kinds of concerns that
they will then want to take forward when they develop their

t heori es.

Go to the next page of the article, page 540. You invoke the
wel | - known and highly regarded Fuller's Fairness Rule, which
is if you appeal to netaphysical explanations at all, you
must permt a plurality of them And you also -- you go on
to say virtually any netaphysical hypothesis can be

mai ntai ned in the face of any negative evidence. Explain
what's goi ng on here.

Ckay. Well, thisis, in a sense, kind of the -- it's in --
it'sinawy trying to find a useful place for netaphysics

and science. GCkay. And the idea here being that when
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nmet aphysi cs renmains at the |level of netaphysics, it becones a
kind of totalizing world view that people will hold no matter
what the world is |like, because they identify with the world
view so nuch, right? The way things beconme science is by in
some way translating that nmetaphysical world viewinto sone
ki nd of testable nmethodol ogy that enables you to separate the
people fromthe ideas, and get rid of the ideas when they're
no good, and keep the people around. Now, the way to avoid
the kind of totalizing tendency in netaphysics is to just
allow lots of different metaphysical views free play, and
then try to figure out some way of putting themin -- in --
in sort of sone testable relationship with each other. So
what you don't want is one netaphysical view dom nating. And
that includes science itself. So in a sense, you can take
this as an argunment agai nst having a unified principle of
naturalism for exanple, in science, as well as
supernatural i sm understood as totalizing views. You could
have both, but you don't just want one or the other, okay,
because then there's no way you can falsify it. And | think
this raises the question, right, with natural -- | nean, |
think that's a fair point to ask. Supposing I'ma
naturalist, | have these naturalistic conmtnents to science,
how would | falsify that? |Is there sonme circunstance, if |I'm
one of these hard core nethodol ogi cal naturalists that

Pennock is always tal ki ng about, you know, under what
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circunmstance as a scientist would | be willing to give up
that belief? Are there any conditions? M/ guess is no
because it's going to be defined in the nature of science

that you have to be a nethodol ogical naturalist. Now, for

me, that's just metaphysics if that -- if you end up with
that kind of perspective on things. And so, | nmean, this --
this is why | think methodol ogical -- so-called

met hodol ogi cal naturalismreally is ultinmtely netaphysica
naturalism

Wl |, Pennock makes the case that, you know, nethodol ogica
naturalismis not dogmatic, it's just what scientists do
because it works, and that scientists haven't figured out how
to expand science beyond that to include --

But so do --

-- supernatural ?

But some people do try to test for these things, especially
wi t h paranormal phenonena. So there -- so as it were, there
are active scientific research prograns that are actually
trying to stretch the boundaries of science beyond the
so-called natural. And in any case, and -- okay. And those
peopl e are often regarded as fringe researchers in science.
But really now, when we say -- when we tal k about things
wor ki ng, and |'m not doubting that methodol ogical naturalism
has worked for science and that it's largely responsible for

| ots of science that we've got, maybe even nost of science
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that we've got. But the problemis when you -- when you use
it, you know, if it ain't broke don't fix it argunent, right,
which is what it boils down to is where is the incentive
wi thin science to chall enge nmet hodol ogi cal naturalisn? In
other words, where is there incentive within science as it's
constituted today to actually try to scientifically test
naturalisn? And you see you just don't find it. And that's
where these guys -- these Intelligent Design people cone in.
Because if nothing el se, they're doing that, you see. But
otherwise, it's dogmatic. |If thereis no -- if there is no
incentive within the scientific community itself to chall enge
its nmost fundanental assunptions, then that view is outside
of the domain of science and becones netaphysics. And that's
what's happened to naturalismw thin science today. You
know, and -- and -- and -- and Intelligent Design in that
respect can serve as an interesting corrective to this
dogmati smregardl ess of whether it acconplishes its own
positive program And at the end of the day, of course, you
don't know whether it's going to do that. But it will be
interesting as a corrective to this kind of dogmati sm
You suspect that eventually the Intelligent Design wll
revert fromthis concept which invol ves supernatura
expl anations to sonmething that |eads to naturalisnf

MR, G LLEN. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: | nean, | think what will happen is that
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this dispute will lose its salience after a while. Gkay. |
think that's true. | nean, and -- and so yes, in that
respect, | don't -- I -- I nean, | actually -- | imagine a

ki nd of renormalization of Intelligent Design within the
scientific comunity. But | think in a context where the
di stinction between supernaturalismand naturalismisn't

really ani mati ng peopl e's inmagi nati on anynore.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

Because it's been discarded?

Yeah, | think so. | think so because, see, naturalism
historically has relied on a very robust sense of what
enpirical material reality is. Right. So the idea that, you
know, the primary form of physical notion is this being in
contact with this, right, and this is like enpirically
accessible, and it's, you know, physically constitued and al
the rest of it. But increasing amounts of science these days
are incredibly nediated. That is to say, they're not really
in direct contact with the enpirical physical phenonena we're
supposedly trying to explain. | mean, even the evolutionists
are, you know, specul ating about, you know, what life forns
were like mllions of years ago and so forth, we're doing
conputer simulations all the time. And so fromthat
standpoint, if you end up doi ng nost of your science on
conputer simulation, and that the direct object of inquiry,

the direct, not the ultimte, but the direct object of
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inquiry is a virtualization of sonething, then | don't think
naturalismhas nuch pull there. Right. See, naturalism
is--1is --isakindof -- isa--isa--is asort of a
remmant of a period when people were actually roan ng around
the earth | ooking at things, you know, and doi ng physica
experiments and hol ding stuff and all that. But nore and
nmore of science is being nediated. And so that nature is
receding. And so as that happens, | think this distinction
bet ween naturalismand supernaturalismw ||l kind of

di sappear, won't be salient anynore, won't cause these kinds
of di sturbances.

Let's go to the | ast paragraph of your article. You use a
nmet aphore here that -- of scientific know edge currently is
akin to tributaries issuing into a magjor river. And you
suggest | want to reverse that because you presune that such
such discoveries are already biased, and you support the
devel opnent of ID theory as part of a general strategy of
converting the i mage of know edge to tributaries --

Yes.

Fromthat of tributaries to that of a delta.

Yes.

Unpack that for nme.

kay. Well, the idea here is that -- | nean, if you | ook at
sonmebody i ke WIIliam Wewell, who | nentioned here in the

par agraph, he -- he -- he kind of has this -- he starts off
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with this tributary idea. And what he imagi nes, and so he's
i magi ni ng basically how you got to Newton. |If Newton is kind
of like the one big river, right, the tributaries that are
flowing into it are like Glileo, Copernicus, Keppler, al

t hese guys, right, fromthe previous 50, 100 years. And then
they consolidate into this one mai nstream sci ence, right,

whi ch then becones the foundation, you know, for all of
scientific work after that. That was his inmage, right. And
he thought that in fact in the 19th Century, we'd gotten to
that point with Newwon. Al right. Now, what I'msaying is
I"mlooking at it the other way around. Nanely, that we --
yes. W have this kind of dom nant mai nstream sci ence that
is the result of all of these different things com ng in, but
we want to diversify the directions in which the science goes
inthe future. So to apply to the current issue at hand, ny
i dea woul d be, yes, teach all of these kids all the details
of evolutionary theory, all the evidence, all the clains
bei ng made, but encourage themto nove it into different
research prograns, different theoretical directions, some of
whi ch contest the traditional assunptions under which that

evi dence had been gathered. So it becomes nore like a delta
in the sense you have many different research prograns coning
froma common body of know edge, because at the nonent, the
tendency is that if you' re going to do science, you have to

learn it in sonme kind of domi nant, paradigmway, and that if
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you try to take things in a different direction, that you're
somehow out si de of science automatically. And that's the
thing I'mobjecting to.
So you want to sort of -- aml correct in understanding
you' re suggesting that we would benefit fromsort of
reversing the fl ow of know edge?

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | think what -- what one would want
todoisto-- it's not so nuch reversing the flow of
know edge, but rather not presuming that the fact that
know edge has consolidated in a paradigmis necessarily a
good thing for the future of science, and that rather
whenever know edge consol i dates, we want to encourage it to
be used and devel oped in many different directions so as to
get many different conpeting theories, because it's just al
too easy, given the way in which science can be
institutionalized through people being all trained in the
same way to think the sane way about things, and al so given
t he amount of authority science still has in society for a
dogma to solidify. And the thing is, we need to take
measures to sort of prevent that. And that's why encouragi ng
alternative viewpoints that take a |l ot of the sanme body of
know edge but taken in different directions is very salutary.
And again, this is where Intelligent Design conmes in as far

as |'mconcerned, as a kind of a -- as a kind of way of sort
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of , you know, opening up the different futures that are
avail able to science, using a lot of the stuff that
evol utioni sts have been largely responsible for cultivating

as evidence and so forth.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

Effectively like a wedge to break into the current dogma?
Thi s wedge notion, very sinister stuff. | -- 1 bel -- 1|
think it's -- it's a problemthat just not biology has, but I
think all sciences have this problemof solidifying. And
what you want to do is you really -- and it's also a way of
maki ng sci ence neani ngful to a broad range of people who cone
to science with many different kinds of interests, because

t hi nk especi ally people who don't know rmuch about the history
of science, there's a tendency to think that you have to
think like a scientist in order to do good science. And
thinking like a scientist is a certain kind of m ndset that
let's say doesn't allow you to have politics, doesn't allow
you to have religion, doesn't allow you to have netaphysi cs.
You have to |leave all that stuff on the door, where in fact,

t hose have often been very strongly notivating factors. Al
right. And in a sense, you want to encourage people to use
those different notivations they have for doing science, but
then be willing to publicly have their theories tested in the
appropriate forunms. That's when the scientific nonment

happens. GCkay. And then once that happens, then the people
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can take it in as many different directions as they want.
Is it fair to say that you don't have any particul ar
attraction to Intelligent Design, but it's representative of
a challenge to sort of current scientific behavior?

MR, G LLEN. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Let's put it this way. | think it's true
that | amnore interested in Intelligent Design in ternms of
its function in the current scientific scene as a kind of,
you know, |oyal opposition, as it were, offering an
alternative future for science and so forth than | am
committed to any of the specific doctrines.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Let ne take a break

MR, G LLEN: Sure.

(A brief recess taken at 2:30 p.m)

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Ready, Bob?

COURT REPCRTER: All set.

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Could you turn your report to page ten. 1In the first

par agraph you had a sentence, |D proponents argue primarily
by appeal to enpirical evidence gathered in the |aboratory
and the field, enploying nethods of reasoning, both
qualitative and quantitative famliar fromthe other branches
of science. Let's start with the enpirical evidence gathered
in the laboratory and the field. Wat are you referring to

t here?
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Vll, I'"mactually referring to when |ID proponents are
dealing with evidence that people who' ve been doi ng

evol utionary biology produced. So I'mnot saying that they
produce it thensel ves, but rather they are appealing to it
and nmaking reference to it.

Sois it fair to say that so far as you know, Intelligent
Desi gn proponents have not been generating data fromthe

| aboratory in the field thensel ves?

Wl |, actually, Behe, | think, has done | aboratory work. |
nmean, | think he has. O course, Denbski is a nathematician
and so he does what mat henatici ans do.

And when you tal k about Behe doing | aboratory work, | mnean,
are you referring to work that supports his Intelligent
Desi gn theory or other work?

VWell, | believe that he does do | aboratory work that does
support his -- his views, but nost of his work is in fact the
reinterpretation of |aboratory evidence when it gets right
down to it.

And then you say that they enpl oy nethods of reasoning
famliar fromthe other branches of science. Wat are you
referring to there?

Wl l, so, for exanple, you know, the use of probability
theory on the part of Denbski. These -- also the nodes of
expl anation that we were in fact tal king about earlier, the

sort of inference to the best explanation, other kinds of
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things like that. That's one of the reasons why phil osophers
get very interested in what these guys do, is because they're
in fact using these nodes of reasoning that they can see how,
you know, in other branches of science they're used. But
they're going to challenge themin this particul ar context.
And then later in the paragraph you say that |ID proponents
bel i eve precisely that specific supernatural explanations are
testable. \What are you referring to?

Vll, | nean here the -- that the idea of coming up with
specific constraints on -- on the param-- specific
constraints under which design can happen, so sonething |ike
Denbski's explanatory filter, right, properly specified

would -- would not just be any -- providing any old
supernatural explanation, but one that, as it were, has
certain kinds of parameters w thin which certain phenonenon
coul d be expl ai ned.

And your understanding is today that it's not -- it's not
sufficiently specific?

It hasn't gotten to that level yet, no. But that does seem
to be an aspiration

And ot her than Denbski, do you have ot her exanples where ID
proponents believe that specific supernatural explanations
are testabl e?

Vel l, they believe it. Wether or not -- they haven't

produced any that -- that neet these criteria. But | think
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that is the -- that is the aim | nmean, | think at this
point, they're fighting a sort of a nore general battle about
al l owi ng such expl anations hearing in the first place.

Do you think that the absence of a naturalistic explanation
is a test of a supernatural explanation for an aspect of

bi ol ogy?

Not a proper test, but it certainly opens up the |ine of
inquiry to pursue such things.

Wiy isn't it a proper test?

Well, basically, it |eaves open the question about what the
expl an -- because there's -- it could be that perhaps --

per haps one hasn't come up with an adequate, you know,
naturalistic hypothesis. Right. One, you know, as it were,
scientists run out of imagination. But within the
naturalistic sphere, they could perhaps come up with
something. But the point is if there is an absence of a
naturalistic explanation, that certainly opens -- that
certainly provides an -- an interesting opening for people
who want to think in anti or supernaturalistic terns. |
mean, certainly froma heuristic standpoint, that would be,
if you wanted to pursue supernatural explanations, that would
be the place to go.

If you could turn to page 13, bottom of the |ast ful

par agraph, you tal k about M|l er taking advantage of the

tendency of |ID proponents to overplay their hand -- overplay
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their hand rhetorically. What do you mean by that?

This is -- yeah. | know -- | recall saying this. | just
can't quite find where you're | ooking at.

It's the second full paragraph

Second full paragraph, okay.

Towar ds the bottom of the page.

Right. | nean, the point here being that -- that if IDis
able to provide a scientific explanation for somnething, that
doesn't rule out the evolutionary one. But there's a
tendency to sort of see these things, | think on both sides,
in mutually exclusive terns. So if we can provide an

expl anati on and you guys -- and you guys can't then, you
know, in principle, we're the only ones who can. So, | nean,
I do think that there's a tendency on both sides to think
that the two are sort of mutually excl usive.

And you say then epistenol ogical letigmacy of |ID doesn't
requi re showi ng that evolution cannot provide a credible --
Right, right.

-- alternative framework, just requires showi ng that ID has
an explanatory framework that can be the basis for a body of
scientific research?

That's right. | was making that point earlier with regard to
the fact that you just can't judge the legitinmacy of ID just
purely in terms of howit faces up against evolution. You

have to see how it is able to develop the stuff in terns of
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its own franework.

And what i s your understandi ng of the explanatory framework
ID offers other than the assertion that evolution doesn't
provi de a credible framework?

Vll, | nean, this is where the explanatory filter and the

i rreduci bly conplexity notions get nobilized as a way of
suggesting research avenues. | nean, that's -- that's the
basic -- that's what | nean by the explanatory framework,

that within which then research can be done.

But isn't irreduci ble conplexity nothing nore than the
assertion that the evol utionary framework doesn't work?

No, it isn't nore than that, | nean, because the issue then
depends -- determines -- it turns on how you actually devel op
this thesis, right. And presumably, what you want to do with
the irreducible conplexity is to identify as it were the
paranmeters that -- all of which have to be in place in order
to sell -- in order for the sell to have its stability the
way it does, and that there's no way of renoving any of those
paranmeters without in fact undermning the stability of the
cell, and that evolution cannot provide an alternative to
that. So it seens that there is a self-contained research
programthat perhaps has not been fully executed but is
suggested by the idea.

And I'm not sure what that is besides the fact that evol ution

or natural selection isn't an adequate explanation?
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No, no, it has -- no, it isn't that. | nmean, it's to say
that the cell has to have certain kind of conponents in place
in order to have the stability it has so that it's able to
survive all the various changes in the environment. Now, it
seens to ne that that project, if it were fully executed,
could be done independently of anything going on in
evolutionary theory. | nmean -- | mean, so in that respect,
Intelligent Design could be pursued as an independent

progr am

Soif -- if Behe sinply showed enpirical evidence of the cel

mai ntai ning stability --

Vll, this is what | would say. | nmean, | wouldn't do it
that way. | would actually go to the conputer simulation and
try to nodel the cell, right, and actually try to conme up

with the paraneters whose interactions end up producing a
cell, right, a virtual cell, simulation of a cell, right,
that is able then to maintain its stability in the face of

t he kinds of environmental changes that we normally think of
cells as being able to survive in. Right. So if you were
able to do that, and so he could then say, |ook, |'ve been
able to programa cell, and you can do it this way, and
there's not going to be an alternative evol utionary
explanation for that. And as it were, then throw the
gauntl et down and say, you conme up with sonething that isn't

as designed as this, that in some sense has a kind of random
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el ement or sonething, and you still get this kind of
stability over tinme. | don't think he's done that yet, but

it seemrs to ne it could be done. | nean, it'd probably be
very difficult, but not out of the question. | nean, I|'ll
tell you one advan -- one -- one thing about Intelligent
Design that | think is worth pointing out is because you
don't actually have departnments and school s and di sciplines
of Intelligent Design, there's not a ready-nade way of
training people in the kinds of skills that'll be necessary
to sort of carry out a lot of the details of this project. |
mean, that's a real problem | think, that they face
soci ol ogi cally at the nonent because, you know, if you' ve
only got a few guys kind of putting forward bold hypot heses
and trying to do very sort of striking bits of forays, you
know, chall enging evolutionists, you can only go so far. You
really need to train generations of people. In fact, that --
you know, that's how any science survives. And it was only
starting in the 1930's and '40's that you start to be able to
train biologists who have a sufficient range of skills to
actually be able to contribute to Neo-Darwi nismas this
fully-fledged programthat we see it today. So, you know, in
a way, they do have a sort of sociol ogical disadvantage here.
They're basically trying to cover a lot of the waterfront al
by thensel ves, and of course they don't have all the skills

todoit. This is why they would need a school of people to
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sort of carry this out.

Do you have any conjecture about why there isn't a school of
peopl e t hough?

VWll, | think one of the problens is the stuff doesn't get
taught. | nean, this is where bringing it into the high
schools would be a good idea in ternms of recruiting the next
generation of people, you know, as a kind of alternative to,
you know, Neo-Darwi nism as a way of taking forward the kind
of phenonena that's been identified in evol utionary biol ogy.
And presumably, that would be one of the reasons to in fact
want to teach this in the schools, would be to create a fair
fight as it were, to be able to seed a generation of students
who m ght be notivated to try to carry this work forward
because | think being realistic, there's only so nuch you can
expect of Behe or Denbski to do thensel ves.

But if this was a proposition which had sonme |legs, so to
speak, that was, you know, that had the capacity to lead to a
positive research program you know, where is it in the
universities, the Ph.D. prograns?

VWl l, you know, it seens to ne that it may be a little too
early, actually. And | wouldn't be surprised if there are
sonme Christian universities or Islamc universities that are
per haps pursuing this kind of stuff now | nean, again, |I'm
not famliar with it. But 1'd be very surprised if there

aren't progranms trying to be established in this area. But
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it seems to ne, again, we have to ook at the tinme scale.
mean, it took quite a while for Darwinismto get the kind of
legs that we're tal king about here, all right. And, you
know, people like Charles Darwin hinmself were | ocated outside
t he acadeny and, you know, the guys who were supportive of
Darwin early on and for a while were thensel ves peopl e who
were specialists in certain kinds of areas but didn't have
the full range of skills really to carry forward the whol e
thing in the -- in the -- as a big research program | nean,
it's only when you get to the 1930's and '40's, 80 years
|ater that you actually start to get, you know, a group of
people fromcomng fromdifferent directions who actually
have a sufficiently broad range of skills to put it al
together in sone fashion. And it seens to ne Intelligent
Design is far away fromthat at this point. But then, you
know, | woul dn't have discouraged Darwi ni smeither when it
was in its infancy and was struggling, you know. So | just
think there's a sense in which this is one reason why it
shoul d be taught in the high schools as a way of trying to
seed that additional generation so that you can start giving
this thing some |l egs and start to see just how far it can go.
You say in your report that Intelligent Design is religiously
het er odox?

Yeah.

VWhat do you nmean by that?
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That nmeans people who hold this view have different sorts of
religious beliefs.
And what's your basis for that?
VWl l, | believe sone of these people are Protestants, sone
are Catholics. You know, so in terns of their theol ogy,
they're not necessarily conpatible with each other. Sone are
quite fundanmentalist, others are nuch nore liberal in their
t heol ogi cal orientations. Yes. | nean, that's just ny -- ny
view. M basis for that view, because sonetines it is said
Intelligent Design sonehow wants to i npose a theol ogi ca
ort hodoxy on the school system and you would have thought if
that were the case, then these people would be theologically
much nore simlar to each other
Are you fam liar with The Wedge docunent ?
| sawit referred to by -- is it Forrest?
Ri ght .

(Marked for identification Fuller Deposition Exhibit

No. 6)

THE WTNESS: | have not read it myself. Okay, okay.

Looks interesting.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

A
Q
A

If you want to take a few mnutes to go through it --
You want to direct ny attention to sonething?
I will. | think the whole thing is --

Sort of savor it inits full glory, is that it? Wo wote
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this?
MR, G LLEN: That will be the subject of nuch
di scussi on, no doubt, off the record.

THE WTNESS: Ch, | see. So soneone knows?

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG
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I know somebody who | was going to ask, but | missed that
opportunity.

Yes, yes. Ckay.

You' ve had a chance to skimthrough the docunent?

Yes, yes, | have.

And you have sonme sense of the flavor of the docunent?

Yes, | -- yes.
Ckay. | want to focus your attention on what's got the
handwiting page four on the docunent, |I'mnot sure if it's

the actual fourth page in order. But it says five year
strategi c plan summary.

Ch, vyes.

You see there that there's discussion about Phillip Johnson's
books and M chael Behe's book Darwi n's Bl ack Box?

Yes.

And it then tal ks about the theory of Intelligent Design?
Yes.

Ckay. And then it goes onto say design theory promises to
reverse the stifling dom nance of the materialist world view

and to replace it with a science consonant with Christian and
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theistic convictions. As an articulation of -- and let ne
reference, as you can see fromthe docunent, it indicates
it's fromthe Discovery Institute?

Yes.

And you' ve previously indicted the Discovery Institute is the
think tank that's identified with Intelligent Design?

Yes.

Assuming that this is in fact a -- you know, docunent
representing the views of the Discovery Institute, what is
your reaction to it as a representation of the concept of
Intelligent Design?

Vll, it strikes me that here where there's this attenpt to
take Intelligent Design in naking it into a major cultura

force in American society, right? Specifically one that wll

overturn materialismwhich | guess is sort of a secular -- of
secular world view. | questions that's the thrust of this
docunent .

kay. And if that's in fact the objective, is that -- do you

consi der that problematic?

MR, G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | nmean, it's certainly problematic
if it's being taught as science in public schools. But
presumably this docunent is sonmewhat targeted differently.
So, | mean, | guess | would need nore context to -- you know,

internms of in what sense problematic are you aski ng?



195

1 BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

2 Q

10 Q
11 A
12
13 Q
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Al right. Let ne be clear. |'mnot suggesting to you that
this docunent is being presented to the public schoo
st udents.
Ri ght .
And what | am suggesting is it's a characterization of the
Di scovery Institute's view on the significance of Intelligent
Desi gn theory. And would you agree with that?
Yes, | understand. Ckay.
And woul d you agree it reads that way?
Yes, it certainly gives the cultural context in which
Intelligent Design makes sense.
And if this is the objective of the people who are devel opi ng
Intelligent Design, do you consider that problematic?

MR. G LLEN:. Object to form

THE WTNESS: Well, again, it depends the context in
which we're tal king about Intelligent Design. Again, people
can have all kinds of notivations, they may be thinking
they're staging a cultural revolution. But what matters is
exactly how their theories are tested. Okay. And even if
it's true, that the authors that we've been tal king about
here in this deposition subscribe to this plan. The fact
that they are submitting their stuff to this kind of scrutiny
and criticismdoesn't take away fromthat -- fromthe

scientific character of the work in that forum okay. |
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mean -- | nean, because by that standards, you know, if

you -- if -- you know, Nazi CGermany was very big on Mendelian
genetics. Okay. Racial hygi ene programwas based on that
kind of thing. Right. Lots of docunents were produced that
actually nmade reference to Mendelian genetics as being, you
know, sort of the backbone of a sort of racial hygiene
strategy for the country. That, you know, Mendelian genetics

is still around.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

Wbul d you consider it problematic if Mendel has devel oped his
theory in order to justify eugenics?

| think it would be a problem-- well, the thing is, of
course, there are sone real geneticists who did do sonething
like that. So we don't even have to | ook at Mendel. W' ve
got sone real guys. And it seenms to nme that there you stil
want to set -- | mean, you want to distinguish the context of
di scovery fromthe context of justification. And we may
regard these geneticists as very problematic people, and we
m ght dislike their politics and so forth, but at the end of
t he day, we have to see whether the science stands up

whet her the clains stand up scientifically. And that's where
it becones inportant to have a sort of clear sense of, you
know, criteria of testability. So in a sense, we can cordon
of f what ever unfavorable or unsavory associ ations these

theories mght have. And also to large -- to enable nore
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people to kind of deal with these theories, right? | nean,
you know -- you know, one reason why you don't want the --
you don't want the Nazis to have a nmonopoly on Mendelian
genetics isn't just because of all the atrocities they'l
then be able to conduct. But also because it would restrict
the -- the availability of Mendelian genetics to just those
people and not allow it to have sort of nore general purchase
where it could actually be of use, you know, and maybe of
some significance both scientifically and practically in the
rest of society. And | would have a simlar sort of line to
say about Intelligent Design, that it would be a mstake to
associate it too nmuch with this particul ar novenent, even if
t he people who are doing the Intelligent Design theory are
associated with it.

So if | understand you correctly, and |I'm sure you're right
that there were geneticists who did their research to -- in
service of the eugenics of the Nazis?

That's right.

And | think what you're saying is as horrible as that is,
that some of it may have actually advanced the science of
genetics in a positive way that otherw se stands up as usable
and constitutes good science?

That's right. That's right.

And - -

Not necessarily though through the work they did as Nazis,
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okay?
OCh, | understand. [I'mnot trying to negatively associate you
in --

MR, G LLEN: For the record, he's not a Nazi.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

And what you're saying -- and what | think you're saying is
that the way we can differentiate the val uable science from
its maligned notives is through this standard of testability?
Yes.

kay. And that's -- and that simlar standard is -- is what
shoul d be used to determ ne whether Intelligent Design has
scientific nmerit?

Yes. | nean, that's -- that's ny general attitude. So in a
sense, to neutralize the effect of sonething |ike this.

kay. Do you understand -- do you take this docunent to be
conmuni cating a religiously heterodox view?

It's very difficult to say, to be perfectly honest. | nean,
nmy view about this docunent, | think this docunent is

m sl eadingly optimstic in a sense about what it thinks it
can acconplish because | think that all these various people
who are being referred to here as part of Intelligent Design
and contributing to this larger cultural novenent in fact
were they to sonmehow get into power, beconme commi ssars of
education and research and things |like that would in fact

have many differences anongst thenselves. GCkay. So what |



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

199

think is nore a coomon foe than any kind of common positive
view, sone nonolithic Christianity or something that they
woul d be inposing on the world, but rather they don't I|ike
secular materialismand they're all against that. It's kind
of like nmy eneny's eneny is ny friend. So | actually think
there's -- there's, you know, there's kind of nore -- nore
huffing and puffing going on than | think one really needs to
be worried about. At least that's nmy own personal -- maybe
' m being naive, but that's nmy own personal view

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Of the record

(A brief recess taken at 3:33 p.m)

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Back on the record?

THE WTNESS: How publicly is available is this
docunent ?

MR ROTHSCHILD: 1'Il give you the back story off the
record.

THE W TNESS:  Okay, okay.

MR G LLEN:. It's quite a story.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: So nuch as | know.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q
A

If you turn to page six of your report.

Yes.

You -- this is maybe two-thirds of the way down, the ful
par agraph. You say that ID has an anbi guous position

concerning matters of science and religion. What do you mean



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18 A

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

200

by that?
["mjust reading. | knowit's a sentence. |'mjust reading
to see what it says. | do think that -- | nean, here what

I"msaying is that I'mtal king about in this paragraph is the
way in which religious fundanmentalism devel oped as a ki nd of
a reaction agai nst science, once with Wrld VWar I, and al

the ways in which science was involved in a |lot of the sort
of atrocities of the 20th Century. And that actually hel ped
the rise of religious fundanentalism And in a way, because
I D does have some roots in the -- in the religion, that --
that it's been able to sort of cast itself, as one says,
being scientific, and also kind of in a way synpathetic with
these | arger kinds of concerns. So it sort of straddles that
rhetorically, it seens to ne. | nean, in fact, you know, the
Wedge docunent kind of is in a very extreme version of that.
And el sewhere in your report you say that 1D s religious

di mensions are both legally and scientifically benign

Yes.

VWhat do you nean by religious di nensions?

VWll, | nean the notivations of the people doing it. Right.
The extent to which these people who want to conme up with

i deas of Intelligent Design actually believe in a creator or
sonmething like that. And so they're benign in the sense that
because the way they have to articulate their clains makes it

subject to scrutiny by people who don't share those beliefs,
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that then it enters into the realmof science, and it's
religiously benign. Also -- | should say also |I'm maki ng
reference to the fact that because they have these different
religious views, there -- | don't actually believe there is a
conspi racy against the public interest here, with al

these -- contrary to this Wdge docunment. | actually don't
believe there is that kind of unity. That in fact there's a
diversity of religious views represented.

If you could turn to page 16 of your report.

Yeah.

You report this NAS statenment about the significance of
evolution to the science of biology, correct?

Yes.

And then you, | think it's fair to say, question that

proposi tion?

Yes.

And call into question whether Darw nian expl anation --
Darwi ni an evol uti on actually has as nuch significance as
suggested by the NAS?

Yes.

And you call into question where you -- where you -- where
you woul d | ook to determ ne whether the statement in fact has
merit?

Yes.

Have you studied this question of whether Darw nian evol ution
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actual ly has, you know, practical utility in the sense
suggested by the NAS?

Well, it seens to nme that there -- that there is, | nean, as
| point out later on, right, they sort of hedged the issue by
tal ki ng about hel ping to explain. They don't actually claim
t hensel ves -- | nean, they kind of hedge the issue. So on
the one hand, if you read the statenent superficially,
they're claimng that evolution is, you know, essential for
all these different fields and all these different things.

But then if you read closely, they say it helps to explain.
So in other words, they don't actually -- they thensel ves
don't want to quite commt thenselves to the idea that al

t hese people fromthese different sciences are actually using
evol ution thensel ves, okay?

Vll, | nean, let ne observe, | think that is a pretty
superficial reading because would you expect themto say if
evolution -- the concept of evolution by itself explains al

t hese phenonena?

Well, if it is a covering theory of the biological sciences,
then in some sense it should, actually. | nean, and | think
that there's a sense in which, you know, when it's portrayed
inasort of -- ina--inasort of a-- oh, like maybe in a
t ext book, where it's presented as a kind of the covering
theory of all life, yes, there's a sense in which all the

other theories of the other biological disciplines are in
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some sense explained by evolution to a natural selection. So
for example, let's look at the cell exanple from Behe, right?
Cytol ogy, the science of cells, right, dates -- predates
Darwi n, largely seen as beginning in the 1830's, 1840's, and
has gone about its own trajectory largely. And so not
surprisingly, Behe saw this as kind of a ripe target for
trying to say, |ook, you know, the reason -- you know, you
didn't need Darwin to have the science of the cells, and --
and in fact, you know, you could have sone other kind of

expl anation for why cells have the kind of stability they
have because the science of cytology hasn't had -- hasn't had
to rely very much on evolutionary biology at all. Now, what
the evol utionary biologist has to say, and this is what they
do say againt Behe, is that in sone sense, cytology, l|ike al

t hese ot her branches of biology are explanatorily subsuned
under random nutuation and natural selection, that in sone
sense, these are all applications as it were of evolutionary
theory. That is the goal if you have this kind of very
expansi ve sense that evolution is being the covering science
of biology. It's a bit like the way New oni an nmechani cs was
when it was the covering science of physics. So in a sense,
it's quite recogni zabl e what the -- what the aspiration being
expressed in the paragraph is. But it's just not true on the
ground. | mean, that's ny point.

But what's not true? | nean --
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That these different branches of biology require evolution to
expl ain what they're doing

So you -- you -- you -- | think we need to be cl ear about our
term nol ogy here. Are you suggesting that the theory of
evolution is conpletely unnecessary to the --

vell --

-- explanation of the phenonena that's described in this

par agr aph?

I think for nost of these sciences -- nost of these sciences
have spent nost of their existence independently of any kind
of evolutionary theory. And | think nost of themtoday could
be conducted even if the theory of evolution by natura

sel ection and random nmutation was called seriously into
gquestion. Al of them-- alnost all of them could probably
survive pretty well intact because in fact the concept of
evolution isn't really relied on very nuch by the day to day
practitioners of these biological disciplines.

And how do you know t hi s?

Vll, | nean, this is where | bring up this other character
Rasmussen in the next page, right. And there, right, he is
maki ng a conpl ai nt about a book by Elliott Sober on the

phi | osophy of biology that in fact is really only about

evol utionary theory, and so he makes this point. R ght. He
says, look at all these different branches of biol ogy, they

could exist all quite independently w thout maki ng any
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reference to evolution, and sone of themcould even do
perfectly well with assunptions that are contrary to

evol ution, |ike Lamarcki ani smand even creationismgets cited
in this paragraph. And so fromthat standpoint, this is no
reputation of evolution, mnd you. But it is saying that
revolution -- that evolution is kind of a theory that in a
sense has an i ndependent existence of what goes on in these
di fferent branches of biol ogy.

VWhat about the work com ng out of the human genome project?
Do you think that is -- relies on the scientific theory of
evol ution?

Well, it certainly relies on DNA and genetics and so forth.
And there have been some |inkages between that and the theory

of evolution, but they're relatively independent even that.

I mean, if you look at -- if you |l ook at research published
on the human genone, | nean, what percentage of it is
actual ly making reference to evolution? | nean, human genone

is very inmportant fromthe standpoint of nanufacturing
pharmaceutical s and synthesizing, you know, am no acids that
can lead to all kinds of interesting other devel opnents and
drugs and things like this. But exactly, you know, what
aspect of it connects up with evolutionary theory is
relatively small. | nean, obviously, there is --

evol utionary theorists can find rel evance in the human genone

project, that's for sure. R ght. Just |ike evolutionary
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theory can find relevance in all the different branches of

bi ol ogy. But if you turn the question around and ask, do

t hese branches of biol ogy need evol utionary theory to conduct
their business? The answer is, for the nost part, no.

That's true of the human genone project?

| don't think the human genonme project requires the full, you
know, theory of natural selection by randomnutation in

order -- in order to conduct its business. And in fact, the
peopl e who have been npst instrumental in actually

synt hesi zi ng the genone and doing stuff with it, right, I
mean, they're not known as front |line evolutionists. They're
not necessarily anti-evolutionists, but that's not what they
work in. | nean, | think it's a -- it's a kind of a -- it's
a sort of presunption that gets made. | don't think it's --
it's necessary. And the reason why | cited Rasmussen is
because Rasmussen offers the evidence of |ooking at, you
know, journals published in biological abstracts, which is
the main kind sort of information science facility where al
the main biology journals are | ocated, and just |ook at how
many of them nmake reference to the kind of terns you'd
associate with evolution in their titles. And you find out
that it's less than ten percent, okay, which is really very,
very small. Now, I'mnot denying that these biologists
believe in evolution. | think naybe nobst of them do believe

in evolution. But is the evolution actually intimately
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connected with the biological research that they do? Well,
on the evidence of the journal articles and what they talk
about, the answer would be no. And what -- and | nake this
poi nt because ny interest is in saying, |ook, we could have a
serious debate about whether evolutionary theory is true or
fal se or worth pursuing or whatever, w thout worrying that
the rest of biology would go down the tubes if we were to
seriously question it. Because what | worry is that the
statenment fromthe National Acadeny of Sciences is in fact
kind of alarmst, right? Basically saying, you challenge
evol ution and there goes all these biol ogical sciences. And
| actually don't believe that's the case at all.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Pat, why don't we take like a five,
seven mnute break. | think I'mnear w apping up. Probably
worth calling the cab

MR, G LLEN: Certainly, good enough.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Ckay?

MR G LLEN:  Yep.

(A brief recess taken at 3:55 p.m)

BY MR ROTHSCHI LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

23 A

24

25

Steve, we discussed the article you wote in Rhetoric and
Public Affairs?

Yes.

O her than that article, have you witten other articles on

the subject -- specifically on the subject of Intelligent
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Desi gn?

Vll, | did this thing for the Open University, a collection
of readings and comrentary which is used as part of the
master's in science program science conmunication there.
mean, the Open University, for the record, is a distance

| earning institution that has about 300,000 students in
Britain.

And what exactly did you -- what was your product?

kay. Well, what -- it's so there would be sone -- there
woul d be sone reading, sone articles that represent the
various sides of the issues, are science and religion
conpatible. That's the topic. And it's part of -- so it's
part of the science comunication course where students will
be | earni ng aspects about the public understandi ng of
science, basically. 1In fact, | wote this around the period
| did this cyberconference here. And what | did was |
col l ected together sonme stuff, including a chapter froma

hi stori cal book on the rel ationship between sci ence and
religion, especially in the late 19th Century wi th Darw ni sm
Al so have an article by John Angus Canpbell in there on the
need to teach the -- the Darwin creation dispute in the
classroom Also a piece by Eugenie Scott, one by Behe, part
of his Darwin's Black Box. Steven Winberg, | think, is in
there, too, as soneone who is quite critical of design

Trying to think. Yeah, Larry Laudan, that piece that Larry
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Laudan wote criticizing Mchael Ruse and his participation
as an expert witness. And an article by -- or a chapter of
one of Steven Carter's books about the role of belief in
public life. Yeah, and the thrust of the thing was basically
to make the argunent that -- that -- that science and
religion have historically been conpatible, but that for
specific reasons having to do with the legal systemin the
United States, this issue kind of flares up because of the
separation of church and state. And -- and so the way the
thing is arranged is you get these readi ngs, and then you
have ny conmentary, and then | do sone questions that are
nmeant for classroom di scussion afterwards.

So and your commentary -- | nean, you know, are they -- how
woul d you characterize what your actual witten product is as
distinct fromthe other witings?

Basically laying out sone of the assunptions, filling in sone
of the background detail, and sort of raising sone

probl ematic i ssues that the authors are, in a sense, perhaps
not bringing to the surface. That kind of stuff. | mean,
it's not meant to be a kind of advocacy piece, but rather to
sort of explain why science and religion have been in
conflict with each and why in a sense, there's a sense in
which there are sone very particular origins to this, that
it's not necessarily inherent in the two things that they be

in conflict with each other
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Vll, | think you -- | sent you a copy.
MR, G LLEN: | think we probably provided it to you.
MR, ROTHSCHI LD: | don't think so.

THE W TNESS: Because | sent you a copy of it.

MR G LLEN: | sent you --

THE WTNESS: | sent you earlier on.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: W don't need to -- you know, but if
you --

MR G LLEN: If not, I will check, certainly, and make
sure you have it.

THE WTNESS: | sent it to you earlier on before | sent
all the other -- the stuff that was supporting this. | sent
it to you separately, maybe back in April.

MR, G LLEN: Ckay. You want to take a break and see if
| can find it, while we're here? I'msorry, | don't --

MR, ROTHSCHI LD:  Yeah, sure.

(A brief recess taken at 4:10 p.m)

MR G LLEN. Sorry, I can't find it.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Okay. Well, let's handle it this way.
I would like to get a copy, |I'msure you can provide it. |If
for any reason we need to reconvene we'll do it by phone.

MR. G LLEN. Ckay, good enough.
(A brief recess taken at 4:12 p.m)

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Let's just go back on the record. The
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docunent -- the course materials that Steve's tal king about |
bel i eve were not provided to us as part of the expert
production. And we've reached an understandi ng that once we
recei ve those materials, if there's any need to reconvene the
deposition, we can do that by phone.

MR. G LLEN. |'manenable to that.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD:  Ckay.

BY MR ROTHSCH LD, CONTI NUI NG

Q

O her than what you' ve just described, we've tal ked about the
article in Rhetoric and Public Affairs that was reproduced in
Darwi n, Design and Public Education, we've tal ked about these
course materials. Have you done any other witing on
Intelligent Design?

| don't believe so. Let nme think a mnute. Can you give ne
a noment to think about that?

Yeah.

| have witten on Darwinismin other places, so | have
witten on the other side of the issue. Let nme see. No, |
don't believe so

Is it fair to say that the bul k of your study or research of
Intelligent Design was done in furtherance of preparing this
on-line course?

Yes, | guess so. | guess that's correct. Yes. | --
certainly, that was where | got kind of the -- the basic

stuff on which I built, yeah
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kay. And since that tinme when you conpiled these materials

for the course, have you made a point of keeping yourself

abreast of the writings

of intelligent

-- of scientists or

phi | osophers or mat hemati ci ans who are proving the content

for Intelligent Design?

Yes, yes. | do try to -- try to nmonitor that literature

sometines reading nore deeply at other tinmes, than others. |

nean, it's not that hard to sort of nonitor the literature.

| was nmentioning, you know, you may know this, the arts and

letters daily comon th

of excerpt various sort

e web. That's

of intelligent

-- which tends to sort

ually oriented pieces

for magazi nes, newspapers and so forth. And they always are

pi cking up stuff in the
controversy where it ar

foll owi ng up | eads abou

Intelligent Design evolution

ises. And then | sort of start

t what book has been published, and

what articles have been published and so forth, because there

are a lot of ways of fi
it's not that hard to k
t hi ngs.

kay. And -- but when

goi ng and readi ng the source material ?

Yes, sonetines. Yeah

nding out if one looks for it. So

ind of get upt

you do this, |

soneti nes, yes.

0 speed on these

mean, are you actually

Not al ways, but

sonmetines, yes. So like, you know, with M chael Ruse's book

Darwin and Design, | re

new book he's got out,

ad that. 1'mgoing to be reading the

Evol uti oni sm

And yeah, but sonetinmes
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| don't read -- | don't read everything. | don't read it
religiously as it were.

For, you know -- | nean, for exanple, have you, you know,

Dr. Denbski has witten a nunber of books since his -- since

t he Design Inference?

Wl |, yeah. And many of them have been -- they've been
edited. [I've sort of -- I've sort of ignored those. No.
Like | said, I"'mnot a religious follower of this literature.
| mean -- | nean, that's why I'mjust not quite sure just how

far advanced they've gotten fromthe sort of nmjor statenents
and the maj or debates surroundi ng them

Is it fair to say that you' ve followed the -- followed the
phi | osophi cal discussion of the topic nore than the, for |ack
of a better word, scientific witings?

VWl l, on the surface the answer woul d be yes except that
these things are very closely intertwi ned, and that often
especially with Denmbski's work, you know, because he's a

mat hemat i ci an, the phil osophers who are quantitatively
oriented are often in the best position to kind of nake the
salient criticisns of his argunents, nore so than the
scientists are. So | kind of follow the criticisns where
they come from But they do tend to be nore phil osophica
just generally. | mean, scientists' argunents are often not
quite as sophisticated. | mean, the phil osophers have been

taking this stuff a bit nore seriously.
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Uh-huh. You refer, I think at footnote 11 to a book by --
Ch, yeah.

-- Thomas Wodward, Doubts About Darw n.

Yes.

VWhat is that book about?

kay. This was a guy's Ph.D. thesis originally. And what it
is, he basically followed various peopl e around who' ve been
debating the Intelligent Design/Darwin issue publicly. You
know, so when Phillip Johnson and Stephen J. Gould were
debating, | nean, he'd follow all these people across the
country. And he's basically charting sort of the devel opnment
and the argunents that are taking place. And one of the
points that he nakes is that in fact Intelligent Design
peopl e ki nd of have evol ved, you m ght say, as they've
interacted with scientists and they' ve made nore

sophi sticated argunments and so forth. And so there's been a
ki nd of |earning curve, you m ght say, that now nmakes
Intelligent Design a nuch nore sophisticated theory through
the interaction with the scientists. | nmean, it's the kind
of thing, you know, the sort of thing that John Angus
Canmpbel I ki nd of says woul d happen, he sort of docunents it.
And as a partici pant observer, which neans that he's kind of
there in the nmeetings, asks sonme questions, you know, and

then wites about it.

25 Q Do you have any relationship with M. Wodward?
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did teach this book

proof form | nean,

know -- you know, and | have been in contact with him

actual | y because he does derive sone Ki

nd of methodol ogi cal

inspiration fromsome of nmy witings in the appendi x of the

book. But 1've never taught the nman, |

personally. By the way, the context |

've never net him

woul d say where --

where he is drawing some inspiration fromne relates to the

guestions that you were raising earlier about the tributary

delta stuff, about the idea of broaden

ng out the scientific

base so that |arger nunbers of people can have access to

stuff. That's the kind of thing that he found intitially

attractive, which cones up in this book mne on Thomas Kuhn

I think you said very early in our discussion that

Intelligent Design is not taught as part of the biol ogy

courses at Warwi ck University?
That's correct.

kay. And --

But we do teach, you know, in this philosophy naster's degree

thing, we do teach it. And so --

Ckay. But I'mcorrect that it's not part of any of the

natural sciences curricul un?
No, no.
Have you ever advocated at the universi

Desi gn be taught as part of the natura

ty that Intelligent

sci ences curricul un?



1A

2 Q
3 A

10
11
12
13
14
15 Q
16 A
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

216

No, | have not.
Why not ?
VWll, | don't -- | guess | just -- | haven't thought | was in

a particularly persuasive position to convince the natura
scientists about teaching anything other than what they
already do. | nean, so it just didn't seemto fall to nme to
do that. | guess that would be the main reason. A so | do
think there is this i ssue we keep on goi ng back to about
what's the appropriate faculty for discussing these matters.
And that in the case of sone of these things, that a

mat hematics or statistics department mght be better than a
chem stry or biology departnment for a lot of this stuff. So
I think there's a kind of open question about where exactly
woul d you want to be placing the study of this thing.

Sanme question applies to the high school I|evel?

VWl [, the high school |evel, the science courses are much
nore generic, aren't they? | mean, so -- and also | think
there's a different purpose as well, because at the high

school level, there is a sense in which you're trying to seed
t he next generation of scientists potentially. | nean, that
was sonet hing that even your guy, Alters, brought out. And
that it becomes inportant then to think about the different
scientific perspectives in light of that, whereas by the tine
you get to university, people are training to be

professionals already in a given science. So they're sort of
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al ready engaged in a kind of nore technical sort of thing.
And that's -- it's harder to insitutionalize at that |evel.
I think it actually would be easier to institutionalize at

t he hi gh school | evel

Wul dn't it make sense at the undergraduate |evel, to seed

t he next generation of scientists, when the students are --
Vel |, okay.

-- sophisticated?

My -- | should explain something. |In Britain, you come in
al ready specialized. | nmean, you see, in Anerica, it's quite
common for the first year or two of the undergraduate |evel
to in a sense be searching around for a major. And so, yes,
in that context, | think that's a -- that's actually right.
So | take your point there. But | was thinking about the
British context, right, where you sort of start

specializing -- you get admitted into a university in a
subject. And that's why the degree programis a three year
rather than a four year program

Could you turn to page 11 of your report.

Yeah.

And at the bottom paragraph, you talk -- you tal k about nost
phi | osophers having resisted the charnms of naturalism

Yes.

And that's -- | take it you're distinguishing themfrom

scientists who, to a large extent, have succunbed to the
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char ns?

Yes, yes.

And one of the things you say is that this refusal to commt
to naturalismis less an ostrich |like reaction to the
inevitable march of scientific progress than an allergic
response to guild-Iike arrogance of scientists. Wat do you
mean by that?

Well, | nean, philosophers, | mean, people who remain

phi | osophers and stay phil osophers typically believe that
none of the major questions about -- that are associated with
the nature of reality have been closed. And the problemis
that the devel opnent of science out of philosophy, all the
sci ences cone out of philosophy historically have invol ved

cl osi ng down assunptions. You know, in other words, we're
going to start with certain things as fundanental and then
nmove on fromthere, and if you can't agree on those
fundanmental s, you're not part of the scientific team And so
physi cs does this, and now bi ol ogy does this. And

phi | osophers, generally speaking, want to keep an open m nd
about the fundanental foundations of know edge being
guestioned. kay. And so in that respect, they can't go
along with science in that regard because science, typically,
i nvol ves cl osi ng down at some point.

And | take it that's part -- that, to a |l arge extent,

expl ai ns your approach to this issue is a reaction to the
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I"'min a sense -- yeah, | sort of am

on the phil osopher's side on this matter

Ckay. And you suggest

-- you recal

the figure of the

skeptic who always imagi nes an alternative explanation for

any apparently straightforward phenonena?

Yeah.

And | take it that's where you find IDs place in the world?

Yes. I think that,

That's -- yeah.

surroundi ng evol ution

MR ROTHSCH

MR G LLEN:

yes,

in the great schenme of things, yes.

Wth regard to especially these issues

LD

Let

| have no nore questions.

me | ook in one nore place for that.

(A brief recess taken at 4:20 p.m)

MR, ROTHSCH
MR G LLEN:
MR, ROTHSCH

LD

Al right.

Sur e.

LD

Back on the record.

Counsel for the defense has produced a

copy of the course curriculumfor the Open University that

Steve was referring to.

It's sufficiently | engthy that

And |1'mgoing to take that copy.

I"mnot going to be able to

process it in the short tine before this deposition ends.

And | think we'll

just adhere to our agreement that if

there's any need to reconvene the deposition just to -- just

for questions on this topic, we'll

MR G LLEN:

Yes.

And agai n,

do it tel ephonically.

am anenabl e to that.
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MR, ROTHSCHI LD: Okay. And with that, off the record
and thank you very much.

THE WTNESS: Thank you. Thank you. It was a |ot of
fun.

(Deposition adjourned at 4:21 p.m)

* Kk *
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VERI FI CATI ON OF DEPONENT

I, STEVE WLLIAM FULLER, PH.D., do hereby certify that
have read the foregoi ng deposition taken on June 21, 2005,
and that, to the best of ny know edge, said deposition is
true and accurate (with the exception of the

changes/ corrections as attached hereto, if any).

STEVE W LLI AM FULLER, PH.D.
Subscri bed and Sworn to before me this day of

, 2005.

, Notary Public
County, M chigan

My conmi ssion expires:
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CERTI FI CATE OF NOTARY PUBLI C

STATE OF M CH GAN )
SS
COUNTY OF MACOVB )

I, Robert E. Bouck, Certified Shorthand Reporter and
Notary Public in and for the State of M chigan, do, hereby
certify that the witness whose attached deposition was taken
before ne in the above cause was first duly sworn or affirnmed
to testify to the truth, the whole truth, and, nothing but
the truth; that the testinony contained herein was by ne
reduced to witing in the presence of the w tness by neans of
St enogr aphy; afterwards transcri bed by neans of
conput er-ai ded transcription; and that the deposition is a
true and conplete transcript of the testinony given by the
witness to the best of ny ability.

| further certify I amnot connected by bl ood or
marriage with any of the parties, their attorneys or agents;
that I amnot an enpl oyee of either of them and that | am
not interested directly, indirectly or financially in the
matter of controversy.

I N WTNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and
affixed my Notarial Seal this day of
, 2005.

Robert E. Bouck, CSR-3530
Not ary Public, Maconmb County, M chigan
My Conmi ssion Expires: 08-03-06






