WELCOME TO THE DEBATE

Mike slipped sheepishly into
my classroom, slouched into a seat, folded his arms on the desk, and
buried his face in them. I knew he wouldn’t want anyone around
when he came to talk to me; he didn’t want to seem uncool in front
of his friends. But what did he want to talk about? Grades? Girls?
The basketball coach? As I approached, he sat up, looked me in the
eyes, and blurted, “Mr. McDowell, we need to talk. I think 'm losing
my faith.”

Like many people, Mike was caught up in his day-to-day routine,
and he didn’t usually think much about his Christian beliefs. So why
now? Well, the night before, he had come across an atheist website
that raised many questions he had never considered. Lacking the
intellectual tools and confidence to answer the challenges, he began
to question his faith.

Yes, he now had many questions to ask me about the Bible and
Jesus, but his deepest concerns were about something else—the
origin of mankind. Is evolution true? Does evolution do away with
God? Did God use evolution to create humans? Is there any scientific
evidence that life is designed?

I'm thankful Mike trusted me enough to enlist my help with
this challenge to his faith. Over the next few months, we spent
many lunch hours exploring crucial apologetics questions, focus-
ing mainly on the scientific evidence for design in biology, physics,
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and biochemistry. He later shared with me that had I not been there,
he likely would have lost his faith.

Studies reveal that for today’s youth, Mike’s experience is
common. When interviewed for the 2005 National Study of Youth
and Religion, thousands of teenagers who had been raised in reli-
gious homes said that over time, their faith slackened and they
became “non-religious.” Why?

When asked to explain their loss of faith, their most common
answer (32 percent) was intellectual skepticism. Specific answers
included these: “Some stuft was too far-fetched for me to believe in.”
“I think scientifically there is no proot.” “There were too many ques-
tions that can’t be answered.” Clearly, then, responsible discipleship
today requires knowing the scientific evidence for an intelligent
designer.

Roughly 30 years ago, in 1980, I (Bill) had a similar experience—
one which over the years has motivated my work on intelligent
design. Sadly, it ended quite differently from Sean’s experience with
Mike. When I was a college student, I met two young men in their
early twenties on the streets of Chicago. I had become a Christian a
year before and was enthusiastic about sharing my faith. Our con-
versation soon turned to the claims of Christ. I described what Jesus
meant to me and what I thought Jesus should mean to them. Having
had a bit too much to drink, they began to mock me. But then some-
thing strange happened—they broke down in tears.

It turned out that these men were graduates of Wheaton Col-
lege, one of the finest evangelical Christian colleges in the country.
They were now students at one of the mainline seminaries near the
University of Chicago. Through their studies at seminary, they lost
their faith. In tears, they kept repeating, “We wish we could believe
the way you do, but we can’t anymore.”

What happened to their faith? Presumably, Wheaton ought to
have prepared them for any challenges to the faith that they might
have encountered. Yet at seminary their faith rapidly disintegrated.
Since that encounter with these two young men, I have been through
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the educational curriculum at Princeton Theological Seminary,
also a mainline seminary. I can attest that students at a seminary
like theirs (and at most public universities) get two things that can
irreparably shatter their faith.

First, they are taught that the Bible is a hodgepodge of ancient
texts written by rubes who didn’t know half of what they were
talking about and certainly weren't inspired by God. The Bible’s
reliability and authority are thus systematically undermined. It is
approached less as a sacred text than as a patchwork of writings by
people out of touch with reality.

A second, closely related problem is that students are taught a
way of looking at the world known as naturalism. Naturalism sees
the world as a self-contained system of matter and energy that oper-
ates by unbroken natural laws. According to naturalism, everything
in the world happens by chance and necessity. God may or may not
exist, but nature operates without reference to Him and it shows no
sign of His presence.

How does naturalism relate to Christianity? Clearly, if natural-
ism is true, then Christianity is false. If God cannot act in the natural
world, then Jesus cannot be divine, the miracles attributed to Him
must have natural explanations, and the Bible is not the inspired
Word of God. All the order and complexity in the world is then the
result of a blind, material process, not God’s decision to create.

Young people are indoctrinated into naturalism in grade school,
high school, and then college. Sometimes they are also indoctrinated
in churches, as on Evolution Weekend, when some congregations
celebrate Darwin’s birthday.? The most effective tool for promot-
ing naturalism is Darwinian evolution, or Darwinism for short.
Darwinism teaches that all life is descended from a common ances-
tor (you and your pet snail are cousins) by a process of undirected
changes in genes that get sifted by natural selection. Natural selec-
tion is Darwin’s substitute for God.

Christians of all ages hear this propaganda. Moreover, they
face enormous cultural pressure to refrain from questioning it.
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Consequently, over time, many come to believe that blind material
forces are sufficient to account for all the design, order, and complex-
ity of the world. Something like that probably happened to those two
young men in Chicago. It has happened to many others, including
prominent advocates of atheism and Darwinism, such as Michael
Shermer and E.O. Wilson.

EVANGELICAL CHRISTIAN YESTERDAY, ARDENT DARWINIST TODAY!

According to Michael Shermer, a columnist for Scientific American and
founding publisher of Skeptic magazine,

| had found the One True Religion, and it was my duty—indeed it
was my pleasure—to tell others about it, including my parents,
brothers and sisters, friends, and even total strangers. In other
words, | “witnessed” to people—a polite term for trying to con-
vert them (one wag called it Amway with Bibles). Of course, | read
the Bible, as well as books about the Bible. | regularly attended
youth church groups, one in particular at a place called “The Barn,”
a large red house in La Crescenta, California, at which Christians
gathered a couple of times a week to sing, pray, and worship.
| got so involved that | eventually began to put on Bible study
courses myself.

But as Shermer continues the story elsewhere,

By the end of my first year in a graduate program in experimental
psychology at California State University, Fullerton, | had aban-
doned Christianity and stripped off my silver ichthus, replacing
what was for me the stultifying dogma of a 2,000-year-old religion
with the worldview of an always changing, always fresh science.
The passionate nature of this perspective was espoused most
emphatically by my evolutionary biology professor.*

And E.O. Wilson, author of Consilience and Dear Pastor, writes,

When | was fifteen, | entered the Southern Baptist Church with
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great fervor and interest in the fundamentalist religion. | left at
seventeen when | got to the University of Alabama and heard
about evolutionary theory.®

Shermer and Wilson are hardly unique. A recent study polled 149 eminent
evolutionists and found that 78 percent were pure naturalists (no God),
and only two were clearly theists (traditional idea of God). The rest were
agnostics or deists. The deists believe some sort of divinity might have got
things rolling, but it is not God in any sense that Christians understand.®

So here's the big question: Are all these people losing their faith because
evolution proves that God is a fairytale? Let's find out!

The Great Worldview Conflict

Mike’s experience was not isolated or accidental. It is part of a
larger picture, a cultural conflict raging all around us. This conflict
practically defines the twenty-first century, and it makes a huge dif-
ference to all of our lives. Here is how Robert Reich, former Secretary
of Labor in the Clinton Administration, now a professor at Brandeis
University, understands that conflict:

The great conflict of the twenty-first century may be
between the West and terrorism. But terrorism is a tactic,
not a belief. The underlying battle will be between modern
civilization and anti-modernist fanatics; between those
who believe in the primacy of the individual and those
who believe that human beings owe blind allegiance to
a higher authority; between those who give priority to
life in this world and those who believe that human life
is no more than preparation for an existence beyond life;
between those who believe that truth is revealed solely
through scripture and religious dogma, and those who
rely primarily on science, reason, and logic.”
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Reich here mistakenly regards science and religion as at war
(we discuss their relationship in chapter 5). Moreover, he is clearly
pushing an agenda when he describes modern civilization as inher-
ently secular and atheistic. (The vast majority of Americans, who
presumably belong to and have a stake in “modern civilization,”
are theists).

Still, Reich is on to something in underscoring that the conflict
here is between competing ways of looking at the world: the view
that blind material forces are sufficient to account for all the order
and complexity of the world versus the view that a designing intel-
ligence best accounts for them. The first view is naturalism. The
second, held by Christians, Jews, and Muslims, is theism.

A way of looking at the world is called a worldview. In her book
Total Truth, Nancy Pearcey defines a worldview as a mental map of
reality. Just as an accurate physical map gets us to our destination, an
accurate worldview gets our lives on track. Everyone has a worldview
whether one realizes it or not and even if one cannot clearly explain
it. All the big decisions in life flow from one’s worldview.

Worldviews answer three fundamental questions:

Origin: How did it all begin? Where did we come
from?

Predicament: What went wrong? What is the source
of evil and suffering?

Resolution: What can be done about it? How can the
world be set aright?®

The Christian Worldview

According to the Christian worldview, God freely created the
world. The Bible opens with Genesis 1:1: “In the beginning God
created...” It is no accident that the first thing the Bible teaches is
creation. Creation implies purpose. Because we are created, there is
a purpose for our existence, for the family, for work, for sex, and for
how we ought to live. Creation by a loving God is our origin.

18 UNDERSTANDING INTELLIGENT DESIGN

Copyrighted material



Freedom comes from knowing our purpose and living consis-
tently with it. The Westminster Catechism tells us that our chief end
(our purpose) is to know God and enjoy Him forever. In the fall,
however, humans rebelled against God and brought evil into the
world—not just personal evil, but natural evil that has corrupted
all of God’s creation. That is our predicament.

Redemption is found in Jesus Christ. In Jesus, God becomes
human, takes the sin of the world on Himself at the cross, and in
His resurrection restores the life of the world. One day the world
will recover its original truth, goodness, and beauty, and we will be
united with God, able to see Him face-to-face. That is the resolution
to our predicament.

The Naturalistic Worldview

The world according to naturalism looks quite different.
Humans, in this view, are not the crown of creation, the carefully
designed outcome of a purposeful creator. Certainly they are not
creatures made in the image of a benevolent God. In Ever Since
Darwin, Stephen J. Gould wrote, “Biology took away our status as
paragons created in the image of God.” Humans are merely an
accident of natural history, the result of the mindless process of
evolution. We are the result of a world that creates itself. This is
our origin.

Within a naturalistic worldview, our problems with evil and suf-
fering could not stem from a rebellion against God because God
does not exist and therefore plays no role in the universe. Rather, evil
is a natural consequence of the inherently clumsy and opportunis-
tic process of evolution. As evolution bumbles along, our genes get
messed up, and our environment shapes us to be competitive, selfish,
and cruel. As a result, we are ridden with cognitive, emotional, and
physical disorders. This is our predicament.

Many naturalists readily agree that Jesus Christ was a great
moral figure, but they reject that through His cross and resurrec-
tion He redeemed humanity. No, we must redeem ourselves by the
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advances of science, technology, therapy, and drugs. In other words,
we must solve our own problems and do so without recourse to
anything beyond the physical world. That is the resolution to our
predicament.

Naturalism’s vision of the future is bleak. The sun will one day
burn up the earth or burn out completely. With its passing, all our
hopes and aspirations will likewise pass away. In the end, we will
perish, leaving no trace and no memory. Charles Darwin struggled
with this in his autobiography:

The view now held by most physicists [is] that the sun
with all the planets will in time grow too cold for life,
unless indeed some great body dashes into the sun and
thus give it fresh life...Believing as I do that man in the
distant future will be a far more perfect creature than he
is now, it is an intolerable thought that he and all other
sentient beings are doomed to complete annihilation
after such long-continued slow progress.

Other worldviews exist besides Christianity and naturalism.
Buddhists, for example, believe that attachment to one’s own exis-
tence and to anything else in the universe is the cause of suffering
and that detachment is the cure. In this book, however, we focus on
the conflict between naturalism and theism and specifically between
Darwinian naturalism (naturalism as justified by Darwinism) and
Christian theism (theism as understood by Christians). That is the
key conflict in our society right now.

Darwinism: the Universal Acid

Darwin’s theory of evolution, often referred to as Darwinism,
inspires the best-known form of naturalism. In Darwin’s Dangerous
Idea, philosopher Daniel Dennett says that every aspect of human
life—including education, relationships, and politics—must be
understood in light of Darwinian evolution. Dennett wants all real-
ity to be understood within a Darwinian framework. Why? Because
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Darwinism tells us our creation story, and such a story always con-
trols how we interpret reality. If Darwinism is true, then Dennett
is correct: All aspects of reality should be understood within this
light.

Given how widely Darwinism is accepted, we should not be sur-
prised that virtually every field of study is now being “Darwinized.”
Every subject is supposedly to be understood in the light of Darwin’s
theory of evolution. Consider just a few examples of recent books
and the disciplines they are aiming to transform:

Why We Get Sick: The New Science of Darwinian
Medicine by Randolph M. Nesse and George C.
Williams

Economics as an Evolutionary Science by Arthur
Gandolfi and Anna Gandolfi

Evolutionary Jurisprudence by John H. Beckstrom

Religion Explained: The Evolutionary Origins of
Religious Thought by Pascal Boyer

Literary Darwinism: Evolution, Human Nature,
and Literature by Joseph Carroll

Darwinizing Culture by Robert Aunger (ed.)

Darwinism is one of the few subjects that popular culture holds in
awe. It is often treated as the pinnacle of science (an honor that we’ll
soon see is undeserved). For example, in a Friends episode, Phoebe
and Ross discuss the merits of Darwinian evolution. Shocked to find
that Phoebe rejects it, Ross says, “Uh, excuse me. Evolution is not
for you to buy, Phoebe. Evolution is scientific fact, like, like, like the
air we breathe, like gravity.”

Darwinism even shows up in the children’s movie Lilo &
Stitch. In one scene, Pleakley instructs the Grand Councilwoman
that earth is a protected planet, and therefore she can’t destroy it.
Pleakley denies that there is intelligent life on earth. But he does
say that it is inhabited by “primitive humanoid life forms” and that
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“every time an asteroid strikes their planet, they have to begin life
all over.” During this discussion, the Grand Councilwoman sees a
picture of an amoeba evolving into a fish, a lizard, and so on until
the emergence of man. What is the underlying assumption here?
That evolution routinely happens after each asteroid hit. No further
explanation is offered, none is expected.

We see another example of pop-culture Darwinism in a recent
episode of The Family Guy. One of the characters, Peter, tells the
evolutionary story of the universe from the Big Bang to the very
first dinosaurs. Then, according to Kansas state law, he must pres-
ent the church’s alternative to the theory of evolution. So out of the
water comes a genie who causes a car, a deer, a bear, Santa Claus, and
other objects to magically materialize. The take-home lesson is that
either you accept evolution (which today means Darwinism) or you
believe something completely ridiculous (like things just popping
into existence by magic).

Are supporters of Darwinism giving us a fair picture here? Is it
just plain silly to deny Darwinism? What if there is a better expla-
nation for the origin and structure of the universe than Darwinian
naturalism? What if the world has been designed for a particular
purpose? If so, the attempt to understand all reality within a Dar-
winian perspective would be a colossal mistake.

Challenging Darwinism

Why is it so important to challenge Darwinism? The prob-
lem isn’t just that Darwinism is false—lots of things are false that
nobody worries about. The problem is that Darwinism is no longer
merely a scientific theory, but an ideology. An ideology is an all-
encompassing worldview that attempts to explain everything,
often on the basis of a single principle (such as natural selection).
Moreover, it demands complete obedience from our hearts and
minds.

Marxism and fascism were ideologies in this sense, and Dar-
winism has now become one. In his recent book What’s So Great
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About Christianity, Dinesh D’Souza points out that “we have
Darwinism but not Keplerism; we encounter Darwinists but no
one describes himself as an Einsteinian. Darwinism has become
an ideology.”"

Darwin attempted to explain how new species, including
humans, come into existence. But his theory is now supposed to
explain not only the diversity and complexity of life but just about
everything else as well. This is how David Berlinski put it in the
March 2003 issue of Commentary:

The term “Darwinism” conveys the suggestion of a secu-
lar ideology, a global system of belief. So it does and so it
surely is. Darwin’s theory has been variously used—by
Darwinian biologists—to explain the development of
bipedal gait, the tendency to laugh when amused, obe-
sity, anorexia nervosa, business negotiations, a preference
for tropical landscapes, the evolutionary roots of political
rhetoric, maternal love, infanticide, clan formation, mar-
riage, divorce, certain comical sounds, funeral rites, the
formation of regular verb forms, altruism, homosexual-
ity, feminism, greed, romantic love, jealousy, warfare,
monogamy, polygamy, adultery, the fact that men are
pigs, recursion, sexual display, abstract art, and religious
beliefs of every description."

This passage would be funnier still if Darwin’s loyal followers
weren't so deadly earnest. For instance, in Darwin’s Dangerous
Idea, Daniel Dennett suggests that religious believers who talk
their children out of believing Darwinian evolution should be
caged in zoos or quarantined because they pose a serious threat
to the social order.”® Similarly, the Council of Europe has identi-
fied intelligent design theory as a threat to human rights." But the
only danger here is to Darwinists who might lose their monopoly
on the thoughts and education of society. A free society is free to
challenge Darwinism.
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Doubting Darwinism

For half a century, Antony Flew was the world’s most famous
intellectual atheist. Other atheists, such as dictators of communist
regimes, may have appeared more often in newspapers, but Flew
set the intellectual agenda for modern atheism. His famous lecture
“Theology and Falsification,” which he personally delivered to C.S.
Lewis’s Socratic Club, was the most widely reprinted philosophical
article in the last five decades. In it, he argued that atheism is the
default position and that the burden of proof rests on theists to show
that God exists. He went on to write many more books and give
many more important lectures.

Then in 2004, he made a shocking announcement: God must
exist. In a headline-making reversal, Flew now holds that the uni-
verse must be the work of an intelligent designer.

What convinced him to change his mind? Our DNA. “What I
think the DNA material has done,” remarked Flew, “is show that
intelligence must have been involved in getting these extraordinarily
diverse elements together. .. The enormous complexity by which the
results were achieved looks to me like the work of intelligence.””
In an interview for Philosophia Christi, he added, “It now seems to
me that the findings of more than fifty years of DNA research have
provided materials for a new and enormously powerful argument
to design.”¢

Why does Flew now believe in God? “The short answer,” writes
Flew, “is the world picture, as I see it, that has emerged from modern
science.”’” Bear in mind that Flew did not have a mystical religious
experience. Nor did he become a Christian. Scientific evidence per-
suaded him that God exists. This evidence, from DNA, did not even
exist when he first started arguing for atheism decades earlier.

More and more scientists agree with Antony Flew: The world
appears designed because it is designed. They argue that the design
in the world is just as real as the design in a computer chip, a car,
or a sports stadium.'® These scientists have also observed another
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surprising thing: The hard empirical evidence for Darwinism is in
fact quite limited.

Darwin’s mechanism of natural selection acting on random vari-
ations can account for small-scale changes in living forms: insects
developing insecticide resistance, finch populations exhibiting
bigger beaks during droughts, and other minor biological adapta-
tions (changes). But neither Darwin’s mechanism nor any other
purely natural mechanism explains how insects and birds came to
exist in the first place. The theory is supposed to explain such large-
scale adaptations, but it doesn’t.

The Burden of Proof

A few years back, skeptic Michael Shermer wrote a book called
How We Believe. For it he commissioned a poll of thousands of
people. He asked participants why other people believe in God. The
most popular answers focused on religious benefits: God comforts
us, provides the basis for living a moral life, gives purpose to our
lives, and is the source of meaningful religious experiences.

Then Shermer asked participants why they personally believe
in God. The number one answer changed drastically. The most
common response was the design and complexity of the world.
Our natural tendency, it would seem, is to believe the world was
designed.

Many Darwinists concede this point. On the first page of his
book The Blind Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of Evolution Reveals
a World Without Design, Richard Dawkins wrote, “Biology is the
study of complicated things that give the appearance of having been
designed for a purpose.”” He then spends 350 pages to show why
it is only an appearance of design. In What Mad Pursuit, Nobel
laureate Francis Crick, codiscoverer of the structure of DNA, wrote,
“Biologists must constantly keep in mind that what they see was not
designed, but rather, evolved.”

Here then is a question worth pondering: If a creature looks like
a dog, smells like a dog, barks like a dog, feels like a dog, and pants

WELCOME TO THE DEBATE 25

Copyrighted material



like a dog, doesn’t the burden of prooflie with the person who insists
the creature isn’t a dog? Generally speaking, the burden of proof lies
with those who deny our natural intuitions about the world.

That the world bears the marks of design is a basic intuition
found throughout history in virtually all cultures. Given such pow-
erful design intuitions, it seems only reasonable that the burden of
proof is on those who reject design. Still, as strong as our design
intuitions may be, they are not by themselves enough to help young
people withstand the pressure in our culture from Darwinian natu-
ralism. We saw this earlier in the cases of Mike and the two young
men from Chicago. Therefore we cannot rely only on intuition. We
must also advance a scientific case for design.

The Evidence for Design

In media reports, one often hears the following sound bite
describing intelligent design: “Life is too complicated to have arisen
by natural forces, so it must have been designed.” Even though this
sound bite may seem intuitively appealing, it is too simplistic for
scientific purposes. Do we have a more rigorous way to identify
when a system has been intelligently designed?

Intelligent design places our natural design intuitions on a firm
foundation of scientific reason and evidence. Intelligent design’s
main claim is this: Nature exhibits patterns that are best explained
as the products of an intelligent cause (design) rather than an undi-
rected material process (chance and necessity). If you think about
it, determining whether something is designed (“drawing a design
inference”) is a necessary part of life. When archaeologists find an
oddly shaped rock, they have two basic options: Is it a tool or arrow-
head (design)? Or is it merely an odd-shaped chunk of rock (chance
and necessity)? Similarly, ripple marks in the sand can be explained
by the random motion of waves, whereas “John loves Mary” drawn
in the sand clearly indicates design.

The design inferences we make every day can be applied to the
biological world. For example, consider the bacterial flagellum
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(which we will discuss in more detail in chapter 8). In public lec-
tures, Harvard biologist Howard Berg calls the bacterial flagellum
“the most efficient machine in the universe.” The flagellum is a tiny
bidirectional motor-driven propeller on the back of certain bacteria.
It spins at tens of thousands of revolutions per minute, can change
direction in a quarter of a turn, and propels a bacterium through
its watery surroundings. It is a molecular machine. The flagellum
has multiple parts that are functionally integrated (like the parts in
a watch), so the removal of key parts destroys the function of the
entire system.

How did this little motor come about? Darwinists have proposed
various explanations. All such explanations try to make plausible
how systems simpler than the flagellum might have evolved into
a flagellum. But systems simpler than a flagellum don’t work as a
flagellum, so if they evolved into a flagellum, they must have started
oft doing something else. But what?

At this point, Darwinists speculate wildly about what those pre-
vious systems (known as precursors or intermediates) might have
been. But such “arguments from imagination” are not evidence.
Undirected material processes give no evidence of producing such
complex machinelike structures. But intelligence can and does.

But Wasn't Intelligent Design Defeated at Dover?

Intelligent design has become such a political issue that many
people are not even interested in hearing the science arguments.
Often, such people will say ID was defeated at Dover. They are refer-
ring to the 2005 Kitzmiller v. Dover case, in which Judge John E.
Jones ITI concluded “that ID is an interesting theological argument,
but that it is not science.”

Applauding this ruling, Time magazine heralded Jones as one
of the 100 most influential people in the world for 2006. And yet
evidence for design had convinced Antony Flew, who by any objec-
tive standard had been far more influential for not just one year but
for five decades.
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Here’s a little background to the Dover case. In that public school
district, teachers were required to read a four-paragraph statement
to students, informing them that intelligent design is an alternative
theory to Darwinian evolution and that if they were interested, they
could read about intelligent design by going to the school library and
picking up a book titled Of Pandas and People.** Many intelligent
design advocates, including Seattle’s Discovery Institute, the leading
ID think tank, did not endorse the compulsory reading of that state-
ment. Also, many teachers who are sympathetic to design consider
such a statement to be a poor educational practice. If a topic is that
important, teachers should not just direct students to a book about
it, but teach it properly.

In his decision, which he delivered in December 20, 2005, Judge
Jones made numerous incorrect statements about ID.* For example,
he falsely claimed that design theorists have published no articles
on ID in peer-reviewed scientific journals. Actually, such articles
existed at the time, and Judge Jones knew of them.* For these rea-
sons and many more, the authors of Traipsing into Evolution (a book
about the Dover case) conclude, “When cross-checked against the
evidence and arguments presented in the court record, many of
Judge Jones’ key assertions turn out to be erroneous, contradictory,
or irrelevant.”*

Jones’s main distinction before being appointed a federal judge
was to serve as chairman of the Pennsylvania Liquor Control Board.
As neither a scientist nor a scholar, he was ill-equipped to preside
over this case. It won't be the last on intelligent design.

Why Is Intelligent Design So Important?

I (Sean) often use the following exercise to help my students
reflect on what they believe and why. To begin, I ask them to write
down all the reasons people believe what they do. Typically, students
give lots of reasons—parents, tradition, Scripture, friends, media,
comfort, science, consistency, and so on.

After compiling an extensive list, I then ask which of the reasons
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for belief are actually valid. In other words, Why should you believe
something? After we probe each answer, it becomes clear that rea-
sons such as “what makes me happy” (psychological), “the people
I like” (sociological), and “my church teaches this” (religious) are
not enough. Parents, teachers, friends, religious books, and entire
cultures can be mistaken. Comforting beliefs can be false and some-
times even harmful. Scripture and religious authorities are worth
believing only if their teachings are true.

As a result of this exercise, most students realize that many of
their core beliefs have not been formed by weighing the merits of
various options and thereby coming to the most reasonable conclu-
sion. They’re not alone. We are all, at times, guilty of faulty thinking.
We let ourselves be persuaded for emotional and self-serving reasons
rather than by an unbiased examination of the evidence.

This brings us to the main point of this section and the key point
of this chapter: Inztelligent design is so important because the evidence for
it is compelling, but Darwinists suppress that evidence to promote a natu-
ralistic worldview. People left to themselves believe that the world is
designed. Darwinian propagandists then come along and tell them
that Darwin’s theory has done away with the need for design (and
if there is no design, there is no God). But in fact the evidence is
against Darwin’s theory. Intelligent design lays out that evidence
and presents an exciting scientific alternative to it. In the following
chapters, we will explain how this is so.
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