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Dover Court Establishes State M aterialism

Shawnee Mission Kansas. The twisted decision of the court in Dover today effectively establishes a state sponsored
ideology that is fundamental to non-theistic religions and religious beliefs. By outlawing the inference of design that arises
from observation and analysis, the court has caused the state to endorse materialism and the various religions it supports.
Thusthe court actually inserted a religious bias into science, while purporting to remove one.

The incorrect assumption implicit in the decision is that there is only one kind of “religion” - the kind that subscribesto
God. In fact religion includes the other kinds, those that reject any God that might intervenein the natural world —
Atheism, Agnosticism, Secular Humanism, etc. The Court’s second error was to ignore the obvious: any explanation of
originswill unavoidably favor one kind of religion over another.

For Judge Jones “religion” seemsto be a term that describes only one particular kind of religion - Christianity. Although
the Judge was quick to note the theistic friendly implications of an intelligent cause for life, his opinion omits any
discussion of the religious implications of evolution and the acknowledged naturalistic/materialistic philosophy which has
protected it from scientific criticism.

The court also failed to discuss the fact that the inference of design derives from an observation and analysis of the data, not
from ardigioustext. Nor does he discuss or ask, from whence does a counter-intuitive inference of “no-design” arise?
From the data or from a philosophy? He makesit clear that it derives from a philosophy: “ methodological naturalism.”
Which hypothesisistruly inferential and scientific? Which idea arises from the data and which from philosophy?

Evolution, and the naturalism which effectively shields it from scientific criticism, is key to all of the major non-theistic
religions and belief systems. The Dover opinion censors scientific data that is friendly to one set of religious beliefsin favor
of data that supports competing and antagonistic belief systems. For the Court, it is OK for the state to put into the minds of
impressionabl e students evidence that promotes a materialistic and non-theistic world view while censoring contradictory
evidence that supports a theistic one. How can teaching only one side of this scientific controversy be secular, neutral and
non-ideol ogical ?

A ruling that effectively insulates evolution from scientific criticism actually convertsit into an ideology. It takes the theory
out of the realm of science and makesit areligion in and of itself. Unfortunately, the Court fails to recognize that the only
way for the state to deal with the unavoidable religious problem entailed by any discussion of “ Where do we come from?” is
to objectively provide students with relevant scientific information on both sides of that controversy. As soon asthe state
takes sides in that discussion it steps over the wall.

Today, the court in Dover caused the state to take sides in that religioudly charged discussion. Today, the court in Dover
ingtituted state sponsorship of materialism.

The 139 page opinion shows a remarkable lack of understanding of other issues critical to the decision. Rather than seek a
true understanding of evolution, intelligent design, the scientific method and methodological naturalism, the court accepted
hook, line and sinker the propaganda of true “Fundamentalists,” who are as passionate about their “Fundamentalism” as
those of the Dover Board. The court ignored key evidence that challenges evolution’s claim that lifeis not designed. It
called a strike when the ball hit the dirt six feet in front of the batter.

Trueingtitutional scientific objectivity is the only antidote to this religious problem. Thereisnoissuein science that cries
out more for competing hypotheses than highly subjective “historical narratives’ about our origins. From where we comeis
inseparable from where we go. So long as only one answer to this question is allowed the story will necessarily be religious.
We need the competition to make the explanations truly scientific.

The decision in Dover today took evolution out of science and madeit areligion. We have confidence that this truth will
eventually emerge and be corrected.
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Intelligent Design network, inc. is anonprofit national organization that seeks objectivity in origins science. Intelligent
design is a scientific disagreement with claims that the apparent design of certain natural phenomenaisan illusion that can
be adequately explained by material causes. Objectivity is necessary because many institutions systematically suppress any
objective consideration of that disagreement.



