A NISTORY OF

CAPITALISM

1500-2000 new edition

MICHEL BEAUD

B s L (IS



.. the model on which all discussions of intelligent design should be based.
—RICHARD LEWONTIN, co-author of The Dialectical Biologist

Critique of
Intelligent Design

Materialism versus Creationism
From Antiquity to the Present

%k
John Bellamy Foster, Brett Clark, and Richard York




$15.95 SCIENCE / PHILOSOPHY / CURRENT EVENTS

This is an excellent book. It adds to the growing body of critical writing about intelligent
design creationism. —BARBARA FORREST, a key witness on the side of evolution
in the landmark Dover, PA trial; professor of philosophy, Southeastern Louisiana
University; co-author of Creationism’s Trojan Horse: The Wedge of Intelligent Design (with
Paul R. Gross)

- - a vigorous defense of a materialist view of nature that rejects the tepid compromise
that would simply divide the turf into domains of science and religion. —RICHARD
LEVINS, John Rock Professor of Population Sciences, Harvard University; co-author of
Biology Under the Influence (Monthly Review Press) and The Dialectical Biologist (both
with Richard Lewontin)

- - . a fascinating history of the long struggle between scientific and materialist thought
on the one hand and religion and various forms of idealism on the other— probably
the most significant issues over which humans have been arguing throughout their
recorded history. —JEAN BRICMONT, professor of theoretical physics, University of
Louvain, Belgium; co-author of Fashionable Nonsense (with Alan Sokal) and author of
Humanitarian Imperialism (Monthly Review Press)

Critique of Intelligent Design is a key to understanding the forces of
irrationalism challenging the teaching of evolution in the United States
and seeking to undermine the natural and social sciences. This book
offers empowering tools to understand and defend critical and scientific
reasoning in both the natural and social sciences and society as a whole.

JOHN BELLAMY FOSTER is the author of Naked 'Impen‘alism, Marx’s Ecology,
and The Vulnerable Planet (all by Monthly Review Press), editor of Monthly Review,
and professor of sociology at the University of Oregon.

BRETT CLARK is assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University.

RICHARD YORK is associate professor of sociology at the University of Oregon.
He is coeditor of the journal Organization & Environment.

N . : . S ISBN-13: 978-1-58367-173-3
MONTHLY REVIEW PRESS BN-10. 1-58367-173-0
146 West 29th Street, Suite 6W
New York, New York 10001
www.monthlyreview.org

COVER DESIGN: Ben Smyth, Grand Opening 9°7815837671733

b B ¥R N wengewang.org




Praise for Critique of Intelligent Design

Finally we have a book on so-called “intelligent design’ that gets to the heart
of the matter rather than devoting all its energies to a point by point refuta-
tion of that doctrine. While providing a sophisticated modern understand-
ing of the complexities of organisms and the biological processes that have
resulted in life as it has evolved, the authors of Critique of I ntelligent Design
never lose sight of the real issue which is the struggle between materialism
and supernaturalism as an explanation for the world of phenomena. Theirs
is the model on which all discussions of intelligent design should be based.
_RICHARD LEWONTIN, Alexander Agassiz Research Professor at the
Museum of Comparative Zoology, Harvard University; co-author of Biology
Under the Influence (Monthly Review Press) and The Dialectical Biologist

(both with Richard Levins)

The intelligent design creationist movement’s attack on the natural sciences
has been thoroughly critiqued and rightly rejected. However, the move-
ment’s attempt to undermine the social sciences as well has been largely
overlooked. This book fills that void by offering a thoughtful, well-
researched discussion of the major figures—besides Darwin himself—
whom ID creationists demonize: Epicurus, Marx, and Freud. Moreover, by
analyzing C. S. Lewis’s influence on the ID movement’s leaders, the
authors further expose ID as essentially an exercise in Christian apologet-
ics. This is an excellent book. It adds to the growing body of critical writ-
~ ing about intelligent design creationism.

_BARBARA FORREST,a key witness on the side of evolution in the landmark
Dover, PA trial; professor of philosophy, Southeastern Louisiana University;
co-author of Creationism’s Trojan Horse: The Wedge of Intelligent Design (with
Paul R. Gross)

A discerning historical reconstruction, which succeeds in illuminating the
broad anti-materialist agenda underlying the intelligent design movement.
_DAVID SEDLEY, Laurence Professor of Ancient Philosophy, University of
Cambridge, UK; author of Creationism and Its Critics in Antiquity

A scholarly and compelling book showing intelligent design to be an anti-

Enlightenment project—and one full of illusion, superstition, and hidden
reactionary agendas. Anyone interested in science and reason rather than
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fairy tales about a Celestial Designer should get hold of a copy. So too should
educators intending to force intelligent design onto their pupils.
—PETER DICKENS, Faculty of Social and Political Sciences, University of
Cambridge, UK; author of Society and Nature

Debates about religion and science are back on the table. After numerous
attacks on modern science from the creationist or ‘intelligent design’ side,
there has been a counterattack coming from a few natural scientists and mate-
rialist philosophers. What was missing and what this book provides is an
enlightened Marxist perspective. Through a clear presentation of the works
of Epicurus, Lucretius, Hume, Feuerbach, Marx, Darwin, Freud, Lewontin,
and Gould, as well as of their adversaries, the authors provide a fascinating
history of the long struggle between scientific and materialist thought on the
one hand and religion and various forms of idealism on the other—probably
the most significant issues over which humans have been arguing throughout
their recorded history.
—JEAN BRICMONT, professor of theoretical physics, University of Louvain,
Belgium; author of Humanttarian Imperialism (Monthly Review Press) and
co-author of Fashionable Nonsense (with Alan Sokal)

With Epicurus and Darwin among its heroes, this book 1s a timely exposure
of the creationist dogmatism that the intelligent design movement seeks to
disguise as science.
—A. A. LoNg, professor of Classics and Irving Stone Professor of Literature,
University of California, Berkeley; author of Hellenistic Philosophy: Stoics,
Epicureans, Sceptics

In combating the new creationism repackaged as intelligent design, it is not
enough to refute particular misunderstandings about chance, complexity, or
natural selection. ID is part of an offensive against materialism and humanism
aimed at imposing a Christian fundamentalist culture congruent with the
needs of a declining empire. Critique of Intelligent Design places the debate
in its broadest context and historical roots from Epicurus on up, in a vigor-
ous defense of a materialist view of nature that rejects the tepid compromise
that would simply divide the turf into domains of science and religion.
—RICHARD LEVINS, John Rock Professor of Population Science, Department
of Population and International Health, Harvard University; co-author of
Biology Under the Influence (Monthly Review Press) and The Dialectical
Biologist (both with Richard Lewontin) '
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Preface

The mtelligent design movement, which arose in the United States
in the 1990s and quickly obtained headlines through its challenge
to the teaching of evolution in the public schools, sees itself as the
outgrowth of a 2,500-year critique of materialism dating back to
the ancient Greeks. Our intent in this short book is to look at this
same debate from the opposite point of view, by providing a brief
account of the 2,500-year materialist critique of intelligent design
(creationism) out of which the modern scientific worldview
emerged. This millennia-long controversy within Western thought
is examined as it bears on social science as well as natural science,
philosophy as well as religion, and the state (politics) as well as the
church. ,

Numerous recent attempts to respond to the intelligent design
movement have sought to forge an artificial peace between science
and religion. Yet the conflict between religion and science, which
the intelligent design movement brought to the fore, is, we will con-
tend, insurmountable within the present society. Religious alien-
ation, i.e., alienation from the world, is a reflection of human alien-
ation, as is the alienation of science, when conceived as a mere
nstrument of domination. Both are equally necessary to the pres-
ent structure of power. The only way to transcend this dual
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estrangement is to create through social means a broader material-
ism-humanism, in which a sustainable relation to nature, i.e., a
lived naturalism, is the first precondition. To achieve this, however,
we will have to change our relation to the world, making it our
friend.

This book, more even than most, is a social product, involving
our family, friends, and colleagues. Our argument, which devel-
oped over several years, had its first manifestation in a public lec-
ture by Brett Clark, delivered at a number of universities in 2005-6,
and then in an article, co-authored by the three of us, in Theory &
Society in 2007.! We would like to thank the editors of Theory &
Society, especially Karen Lucas, for their help and support at this
earlier stage of work. We are also grateful to our friends at Monthly
Review for their encouragement, including John Mage, Martin
Paddio, John Simon, Michael Yates, Claude Misukiewicz, and
Scott Borchert. It is impossible to imagine the present work apart
from the inspiration offered by Carrie Ann Naumoff, Kris Shields,
and Theresa Koford, through their own struggles on behalf of edu-
cation, human welfare, and life in general—from which this book
derives much of its practical meaning. Finally, we would like to
acknowledge, in the persons of Saul and Ida Foster and Arthur and
Galen York, a generation of students in public education, to all of
whom, and to the hope for the world that they represent, this book
1s dedicated.

1. Introduction

It is one of those ironies that dot the course of history that the old-
est known use of the term “intelligent design” in today’s sense can
be traced to a letter written by Charles Darwin to John Herschel in
May 1861, questioning the notion that the world was designed.
Darwin wrote, “The point which you raise on intelligent Design
has perplexed me beyond measure. . . . One cannot look at this
Universe with all living productions & man without behieving that
all has been intelligently designed; yet when I look to each individ-
ual organism, I can see no evidence of this. For I am not prepared
to admit that God designed the feathers in the tail of the rock-
pigeon to vary in a highly peculiar manner in order that man might
select such variations & make a Fan-tail.”!

For Darwin the notion of “intelligent design” was the subject of
critique. Yet, since the 1990s this same term has been resurrected
by a group of creationist thinkers in the United States in an attempt
to challenge materialism and Darwinism, and to wedge fundamen-
talist Christian views into science and culture. This new “intelli-
gent design” movement has sought to provide “scientific” evidence
of design in nature, with the object of transforming the entire basis
of public life.

The initial point of attack, because in many ways it is the weak-
est link, has been the public school system. Today’s proponents of
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“intelligent design,” the “creation science” of earlier decades in a |

new guise, are reigniting the age-old war between materialism and

creationism by attempting to elevate their doctrine to the level of sci- |
ence and to incorporate it as part of the science curriculum in pub-

lic schools—to be given equal standing with evolutionary theory.?
High school textbooks at the end of the nineteenth century had
incorporated many of the insights of evolutionary theory. By the
beginning of the twentieth century, the major textbooks related to
biology, botany, zoology, and geology revealed “a strong evolution-
ary flavor” and excluded or failed to endorse “creationist con-
cepts.” Teachers were encouraged and instructed to teach evolu-
tion. At the same time, a massive expansion of secondary education
increased the number of students being exposed to evolutionary
theory. By the 1920s, Christian conservatives sensed a threat and
mobilized an anti-evolutionary crusade. At the forefront of this cru-
sade, William Jennings Bryan, Woodrow Wilson’s secretary of state
and three-time Democratic Party presidential candidate, pro-
claimed the necessity to “drive Darwinism from our schools.™ A
famous orator, known particularly for his “Cross of Gold” speech
that affected millions, Bryan had by the 1920s become in the words
of H. L. Mencken “a tinpot pope in the Coca-Cola belt,” promot-
ing Christian fundamentalism. In 1923, after years of fundamental-
1st organizing, Oklahoma passed the first anti-evolution law. Later
that year, Florida passed a similar resolution. Then in 1925
Tennessee followed suit, outlawing the teaching of Darwinism and
any theory that denied divine creation as presented in the Bible.
Known as the Butler Act it declared it “unlawful for any teacher in
the Universities, Normals and all other public schools in the state . . .
to teach any theory that denies the story taught in the Bible, and to
teach instead that man has descended from a lower order of ani-
mals.” This set the stage for the epoch-making Scopes Trial in
Dayton, Tennessee—better known as the “Scopes Monkey Trial.”
Eager to challenge the Tennessee statute, the American Civil
Liberties Union offered free counsel. Looking to make a name for
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their town, Dayton business leaders gathered together at a drug-
store meeting and decided to challenge the law. John Scopes, a high
school physics instructor and athletics coach, who, while teaching
biology as a substitute for the regular instructor, had assigned read-
ings on evolution from the class textbook (4 Crvic Biology by
George William Hunter) as part of a review for an exam, volun-
teered to be arrested for breaking the statute. The court case that
ensued pitted Clarence Darrow (attorney for the defense) against
William Jennings Bryan (attorney for the prosecution). For eight
days in 1925, journalists, visitors, and Dayton townspeople were
swept up in the fury, watching the duel of the giants. Bryan railed
against evolution both inside and outside the courtroom, proclaim-
ing that many social ills were tied to the teaching of evolution.
Darrow called Bryan to the stand, questioning the latter in regard
to the literal truth of the Bible as it related to the world as it was
known. Darrow showed that the stories of the Bible—such as the
sun standing still, which Bryan accepted as truth—were unreason-
able and wrong in light of scientific knowledge and that they
should not be used as the basis for teaching science. While Darrow
devastated Bryan on the stand, Scopes was found guilty of teaching
evolution (the decision was later overturned on a technicality).
Bryan died in Dayton five days after the trial ended.”

Despite the attention generated by the Scopes Trial, evolution
almost completely disappeared from public classrooms in the
United States in the decades that followed. Although never
enforced, the Butler Act remained on the books and was not
repealed until 1967. The Soviet launching of the Sputnik satellite
in 1957 and the space and nuclear arms races eventually resulted in
the perception of an educational crisis in the United States and led
to a refurbishing of science education in particular. This included
the renewed teaching of evolutionary theory. Updated biology
books for high schools incorporated sections on evolution.
Immediately, the anti-evolutionary movement mobilized, propos-
ing “scientific creationism.” Under this guise, a few states, includ-
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ing Arkansas and Louisiana, adopted acts that required “equal
time” teaching evolution and creationism within classrooms.

In 1982, in McLean v. Arkansas Board of Education, a federal
court ruling declared that statues aimed at “balanced treatment”
between evolution-science and so-called creation-science violated
the Establishment Clause of the U.S. Constitution—“Congress
shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or pro-

hibiting the free exercise thereof™; that “creation-science” was not

in fact science. In 1987, in Edwards v. Aguillard, a group of scien-
tists, including Nobel laureates, submitted a brief in support of the
individuals who were challenging the constitutionality of
’S «“

Louisiana’s “equal time” act. The brief pointed out that science is
q p

devoted to investigating natural phenomena and providing natural-

istic explanations. In other words, a commitment to materialism is |
at the foundation of science. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in |
their favor, protecting the teaching of evolution in public schools, |

and declared that by advancing the notion that a supernatural
being had created humankind, “creation science” impermissibly
endorsed religion. Other court defeats for creationism occurred in
1990, 1994, and 1997.6

Undeterred, anti-evolutionists simply regrouped for their next
crusade, hoping to find a crack in the legal and political apparatus
in which to wedge theology and to undermine evolutionary theory.
As the millennium approached, Carl Sagan reflected that reac-
tionary forces were at work and constant vigilance was required to
defend science. He noted:

I worry that, especially as the Millennium edges nearer, pseudoscience
and superstition will seem year by year more tempting, the siren song of
unreason more sonorous and attractive. Where have we heard it before?
Whenever our ethnic or national prejudices are aroused, in times of
scarcity, during challenges to national self-esteem or nerve, when we ago-

nize about our diminished cosmic place and purpose, or when fanaticism

is bubbling up around us—then, habits of thought familiar from ages past
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reach for the controls. The candle flame gutters. Its little pool of light

trembles. Darkness gathers. The demons begin to stir.”

And stir they did, as the forces of anti-evolution repackaged
their dogma, promoting “intelligent design” (a reworked version of
pre-Darwinian natural theology) as science in an attempt to appeal
to common prejudices in an alienated world.

According to the intelligent design school text, Of Pandas and
People,

Darwinists object to the view of intelligent design because it does not give
a natural cause explanation of how the various forms of life started in the
first place. Intelligent design means that various forms of life began
abruptly, through an intelligent agency, with their distinctive features
already intact—fish with fins and scales, birds with feathers, beaks, and
wings, etc.?

Taking a page from the civil rights movement, intelligent design
proponents insisted that a diversity of ideas should be taught in
schools. “Teach the controversy;” they proclaimed, attempting to
cast doubt on the legitimacy of evolutionary theory, and suggesting
that it sought to cut off legitimate scientific inquiry based on a dog-
matic adherence to metaphysical materialism/naturalism. Claiming
that they wanted to expand scientific inquiry through considera-
tion of intelligent design, they advocated a position that had as its
ultimate goal the overthrow of science. The foremost advocate for
the intelligent design view, complaining of discrimination against,
design notions, was not a biologist but a legal scholar, Phillip E.
Johnson, who almost single-handedly launched the intelligent
design movement with his 1991 book Darwin on Trial.?

In recent years anti-evolutionists have sought to force the teach-
ing of intelligent design through elected school board officials and
the courts. Although the teaching of evolution is mandated, this
does not translate into the actual teaching of evolution, as many
teachers ignore or play down the importance of evolution to avoid
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confrontation and controversy. Many states, such as Kansas and
Ohio, have been the sites of concerted efforts by intelligent design
proponents to establish new teaching standards that further under-
mine the teaching of evolution. Such attempts have been contested
and resulted in the rallying of the public on both sides.

The most noteworthy event commenced in Dover,
Pennsylvania, in 2004, where the Thomas More Law Center—a
religious organization cager to promote intelligent design and to
challenge the American Civil Liberties Union in court—found
members on the Dover school board willing to promote the teach-
ing of intelligent design. In October 2004, the school board voted
to change the biology curriculum, noting that students should be
made aware of the gaps and problems in Darwin’s theory.
Intelligent design supporters argued that evolution was “just a the-
ory” and that facts did not support the theory. Intelligent design
was actively promoted as an alternative to evolution. Teachers were
ordered to read a statement questioning evolution and making a
case for intelligent design to all ninth grade biology students.
Copies of the intelligent design textbook, Of Pandas and People,
which promoted this statement, were given to the school. The
teachers as a group refused to read the statement to their students.
In December 2004, parents in Dover filed suit against the district
in the case Kitzmiller et al. v. Dover Area School District (the case
is commonly referred to as the Kitzmiller or Dover trial). The trial
ran from September 26 to November 4, 2005. A George W. Bush
appointed judge, John E. Jones III, a conservative Christian,
presided. !

The supporters of intelligent design put together a group of
expert witnesses they hoped would give credibility to their posi-
tion. However, they were hindered in this by the fact that virtually
no serious scientists were willing to support intelligent design. A
reluctant Discovery Institute—the Seattle-based center for the pro-
motion of intelligent design, with which nearly all of its leading pro-
ponents are associated—participated in the trial. Michael Behe, a
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senior fellow at the Discovery Institute, attempted in his testimony
to separate intelligent design from religion, claiming that intelligent
design was founded on empirical evidence showing irreducible
complexity that could only be attributed to design. Behe had
defined irreducible complexity in his 1996 book Darwin’s Black
Box and again in his 2001 article “Reply to My Critics” as

a single system which is composed of several well-matched, interacting
parts that contribute to the basic function, wherein the removal of any
one of the parts causes the system to effectively cease functioning. An
irreducibly complex system cannot be produced directly (that is, by
continuously improving the initial function, which continues to work by
the same mechanism) by slight, successive modifications of a precursor
system, because any precursor to an irreducibly complex system that is
missing a part is by definition non-functional. . . . Since natural selection
can only choose systems that are already working, then if a biological
system cannot be produced gradually it would have to arise as an inte-
grated unit, in one fell swoop, for natural selection to have anything to

work on,!!

In cross examination, Behe had to admit that there was not a
single peer-reviewed publication within science supporting his
view of irreducibly complex biological systems that could not pos-
sibly be accounted for by evolution. Behe himself had admitted in
his “Reply to My Critics” that pointing to an irreducibly complex
system (where a missing part would cause the system to cease to
function) was not the same as proving that such irreducible com--
plexity could not arise through natural selection. In evolutionary
theory the concept of exaptation is widely used to account for the
cvolution of a biological feature that serves a function at one point
in evolution and switches to another function later on due to
changes in the subject system. With this concept biologists have
been able to explain the gradual evolution of complex systems such
as the human eye, which can thus be shown not to have arisen in
“one fell swoop.” To make matters worse, Behe had described (1)
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the bacterial flagellum, (2) the blood-clotting cascade, and (3) the
immune system as three irreducibly complex systems. Yet, Kenneth
Miller, a Brown University biology professor and specialist in cell
biology, presented solid evidence at the trial that each of these sys-
tems had been shown in peer-reviewed scientific research not to be
irreducibly complex. Moreover, even if such negative arguments
with respect to current evolutionary theory were proven to be cor-
rect, as Judge Jones himself noted, this would not have in any way
constituted positive evidence of design, which was beyond scientif-
ic proof.1?

Steve Fuller, a sociologist and philosopher of science, also testi-
fied in support of intelligent design, arguing that presenting design
arguments in science classrooms would improve science educa-
tion. He went so far as to suggest that there ought to be a kind of
affirmative action program in support of intelligent design. Fuller
openly acknowledged that intelligent design was a form of creation-
ism—something that others on the intelligent design side in the
trial had sought to deny.

On the evolutionary side, philosopher Barbara Forrest, co-
author of Creatynism’s Trojan Horse: The Wedge of Intelligent
Design, provided damning evidence in the trial of how intelligent
design was simply creationism in disguise. She revealed how
throughout Of Pandas and People “creation” was used in early
drafts (1983 through 1987). Later the word creation was expunged
from the working draft, only to be replaced with the phrase “intel-
ligent design.” The new phrase was employed in an effort to cir-
cumvent recent court rulings on religion, science, and public
schools. Even the definition of “intelligent design” in Of Pandas
and People was the same as the definition of “creation” in the earli-
er drafts of the book. The original title of the book itself was
Creation Biology.

John Haught, a Catholic theologian from Georgetown
University, testified on the evolutionary side that intelligent design
arguments were not new but dated back to Thomas Aquinas and
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even earlier, and had been advocated most famously by natural the-
ologian William Paley at the beginning of the nineteenth century.
This was agreed to by the intelligent design proponents, although
unlike Paley they did not “officially” designate the Designer as God,
in a dubious attempt to separate their “science” and theology.

In the end Judge Jones, in a 139-page decision, determined that
intelligent design was not science. It was “nothing less than the
progeny of creationism. . . . [T]here is hardly better evidence of
ID’s [intelligent design’s] relationship with creationism than an
explicit statement by defense expert Fuller that ID is a form of cre-
ationism. . ... The goal of the IDM [intelligent design movement] is
not to encourage critical thought, but to foment a revolution which
would supplant evolutionary theory with ID.” Viewing the intelli-
gent design claims to “science” as constituting little more than tra-
ditional creationist “God of the gaps” arguments (God exists wher-
ever gaps in scientific evidence exist), Judge Jones declared that its
promotion in public schools violated the Establishment Clause of
the U.S. Constitution.

Despite the intelligent design movement’s resounding defeat in
the Dover trial, the holy war continues. Anti-evolutionary plat-
forms have emerged in numerous states (Alaska, Iowa, Minnesota,
Missouri, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Texas). Intelligent design pro-
ponents continue to mobilize, creating their own journals, maga-
zines, and Web sites, attempting to bolster their scientific appear-
ance. They have hired public relations firms and have tried to work
the media to establish a position within the fourth estate. The intel-
ligent design cause is bolstered by the widespread belief in cre-
ationist views among the U.S. population, and by the growth of
Christian fundamentalism and conservative Christian views as a
whole. A 2005 cross-national survey found the United States was
thirty-third among thirty-four industrial nations (Just above
Turkey) in the percentage of the population that accepted human
evolution. Incredibly, a full 45 percent of the U.S. population,
according to a series of Gallup polls, believes human beings were
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created in their present form sometime in the last 10,000 years,
while much of the remainder of the population is only tentative in
its support of human evolution. Exploiting the prevalence of anti-
evolution views, the leadership of the Discovery Institute seeks
nothing less than to transform the entire culture by overturning not
only evolutionary theory but scientific materalism as a whole.
Indeed, despite official denials, the intelligent design movement 1s
almost completely devoted, as its proponents make clear in innu-
merable statements, to the promotion of a conservative or funda-
mentalist Christian worldview.!?

The intelligent design movement’s goals can be described as
more theological than scientific, more political than theological. As
C. S. Lewis, the patron saint of the intelligent design movement,
wrote in the preface to The Great Divorce: “But what, you ask, of
earth? Earth, I think, will not be found by anyone in the end to be
a very distinct place. I think earth, if chosen instead of Heaven, will
turn out to have been, all along, only a region in Hell; and earth, if
put second to Heaven, to have been from the beginning a part of
Heaven itself.”!* In this conception, the earth becomes indistinct,
virtually disappegrs, along with nature and humanity, and the only
realities that remain are Heaven and Hell, i.e., the Day of Judgment.
There is no doubt that Christian apologetics of this kind are cen-
tral to the intelligent design movement.

Even more important than the religious aspect of the new cre-
ationism, however, is its political aspect. Writing in the early 1980s
Stephen Jay Gould went so far as to contend that “the core of prac-
tical support” for today’s creationism “lies with the evangelical right,
and creationism is a mere stalking horse or subsidiary issue in a polit-
ical program that would ban abortion, erase the political and social
gains of women by reducing the vital concept of the family to an out-
moded paternalism, and reinstate all the jingoism and distrust of
learning that prepares a nation for demagoguery.”'>

Nevertheless, the theological and political aspirations of today’s
intelligent design movement should not erase the fact that crucial
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issues about the historical-dialectical development of science and
religion, materialism and creationism, evolution and design are
raised by this controversy. Western science itself is a product in-
large part ofa 2,500-year critique of intelligent design that was tied
to larger social struggles occurring over the same vast period.

Materialism versus Religion

In order to understand the full historical significance of the intelli-
gent design movement it is crucial to recognize that it sees as its
enemy not simply Darwinian evolutionary theory, but materialist
science (including social science), philosophy, and culture in gen-
cral. In this way it is part of a millennia-long debate over material-
ism and design stretching back in Western society to the ancient
Greeks. (In this book we will not look beyond the strictly Western
debate over science and religion.) Indeed, the critique of material-
ism by design thinkers has had its counterpart in the critique of
intelligent design by their materialist opponents. This debate,
which is older than Christianity, had, from the first, political and
social, as well as scientific and religious, ramifications.

- On a philosophical level, the key defining feature of the emerg-
ng scientific worldview has always been a commitment in some
sense to materialism (sometimes also called naturalism), 1.e., the
view that the world is explained in terms of itself, by reference to
material conditions, natural laws, and contingent, emergent phe-
nomena, and not by the invocation of the supernatural. This com-
mitment stems from the intellectual foundation laid by the Greek
atomists Democritus and Epicurus over two millennia ago, which
helped inspire the European scientific revolution in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries. It is the fundamental incompatibility of
thoroughgoing materialism with a teleological or religious world-
view—insofar as they each attempt to account for natural phenom-
e¢na—that has driven the conflict between science and religion from -
antiquity to the present.
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In challenging the teleological worldviews of Socrates, Piato,
and Aristotle, Epicurus at the beginning of the third century BCE
drew on the tradition of Greek atomism (Leucippus and
Democritus) to banish the gods from the world and to build a
framework for understanding nature and society free from supersti-
tion. As Epicurus’s Roman follower, the poet Lucretius, expressed
it (in the first century BCE) in De rerum natura (literally On the

Nature of Things):

Therefore this terror and darkness of the mind
Not by the sun’s rays, nor the bright shafts of day,
Must be dispersed, as is most necessary,

But by the face of nature and her laws.

We start from her first great principle

That nothing ever by divine power comes from nothing.

For sure fear holds so much the minds of men

Because they see many things happen in earth and sky

Of which they can by no means sec the causes,

And think them to be done by power divine.

So when we have seen that nothing can be created

From nothing, we shall at once discern more clearly

The object of our search, both from the source from which each thing
Can be created, and the manner in which

Things come into being without the aid of gods.!6

Epicurean materialist philosophy faded from the intellectual
landscape with the spread of Christianity and the ensuing decline
of reason and secular learning in the medieval era. However, a
revival in materialism began in the fifteenth century, as Lucretius’s
great poem was rediscovered and began to circulate widely, inspir-
ing thinkers engaged in the scientific revolution of the early mod-
ern era and leading to Gassendi’s systematization of Epicurean nat-
ural philosophy in the seventeenth century. As historian of science
David Lindberg has recently argued, it was this revival of material-
ism, rather than the emergence of experimental methods and math-
ematical advances, that led to the scientific revolution of the SIx-
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teenth and seventeenth centuries and ultimately to the
Enlightenment.!”

Throughout this book, we will focus on materialism gs 3
emerged over the course of history through the critique of intelligent
design. Materialism in this sense then becomes the defining feature
of science and indeed of the struggle for human freedom. Although
the term “materialism” is sometimes used today in phiIosophical
discussions in a much more restrictive way to refer to the crude
proposition that all natural processes are attributable directly to
matter—and is in this way distinguished from naturalism, which is
seen as attributing all natural processes simply to natural causes—
we shall use the term materialism here in jts classic sense, in which
it 1s indistinguishable from naturalism. In this view, the defining
trait of materialism from antiquity to the present has not been the
forced adherence to a limited, metaphysical notion of “matter” as
the all-encompassing reality (though the notion of the atom was
essential to materialism from antiquity on and the concept of mat-
ter remains crucial to all science), but rather its opposition to all
teleological explanations, Le., final causes (whether God or Logos).

In its most general sense, then, materialism claims that the orj-
gins and development of whatever exists 1s dependent on natural
Processes and “matter,” that is, a level of physical reality that is
independent of and prior to thought. Materialism understood in
this way can also be identified with the realist ontology character-
istic of scientific realism.'® As Bertrand Russell observed early in
the twentieth century, materialism “has persisted down to our own
time,” from its beginnings in Greek philosophy, “in spite of the fact
that very few eminent philosophers have advocated it. It has been
associated with many scientific advances, and has seemed, in cer-
tain epochs, almost synonymous with a scientific outlook.”!9

Materialism’s opposition to Platonic forms, absolute ideas, ide-
alism, God, spirit, final causes, supernatural phenomena, miracles,
Heaven, Hell, etc. in explaining the world, has made it the enemy
ofall forms of philosophical idealism, which invariably reach back
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to God, spirit, Logos. This essential aspect of the materialist world-
view was well captured in the late nineteenth century by Frederick
Engels, founder along with Karl Marx of historical materialism,
who wrote in his Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of Classical
German Philosophy:

“Did god create the world [the universe] or has the world been in exis-
tence eternally?” The answers which the philosophers gave to this ques-
tion split them into two great camps. Those who asserted the primacy of
spirit to nature, and, therefore, in the last instance, assumed world cre-
ation in some form or other—(and among philosophers, Hegel, for exam-
ple, this creation often becomes still more intricate and impossible than
in Christianity)—comprised the camp of idealism. The others, who
regarded nature as primary, belong to the various schools of materialism.
These two expressions, idealism and materialism, primarily signify noth-

ing more than this; and here also they are not used in any other sense.2

Materialism is often treated by its critics, including intelligent
design proponents, as inherently “reductionist,” unable to account
for the complexity of observable phenomena. It is true that there
are mechanistic and reductive forms of materialism (perhaps better
referred to as m;:chanism)*evident today in sociobiology, evolu-
tionary psychology, and genetic determinism. However, a material-
st dialectic is essential, in our view, to a developed materialist out-
look, if it is not to fall into the crude, reductionist perspective that
the part determines the whole. Hence, we agree with biologists
Richard Levins and Richard Lewontin that “in the dialectical
world the logical dialectical relation between part and whole is [to
be] taken seriously. Part makes whole, and whole makes part. . ..
Organisms are both the subjects and the objects of evolution. They
both make and are made by the environment and are thus actors in
their own evolutionary history.””?! Since antiquity, materialist-
dialectical thinkers have denied reductionism, mechanism, and
determinism, along with teleology and religion. Forced to choose
between one and the other, Epicurus argued that it would be better
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to believe slavishly in the interventionist gods of the multitude,
than submit to determinism and abandon the possibility of human
freedom. Fortunately, he added, it is possible to break the bonds of
fate with respect to both teleology and determinism.??

Scientists who operate in a society such as the United States
today, in which a large part of the population still believes to some
extent in supernatural causes and some form of creation, often feel
compelled to deny (lest they appear irreligious) the ontological
bases of materialism/naturalism within science. Such propositions
are often treated as a kind of “metascience,” which is said to have
little to do with science itself, defined purely in terms of its
method. Hence, officially scientific materialism is presented mere-
ly as methodological naturalism/materialism. The U.S, National
Academy of Sciences, for example, has expressly taken the posi-
tion that science is a form of knowledge that methodologically
assumes that nature can be explained simply in terms of natural
processes, without any concomitant view that this encompasses all
realms of reality, in a larger, ontological (metaphysical) sense.?* But
n that regard scientists are often disingenuous, since they are far
more likely than the general population to adopt a materialist/natu-
ralist ontology and to deny creation in any sense whatsoever. As
Lewontin and Levins have written, “Creationists quite accurately
identify the ideological content of science, which is secular human-
ism, against the liberal formula that science is the neutral opposite
of ideology.”2* '

Probably the most ambitious attempt in recent years on the part
of a leading scientific figure (and by a materialist influenced by
Marxism) to make room simultaneously for both religion and sci-
ence was Stephen Jay Gould’s Rocks of Ages. Gould, following an
admirable instinct to make peace, famously presented his NOMA
principle (Non-Overlapping Magisteria) to indicate that science
and religion had their own independent domains (magisteria) and
should therefore not be in conflict. Science addresses questions
about the material world, whereas religion tackles questions of
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human meaning. Gould argued that there was no need for science
and religion to be at odds, as long as each stuck to its own legiti-
mate domain. He went on to note that historically, science and reli-
gion have not been in conflict as often or as intensely as is often
assumed. For example, he noted that many of the historical con-
flicts over science in the West occurred within the Church, among
people who shared religious faith. Furthermore, Gould contended
that the methodological practices of science, although they require
a “bench-top materialism,” do not necessitate the renunciation of
religious faith, as long as such faith does not impose strictures on
the natural world. Science deals with the world of fact, religion with
the world of faith and ethics. ' .

However, despite the merits of Gould’s argument, his proposed
peace treaty was unlikely to work, since those of a devout religious
persuasion are not disposed to concede the world of nature and
“fact” to science. Intelligent design proponents frequently refer to
science as “imperialistic,” and complain that it seeks to take over
more and more of God’s domain. Gould’s own solution involved
giving the “morality of morals” (questions about what morals we
ought to have) to the magisterium of religion (and the humanities)
and the “anthrof)ology of morals” (questions about what moral sys-
tems we do have) to the magisterium of science.?® Gould is certain-
ly correct that the anthropology of morals cannot lead to the moral-
ity of morals—as Hume famously noted there is no logical way to
go from the s to the ought. Conversely, it is doubtful whether there
1s a foundationalist ought (as commonly presupposed by religion),
that can tell us what moral values should be. Therefore, it is left to
humans to construct their own morals.?

The “morality of morals,” insofar as this involves transcendent
moral principles, is from a thoroughgoing materialist standpoint
stripped of historical meaning. Morality is something that humans
must struggle with, individually and collectively and under chang-
ing conditions. Ethical conventions are to be viewed not in founda-
tionalist, but in social-contractual terms.?” Questions about what
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morals we ought to have cannot be answered in a factual manner,
which leaves all factual questions about morality in the domain of
science. Consequently, in the end, as intelligent design proponents
rightly recognize, Gould’s NOMA principle gives little or nothing
to religion.

Further, although the naturalist methodology of science can and
has been practiced by numerous religious believers from Newton
to some scientists of today, the fundamental materialist philosoph-
ical position of science (which can hardly be relegated to mere
“metascience”) is inalterably opposed to any and all invocations of
the supernatural, including the notion of divine providence. As
Gould himself pointed out, “Darwin’s intellectual radicalism
emerges most clearly in the nature of natural selection as a materi-
alist theory about a history of life without sensible purpose or nec-
essary progress.” Here the conflict with traditional religion was

quite stark. As Alan Sokal has recently written, “The modern sci-

entific worldview, if one is to be honest about it, leads naturally to

atheism—or at the very least to an innocuous deism or pan-spiritu-

alism that is incompatible with the tenets of all the traditional reli-

glons—but few scientists dare to say so publicly.”?8

Although we agree with Gould that in principle religion and sci-

ence can coexist with a mutual non-aggression pact (Epicurus did

not abolish the gods but simply expelled them from all relation to

nature), the fact remains that the tension between religion and sci-

ence is a deep-seated product of the alienated nature of our entire

society. Both religious alienation and the alienation of science

(Which is relegated to serving the “gods of production and profit,”

in Rachel Carson’s apt phrase) are necessary, if contradictory, ele-

ments in a structure of power. This is best understood from the

standpoint of the critique offered by Marx, presented in chapter 5.2

If the issue of science versus religion allows for some degree of

Compromise at least at a practical level, the conflict between science

and today’s intelligent design creationism is absolute, precisely

because the latter seeks to account for nature supernaturally. The
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demarcation problem within the philosophy and sociology of sci-|
ence has given rise to endless debates about the criteria distin-

that of Hercules, and history records that whenever science and
dogmatism have been fairly opposed, the latter has been forced to
retire from the lists, bleeding and crushed, if not annihilated;
scotched 1f not slain.”3? Intelligent design is, in this sense, a coun-

guishing science from non-science. It is therefore common among
anti-realist sociologists of science today to argue that there are no;
universal rules allowing for such a demarcation, which are deter-: terrevolution against science.
mined rather by scientific consensus. Yet, to say that intelligent
design 1s absolutely outside of and opposed to science, as we do
here, is not to confront the difficult demarcation problem, since

intelligent design’s objective has never been to provide new scien-

Epicurus, Darwin, Marx, and Freud

In its latest resurrection with a vengeance, creationism in the form
tific explanations. Rather, it seeks to make arguments to establish
the limits of science (what might be called the “God Limits”). Thus
intelligent design proponents invariably point to gaps for which

of intelligent design seeks not so much to triumph over materialism
in public schools and other institutions as to burn it on the cross.
Intelligent design proponents see the argument from design as part
they say science has no explanation, and can have no explanation,
and treat that as final, and indeed irrefutable, evidence of a super- |
natural Designer. Those who engage in science,  contrast, invari-

of a larger crusade against materialism that traces the problem not
to Darwin but to Epicurus in antiquity. Epicurus is regarded as the
archetype of materialism and the greatest single enemy of creation-
ably seek to explore phenomena for which “science has no {ade- ism. Hence, the refutation of Darwin is seen as necessary but not as
quate] explanation—yet.”*

§ the final or sufficient goal in a much larger inquisition. Indeed,
It is undeniable that science in all of its manifestations is cur-

telligent design criticisms embrace the entire materialist tradition
rently under siege from the forces of religious irrationalism in the extending from Epicurus, viewed as a kind of Antichrist, to the
form of the intelligent design movement. The armistice between unholy trinity of Darwin, Marx, and Freud in modern times.

According to William Dembski, senior fellow of the Discovery

Institute’s Center for Science and Culture and one of intelligent

religion and science has been broken. There is consequently very
little room today for intellectual compromise between materialist
science and religion—and none between materialism and design.
Indeed, Gould’s own NOMA principle is harshly criticized by |
mtelligent design proponents who call it a form of “apartheid”

design’s leading proponents, “All roads lead to Epicurus and the
train of thought he set in motion.”** Similarly, Benjamin Wiker, also
a senior fellow of the Center for Science and Culture and its lead-
meant to segregate God from the world.’! ing social philosopher, states: “Epicurean materialism was defined
Therefore, we frankly acknowledge that the conflict between against every account of nature leading to an intelligent designer,
religion and science is a permanent feature of our present-day cap- and so it also always set itself against any religion which asserted
italist society. The further advance of a humanistic science is neces- that the universe was created and controlled by divine power.”**
sarily a revolutionary project. At the same time, intelligent design is Understood in this way, Wiker contends:
to be regarded as a reactionary movement directed against past -
gains. As Thomas Henry Huxley wrote, triumphantly, shortly after
the publication of the Origin of Species, “Extinguished theologians

lie about the cradle of every science as the strangled snakes beside

Darwinism is part of a much larger theoretical and moral worldview, that
of materialism . . . that . . . can be traced all the way back to the ancient

Greek Epicurus. . . . As it turns out, our present moral state of affairs,
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morbid as it is, is the result of having accepted the entire materialist pack-
age, of which Darwinism was an essential part. This larger materialist
package supports all kinds of things which are morally repugnant to
Christians, not only . . . Social Darwinism and eugenics, but also sexual
libertinism, abortion, infanticide, euthanasia, cloning, and so on. . . .
[W]e find out by reading Epicurus and Lucretius that materialism was
designed to destroy all religion. When Christianity arose on the scene,
not too long after Lucretius wrote his Epicurean materialist epic poem, it
showed itself to be immediately antagonistic to Epicurean materialism.
This fundamental antagonism can be traced historically over the next

millennium and a half,*®

Intelligent design proponents thus routinely present Darwin,
Marx, and Freud as the modern representatives of a long tradition
of materialism-humanism with its roots in Epicurus. Because of]
this, Epicurus, Darwin, Marx, and Freud are the four main targets
of the intelligent design movement. Not content to criticize the role
of materialism in the natural sciences, the intelligent design argu-|
ment is extended to the social sciences, too. This serves to bring to
the fore the goals of the intelligent design movement, which are as
much a part of a struggle over human freedom as a struggle over
nature, over social science as much as natural science.

The truth is that each of the leading thinkers of modern social
science, along with many of the great thinkers in natural science,
had to return to the critique of design and teleology and thus to the
materialist roots of science as a prerequisite to the development of
their views. Yet, this long critique of design, which was so integral
to the development of science in all its forms, is little understood
today, leaving those who wish to oppose the argument by design ill-
equipped for the current struggle. Moreover, the relation of the
materialism/design debate to the development of social science in
particular is almost entirely overlooked outside the work of design
proponents themselves.

It 1s widely recognized that Darwin needed to challenge the pre-
vailing religious worldview in order to establish a foundation for
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rational inquiry into the processes of the natural world. This led
him, as Gould pointed out, to apply “a consistent philosophy of
materialism in his interpretation of nature. Matter is the ground of
all existence; mind, spirit, and God as well, are just words that
express the wondrous results of neuronal complexity.”?¢ But it is
much less well known that a similar challenge lay at the foundation
of the social sciences. In particular, Marx’s effort to found a sclence
of society paralleled those of Darwin (and Epicurus before him)
and led him to dismantle the religious dogma of his day so as to
build a materialist philosophy that enabled social analyses that
were free of irrationalism. Likewise, Freud found it necessary to
challenge theistic premises in his efforts to create a science of the
mind. Thus, rather than needing to develop a new defense of social
science against the critiques of intelligent design creationists, the
social sciences have such a defense already prepared by Marx and
(somewhat more problematically) by Freud as well. Despite their
importance and force, Marx’s challenges to intelligent design are
generally neglected. Further, most social scientists today are largely
unaware both that intelligent design seeks to challenge the founda-
tions of social science and that a materialist defense of social science
against these critiques already exists. Thus, our goal is to revive this
neglected defense and link it to the long line of materialist inquiry
going back to Epicurus so as to highlight the deep connections
between the natural and social sciences, while providing a bulwark
against the forces of irrationalism that seek to undermine both.

Not the least of the ironies surrounding the intelligent design -

movement’s attack on Epicurean materialism as the classical cri-

tique of intelligent design and the forerunner in this respect of

Darwin, Marx, and Freud, is that Marx, who wrote his doctoral

thesis on Epicurus, has long been recognized by Epicurean schol-

ars as one of the most penetrating nineteenth-century analysts of
Epicurean materialism.?”

At the base of Epicurus’s materialism was a conception of con-

N . . LY
tngency in nature and in the human world. “From the very outset,
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he wrote in On Nature, “we always have seeds directing us som
towards these, some towards those, some towards these and those,
actions and thoughts and characters, in greater and smaller num-|
bers. Consequently that which we develop—characteristics of this;
or that kind—is at first absolutely up to us.”*® It is this conception;
of human freedom, based on material conditions and a relationship
with the earth, proceeding without the aid of the gods, that consti-
tutes the main threat to intelligent design creationism, a threat
embodied in modern times by the work of Darwin, Marx, and!

Freud, in particular.

2. The Wedge Strategy

Today’s intelligent design proponents, as one of their leading crit-
ics, Eugenie Scott, executive director of the National Center for
Science Education, has stated, are divided as to the nature of
design activity itself, which could take such varied forms as “front-
loading all outcomes at the big bang, episodic intervention of the
progressive creationism form, or other, less well-articulated possi-
bilities.” However, theistic evolution—the notion that God created
the physical universe and has kept “his” hands off it ever since,
allowing it to evolve via natural laws (except for the production of
the human soul)—is “ruled out.”" Hence, intelligent design propo-
nents are not simply believers in God’s creation in the very broad-
est. sense, which holds to the notion that once God created the
universe natural processes took over—a view that is consistent
Vfllth theistic evolution. Rather they also give numerous indica- -
thI}S of believing in what is known as “special creationism,” in
Wlllch it is held that the world was created in essentially the same
forn} in which it exists today. They also typically assert that it can
be 'lnductively demonstrated and inferred that an intelligent
designer must have had an active hand in the ongoing formation of
the world.

Crucial to the intelligent design argument, as Darwin on Trial
author Phillip E. Johnson, a legal scholar and program advisor to
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the Discovery Institute’s Center for Science and Culture, says, is
the notion that “God has influenced the creation on a regular |
basis.”? Johnson and other leading intelligent design spokesper-
sons have equated intelligent design with the term “mere creation” |
(a play on the title of C. S. Lewis’s famous work of Christian apolo-
getics, Mere Christianity). The intent is to establish a unified
Christian anti-evolution movement, bringing together all creation- |
ists, including biblical literalists such as young-earth creationists,
Le., those who believe that the earth is no older than what is sug-
gested in the Bible, as well as earlier versions of “creation science.”

This new intelligent design creationism is instigating a renewed
war between religion and science that is potentially more virulent |
than any that occurred in the United States in the twentieth centu- i
ry. Intelligent design proponents defy the scientific consensus and |
draw for their support on the vast popular appeal of creationist
views. A Gallup poll in November 2004 indicated that 45 percent
of the U.S. population believes that human beings were created by
God in their present form sometime in the last 10,000 years. |
Another 38 percent believes that human beings evolved with
God’s guidance. Only 13 percent are convinced that God had no
part in the process. It is this widespread belief in creationist doc-
trines, along with widespread ignorance of evolutionary theory,
that has allowed intelligent design to constitute itself as a popular

Well, it is a theory, it is a scientific theory only, and it has in recent years
been challenged in the world of science and is not yet believed in the sci-
entific community to be as infallible as it was once believed. But if it was
going to be taught in the schools, then I think that also the biblical theo-

ry of creation, which is not a theory but the biblical story of creation,
should also be taught.5

The Reagan administration and the fundamentalist political-
religious movement with which it was closely associated clearly
provided the incubus for the new wave of intelligent design cre-
ationism that was to emerge in the 1990s. The Seattle-based
Discovery Institute was founded in 1990 by Bruce Chapman, who
had served as deputy assistant to the president, director of the
White House Office of Planning and Evaluation, and director of
the U.S. Census Bureau in the Reagan White House. He was aided
in Discovery’s creation by his longtime friend George Gilder, a
leading proponent of supply-side economics (Reaganomics).
Chapman has remained the Discovery Institute’s president since
its inception, Gilder is a senior fellow. Edwin Meese, U.S. attorney
general in the Reagan administration, is an adjunct fellow.

The Discovery Institute started out as part of the Hudson
Institute, a conservative think tank, and then spun off as an inde-
pendent entity. In the late 1990s it emerged as the main institution-
al force behind the intelligent design movement through its Center
for the Renewal of Science and Culture (later renamed the Center
for S.Cience and Culture), established in 1996 with the backing of
multimillionaire financier and evangelical Christian, Howard
Ahmanson Jr. The founding of this new institutional-intellectual
base for creationism provided the impetus for an upsurge in attacks

on .the teaching of evolution in the public schools throughout the
Nation.b '

educational movement.*

The new creationism is not simply a movement on the margins
of society. It has received strong support from influential conserva- |
tive political actors and opinion makers such as Ronald Reagan,
Edwin Meese, George Gilder, William F. Buckley, Tom DelLay,
John McCain, and George W. Bush. In 1980, when running for
president, Ronald Reagan argued against the theory of evolution, |
saying that “recent discoveries down through the years have point-
ed up great flaws in it.” Asked, while speaking to a fundamentalist in
religious coalition in Dallas, about teaching evolution in public
schools, Reagan responded: '

lThe influence of the new creationist movement can also be seen
. lts growing political influence. In 1999 U.S. House Majority
«cader Tom DeLay used the Columbine school shootings as an
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occasion to blame evolution for a whole list of social ills in the
nation, including school shootings. “Our school systems,”
opined, “teach the children that they are nothing but glorified apeq
who have evolutionized out of some primordial soup of mud.” In
2001 U.S. senator Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania proposed an
amendment to the No Child Left Behind legislation that would
have described biological evolution as “controversial” (the amend
ment was not included, however, in the final No Child Left Behind
Act). President George W. Bush has several times indicated sup{
port for teaching intelligent design in public schools. National
Review editor at large William F. Buckley added his support to th 4
intelligent design crusade in February 2007, insisting that due toj
arguments of Johnson and other intelligent design proponents evo
lution had lost “its title to exclusivity.” Buckley was responding
specifically to a controversy that arose in 2007 when presidential
candidate John McCain delivered a speech at a luncheon hosted by
the Discovery Institute. McCain had given his support two years;
earlier to teaching intelligent design in the public schools (thoug
he left it open whether this should be in science classes).” In 2004
the Discovesy Institute opened a Washington, D.C., office to pro-
mote its political, education, and cultural agenda.

The Origins of the Wedge

The attack on Darwinism, although viewed as crucial i its own|
right, is seen by intelligent design proponents as simply the thin
end of a wedge, which, when hammered in, thickens into a full-
fledged attempt to replace materialist philosophy, politics, and cul-
ture with fundamentalist Christian versions of the same.® As intel-
ligent design proponent William A. Dembski succinctly expressed
it, “Naturalism is the disease. Intelligent design is the cure.”?

This was made clear by Johnson, writing in 2000 in The Wedge
of Truth: Splitting the Foundations of Naturalism:
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The Wedge of my title is an informal movement of like-minded thinkers
in which I have taken a leading role. Our strategy is to drive the thin edge
of our Wedge into the cracks in the log of naturalism by bringing long-
neglected questions to the surface and introducing them into public
debate. Of course the initial penetration is not the whole story because

the Wedge can only split the log only if it thickens as it penetrates.'?

In Johnson’s metaphor, the “thin edge” of the wedge was the
attack on Darwinian science, while the thick end represented a
much more ambitious strategy of overturning the entire material-
ist conception of the world of contemporary society. This was
articulated at greater length in the now notorious 1999 Wedge
Strategy document (more commonly known as the Wedge
Document)—a ten-page or so plan for the development of the intel-
ligent design movement crafted by the Discovery Institute’s
Center for Renewal of Science and Culture. According to the
opening paragraphs of the Wedge Document it was not natural and
physical science as much as materialist social science and culture
that were ultimately at issue:

The proposition that human beings are created in the image of God is
one of the bedrock principles on which Western civilization was built. Yet
little over a century ago, this cardinal idea came under wholesale attack
by intellectuals drawing on the discoveries of modern science.
Debunking the traditional conception of both God and man, thinkers
such as Charles Darwin, Karl Marx, and Sigmund Freud portrayed
humans not as moral and spiritual beings, but as animals or machines
who inhabited a universe ruled by purely impersonal forces and whose
behavior and very thoughts were dictated by the unbending forces of
biology, chemistry, and environment. This materialist conception of real-
ity infected virtually every area of our culture, from politics and econom-
ics to literature and art.

The cultural consequences of this triumph of materialism were dev-
astating. Materialists denied the existence of objective moral standards,

claiming the environment dictates our behaviors and beliefs. Such moral
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relativism was uncritically adopted by much of the social sciences, and it
still undergirds much of modern economics, political science, psycholo-
gy, and sociology. . . .

[M]aterialism spawned a virulent strain of utopianism. Thinking
they could engineer the perfect society through the application of scien-
tific knowledge, materialist reformers advocated coercive government
programs that falsely promised to create heaven on earth.

Discovery Institute’s Center for the Renewal of Science and Culture secks
nothing less than the overthrow of materialism and its cultural legacies.'!

By making their ultimate objective (the thick end of the wedge)
the destruction of materialist social science and culture, the intelli-
gent design proponents showed that the attack on-Darwinism was
conceived as part of a larger grand strategy. The Wedge Documenty
outlined this strategy in terms of five-year and twenty-year projects|
and goals. Its projects were divided into three phases: “Phase I:
Scientific Research, Writing, and Publication.” “Phase II: Publicity
and Opinion-Making.” “Phase III: Cultural Confrontation and
Renewal.” Its “Twenty Year Goals” included not only seeing;
design theory enter into the physical sciences, but also “psycholo-
gy, ethics, pdlitics, theology and philosophy in the humanities.”
Included in the Wedge Document was a plan to alter contemporary
views on “sexuality, abortion and belief in God.” Indeed, the ulti-
mate objective of the wedge strategy was “to see design theory per-
meate our religious, cultural, moral and political Life”—or, as
Phillip E. Johnson put it at one time, to replace the “ruling philos-
ophy of modern culture,” 1.e., naturalism, with the new ruling phi-
losophy of intelligent design.'

All of the leading proponents of intelligent design, including
Phillip E. Johnson, William A. Dembski, Michael Behe, Stephen
Meyer, Jay Wesley Richards, John G. West, Benjamin Wiker,
Jonathan Witt, Jonathan Wells, Nancy Pearcey, and Charles
Thaxton, signed on to this strategy to which subsequent works by
intelligent design proponents have closely conformed. So impor-
tant is this strategy to their activities that intelligent design propo-
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nents have sometimes called their movement “the Wedge.” For
example, Johnson refers to “the Wedge as an intellectual moves
ment,” and in promoting intelligent design proponents he somes
times uses the term “Wedge members.”'* Almost all of the leading
members of the Discovery Institute’s wedge movement are consers
vative and fundamentalist Christians—mainly evangelical
Protestants and Catholics—although one, Jonathan Wells, is a
member of Reverend Sun Myung Moon’s Unification Church.'* 3

A “Top Secret” Document

The Wedge Strategy Document evolved gradually. A key event was
the summer 1995 “Death of Materialism and the Renewal of
Culture” conference, sponsored by Johnson, out of which the
Center for the Renewal of Science and Culture arose. The open-
ing paragraphs of an introduction by political scientist John G.
West to a spring 1996 symposium in the journal Intercollegiate
Review on “The Death of Materialism and Renewal of Culture”
evolving out of this conference—were virtually identical with the
opening paragraphs of the 1999 Wedge Document, as quote d
above. Thus it was West who first observed that in “debunking the;
traditional conceptions of both God and man, thinkers such as Kar |
Marx, Charles Darwin, and Sigmund Freud portrayed human
beings not as eternal and accountable beings, but as animals o
machines” (though in West’s original article, as opposed to the
Wedge Document, Marx came before Darwin). From this it is clear
that West was a major author of the Wedge Document.' ;

The year after the “Death of Materialism” conference, another]
landmark gathering was held at Biola University called the “Mere
Creation” conference. In a “Postscript” to the book Mere Creation,!
bringing together the lectures from this conference, Discovery
Institute president Bruce Chapman revealed the objectives of thel
new movement, stating:
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Materialism is not limited in its implications to natural science.
Materialism is a way of understanding day-to-day existence and respond-
ing to it. Materialism has influenced public standards and policies on
morals, law and criminology, education, medicine, psychology, race rela-
tions, the environment, and many other areas.

It can be argued that materialism is a major source of the demoral-
ization of the twentieth century. Materialism’s explicit denial not just of
design but also of the possibility of scientific evidence for design has
done untold damage to the normative legacy of Judaeo-Christian ethics.
A world without design is a world without inherent meaning. In such a
world, to quote Yeats, “things fall apart; the center cannot hold.”

Materialism not only prevails in the natural sciences but has also
been adopted by such soft sciences as sociology and psychology. . . . [I]f
the materialist interpretation of science is wrong, so surely is its applica-

tion and misapplication in public policy and culture, '

By 1996 the main components of the wedge strategy were
therefore already in place. Nevertheless, the actual circumstances
surrounding the origins and dissemination of the Wedge Document
remain shrouded in mystery. According to Roger Downey, writing
for the Seattle Weekly in February 2006 on “Discovery’s Creation™:

The story begins, so far as the world at large is concerned, on a late
January day seven years ago, in a mail room in a downtown Seattle office
of an international human-resources firm. The mail room was also the
copy center, and a part-time employee named Matt Duss was handed a
document to copy. It was not at all the kind of desperately dull person-
nel-processing document Duss was used to feeding through the
machine. For one thing, it bore the rubber-stamped warnings “Top
SECRET” and “NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION.” Its cover bore an ominous
Pyramidal diagram superimposed on a fuzzy reproduction of
Michelangelo’s Sistine Chapel rendition of God the Father zapping life
nto Adam, all under a mysterious title: The Wedge.

Curious, Duff rifled through the 10 or so pages, eyebrows rising
ever higher, then proceeded to execute his commission while reserving a
copy of the treatise for himself. Within a week, he had shared his find
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with a friend who shared his interest in questions of evolution, ideology,
and the propagation of ideas. Unlike Duss, Tim Rhodes was technically
savvy, and it took him little time to scan the document and post it to the
World Wide Web, where it first appeared on Feb. 5, 1999.17

In this way the Center for Renewal of Science and Culture’s
Wedge Document was made public on the Internet through the
intervention of a third party, despite the Discovery Institute’s intens
tion to keep the document itself “top secret.” (A New York Times
article suggested that it was originally intended as a “fund-raising
pitch.”) It became known to critics of intelligent design in Marc
1999 and since then has been widely circulated and continuously
available online. Although the Discovery Institute itself never post=
ed the Wedge Document in its entirety on its Web site, it did post the
opening paragraphs, originally written by West, on the site. The
Wedge Document’s authenticity was acknowledged in 1999 by Ja
Wesley Richards, then program director of the Center for the
Renewal of Science and Culture, who admitted that it was “an
older, summary overview of the ‘Wedge’ program.” Much of the;
program was to be found in essentially the same words on the
Center’s Website, though not the entire Wedge Document.'®

What made the Discovery Institute’s 1999 Wedge Document so
important (and so “top secret” initially) was that it laid out the §
long-term strategy of the intelligent design movement, including its
five-year and twenty-year objectives, and its clear suggestion that'
the ultimate goals of the wedge strategy were theological, political,
cultural, and moral, rather than “scientific.” As critic Eugenie Scott
describes the wedge strategy, “The second focus of ID [intelligent
design] is ‘cultural renewal,’ a term its proponents use to describe
the movement’s efforts to replace the alleged philosophical materi-
alism of American society with a theistic (especially Christian) reli-
gious orientation.”!® Attacks on materialist science are therefore |
viewed by intelligent design proponents as leading to an attack on
materialism more generally, just as their advocacy of design (“mere
creation,” as Johnson calls it) is seen as a means of ultimately
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extending God’s dominion over the moral world (displacing mate-
sialist philosophy and culture).

C.S. Lewis, Christian Apologetics, and Mere Creation

The intelligent design movement begins and ends with an attack on
materialism/naturalism, first in relation to science, and then at the
thick end of the wedge, in relation to the entire culture. The inspi-
ration for this strategy can be traced primarily—as the intelligent
design proponents themselves make clear—to the Christian apolo-
getics of C. S. Lewis. The Discovery Institute was originally found-
ed on the basis of Lewis’s apologetics and one of its programs is
“C. S. Lewis and Public Life.” The associate director of the Center
for Science and Culture, John G. West, is a Lewis scholar, co-edi-
tor of The C. S. Lewts Readers’ Encyclopedia. West’s 1996 lecture
“C. S. Lewis and the Materialist Menace” to be found on the
Discovery Institute Web site represents one of the key statements of
the mntelligent design philosophy. It sees Lewis’s offensive on the
materialism associated with the work of Charles Darwin, Karl
Marx, and Sigmund Freud as the first step in the renewal of
Christian apologetics. Lewis, we are told, “was calling us back to a
teleological view of the universe of the sort offered by Aristotle.”
Materialism for Lewis, as explained by West, gave rise to the moral
“relativism” that “was uncritically adopted by much of the social
sciences, and . . . still undergirds much of modern economics, polit-
ical science, psychology, and sociology.”

In his introduction to the symposium on the “Death of
Materialism and Renewal of Culture,” West, in line with Lewis, sin-
gled out sociology for its denial of any “universal standard” of
morality. For West it is significant that Lewis made Mark Studdock,
4 young sociologist, the central focus of his novel That Hideous
Strength, the last installment (preceded by Out of the Silent Planet
and Perelandra) in his well-known space trilogy. Studdock’s soul
Was sought by the forces of evil associated with the technocratic
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National Institution for Coordinated Experiments (NICE) and
thus became the subject of a conflict between the powers of light
and the powers of darkness. At one point in the novel, in an
exchange with a chemist, Studdock, who is still entrapped in his
materialist delusions, refers to “sciences like Sociology.” The
chemist responds: “There are no sciences like Sociology.” This,’
according to West, reflected Lewis’s strong rejection of social sci-/
ences dominated by materialism, of which sociology was the lead-:
ing form. In the end, Studdock is forced to confront his own mate-:
rialism and moral relativism, recognizing his personal responsibili-
ty (sins), thus opening the way to his redemption. (In the novel’s
closing pages he is saved through the intervention of a newly aris-
en Merlin together with a Christian enclave, and helped out by
heavenly powers. Christianity thus triumphs in this one struggle; in

a world dominated by but not completely won over to evil.)

In a retrospective review of Lewis’s That Hideous Strength writ- »7
ten in 2000, Johnson depicted it as an attack on “materialist phi-
losophy” and on “what eventually happens when people make
technology their lord instead of putting their faith and love to the

service of the grue Creator.”*°

C.S. Lewis’s legacy of anti-materialism and Christian apologet- “
ics has been continually drawn upon in the work of intelligent §
design proponents Dembski, Richards, Wiker, and Witt, along
with Johnson and West. Lewis’s open apologetics helped to inspire
the 1998 intelligent design volume, Unapologetic Apologetics:
Meeting the Challenges of Theological Studies, edited by Dembski |

and Richards. As Richards wrote in this collection:

The naturalist just means everything when he says the word nature. C. S.
Lewis puts it this way: “Just because the Naturalist thinks that nothing
but Nature exists, the word Nature means to him merely ‘everything’ or
‘the whole show’ or ‘whatever there is.” And if that is what we mean by
Nature, then of course nothing else exists.” The Christian or other theist

will inevitably deny this claim, insisting that thére is a greater self-subsist-
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ing Reality, namely God, who himself created and sustains nature. Nature

as such is a dependent, and not the ultimate, reality.?!

For Dembski and Richards the main religious goal is to question
those versions of Christian theology that have succumbed to natu-
ralism by moving away from the concept of design. Such “natural-
ism,” Richards exclaimed, “contradicts Christian belief”” Indeed,
“as C. S. Lewis puts it, ‘a naturalistic Christianity leaves out all that
is specifically Christian.’” Like Lewis, Richards argued straightfor-
wardly for a “supernaturalist” rather than “naturalist” position.
No doubt inspired by the acceptance of “perplexity” in the
face of the factual disproof of faith, which Lewis had openly dis-
played in his “Christian Apolgetics,” Dembski argued in
Unapologetic Apologetics for the error-free nature of scripture.
Although biblical scripture may seem to have been contradicted
by the facts as revealed by materialism, those who adopt the prin-
ciple of “God’s-eye point of view,” Dembski claimed, will on such
occasions opt for “perplexity.” The latter is based on the recogni-
tion of our own limited understanding, and thus prevents us from
wrongly assuming that scripture has been proven erroneous. “The
choice then is up to us, which perspective we are going to trust,”
Dembski writes, “ours or God’s?” As his intelligent design col-
league West expressed it, “The Bible is infallible; but its inter-
preters are not.”??

C. S. Lewis’s Christian apologetics were based on a denial of
Inf:lterialism from its inception in antiquity to the present. A “cos-
mic futility,” he suggested in his essay “De Futilitate” in The Seeing
Eyzf, could be traced back as far as Lucretius (basing his views on
Epicurus). In his youth, as he recounted in his autobiographical
Surprised by Joy, Lewis had studied Democritus, Epicurus, and
Lflcretius, and had developed an affinity for the Epicurean materi-
fillSt view. He was to renounce this along with much else on becom-
ng a devout Christian. Hence, a sense of profound conflict -
between materialism and creationism pervaded his thought.??
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Although it 1s clear that Lewis’s works on Christian apologetics
as a whole, including such works as Mere Christianity, The
Abolition of Man, and The Problem of Pain, deeply influenced the
wedge movement, it was his 1947 book Miracles, his last major.
work on apologetics, that most directly foreshadowed today’s intel-
ligent design outlook. In Miracles Lewis drew a very sharp distinc-
tion from the start between naturalism (or materialism) and super-
naturalism. “Some people,” he wrote, “believe that nothing existsj
except Nature; I call these people Naturalists. Others think that,
besides Nature, there exists something else: I call them
Supernaturalists.” Supernaturalists, among whom Lewis counted
himself, believe that there is “some self-existent thing,” which “we
call God” from which all else is “derived.” “What Naturalism can-
not accept,” he stated, “is the idea of a God who stands outside of
Nature and made it.” Naturalism (or materialism) thus views nature
as a “total system.” Indeed, what Lewis objected to the most with
regard to such a “total system” was that “there was no Designer.”
In his “Two Lectures” (1945), later reprinted in God in the Dock,
Lewis adopted the classic argument from design, stating that just as
a rocket has a designer, so must nature. It was therefore a great
tragedy, he suggested, that naturalism/materialism was the domi- -
nant outlook of the modern world. “We all have Naturalism in our
bones,” he wrote, “and even conversion does not at once work the
infection out of our system.”* ‘

In defiance of what he viewed as this hell-like naturalism, Lewis |
sought self-consciously to advance Christian apologetics. He opted
for an alienated view of reality consisting of God (or the Trinity)
and Nature. “God created Nature. This at once supplies a relation
between them and gets rid of sheer ‘otherness”” Nature was in no
way God’s equal but “a creature, a created thing.” Nature, it was
true, normally operated by its own laws, but the supernatural might
intervene in the form of “selected events” or “miracles.” All miracles
were merely subsidiary to the “grand miracle,” the incarnation of
Christ aimed at redemption of the world.?*
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Although rightly belonging to God’s domain, nature, was rebel-
ious and the world was a “fallen world.” “Na.lt'ure by dominating
spirit,” Lewis wrote, “wrecks all spiritual activities.” Consequently,
he often invoked a “state of war” between nature and the reason of
the heavenly powers. In this war, nature, however, was not the equal
of reason (Logos). “Nature can only raid Reason to kill; but Reason
can invade Nature to take prisoners and even to colonise.”

Or as he put it somewhat differently elsewhere in the text:

Our whole picture of Nature being “invaded” (as if by a foreign enemy)
was wrong. When we actually examine one of these invasions it looks
much more like the arrival of a king among his own subjects or a mahout
visiting his own elephant. The elephant may run amuck, Nature may be
rebellious. But from observing what happens when Nature obeys it is
almost impossible not to conclude that it is her very “nature” to be sub-

ject. All happens as if she had been designed for that very role.?®

Still, Lewis constantly reverted to the notion of “invasion”—
even if, as he said, this could be more properly understood as a sov-
ereign reclaiming his rightful domain. He saw Christianity as ulti-
mately engaged in a reconquest of the world, and hence a war
against naturalism/materialism (much like that propounded by the
wedge proponents): “There is no question in Christianity,” he
wrote, “of arbitrary interferences just scattered about. It relates not
a series of disconnected raids on Nature but the various steps of a
strategically coherent invasion—an invasion which intends com-
plete conquest and ‘occupation’” It is a war between good and evil.
“It is because Man is . . . a spiritual animal that he can become
either a son of God or a devil.” In the end even death, which was
brought to the world by Satan and “man’s fall,” will be transcend-
ed, as foretold by Christ’s “grand miracle.”

Lewis made his antipathy to modern materialist science clear,
and saw the reconquest of nature by Christian notions of intelligent
design as an object. This required nothing less than the toppling of
contemporary science itself. As he hopefully declared in Miracles,
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“We may be living nearer than we suppose to the end of the
Scientific Age.”*

It is no wonder, then, that C. S. Lewis has emerged as the
patron saint of the intelligent design movement. The Discove ;
Institute Web page on “C. S. Lewis and Public Life” includes 2
quarterly journal, The C. S. Lewis Legacy Online,a section on “C. S4
Lewis Writings in the Public Domain,” and a series of articles on
Lewis by West and other intelligent design proponents. No other:

thinker is accorded such elevated status within the intelligent

design pantheon.

The Critique of Materialism
versus the Critique of Intelligent Design

C. S. Lewis saw his critique of materialism and defense of intelli-
gent design as part of a long history, stretching back to the ancient
Greeks. He frequently aimed barbs at the Greek atomists, Spinoza, !
Hume, Marx, Darwin, Freud, J. B. S. Haldane, and others. Today’s
intelligent design proponents have likewise continually reasserted
what Center for Science and Culture fellow Nancy Pearcey has
called “The Isong War Between Materialism and Christianity.” |
Pearcey has described this debate as beginning with the early
Christian thinkers who developed their views by “forcefully attack- §
ing Epicurean materialism.” But since the roots of the controversy
extend back to the pre-Christian Western world it might be more
comprehensively called “The Long War Between Materialism and |
Design.”?8 |

The argument from design was first introduced by Socrates in
ancient Athens in response to the development of materialist phi-
losophy (particularly atomism). The critique of materialism by
intelligent design that commenced with the Socratic philosophy |
resulted in a critique of intelligent design by materialism, beginning *
with Epicurus.? These debates continued for hundreds of years.
Eventually, Christianity emerged on the side of intelligent design,
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resenting Epicurean materialism as its chief philosophical enemy.
The Enlightenment resulted in a revival of materialism and the
challenging of Christian teleology. In this long war, which has taken
place over millennia, materialism has triumphed in the domain of
nature and science, i.e., worldly philosophy. The very term “intel-
ligent design” was introduced in its modern sense by Darwin in a
powerful critique of teleological views, in which he argued that
though nature may appear to be designed, there is in fact no intel-
ligence behind it.

In the twentieth century creationism or intelligent design
retreated into the realms of theology, Christian apologetics, idealist
philosophy, and popular superstition. With the new intelligent
design movement, it is now attempting once again to carry out, to
quote Lewis, a “strategically coherent invasion—an invasion which
intends complete conquest and ‘occupation.’” The ultimate goal is
not to dominate the natural sciences only or even primarily—but
rather to dominate social science, culture, philosophy, morality,
and public life. This is the political and religious end of the wedge.

To place all of this in historical context, it is necessary to
explore the millennia-long intellectual struggle in this area. The cri-
tique of materialism represented by intelligent design has to be
understood against the background of the critique of intelligent
design by materialism—from antiquity to the present. What this
demonstrates is no simple, straightforward story, but a long dialec-
tical conflict.



3. Epicurus’s Swerve

The phrase “intelligent design” first achieved public prominence
in the nineteenth century in a discussion of the Epicurean materi-
alist critique of the design argument. David Hume’s 1748 Enquiry
Concerning Human Understanding famously included a dialogue
containing an imaginary defense by Epicurus before the Athenian
masses justifying his rejection of the “religious hypothesis” of
“intelligence and design” in nature.! But the oldest known use of
the specific phrase “intelligent design” in its modern sense, as
noted in the introduction, can be traced to none other than Darwin
himself. Writing privately to John Herschel, one of the leading
British scientists of the day, with regard to Herschel’s 1861 article
on “Physical Geography” for the Encyclopedia Britannica (which
he had sent to Darwin), Darwin observed: “The point which you
raise on intelligent Design has perplexed me beyond measure. . . .
One cannot look at this Universe with all living productions &
Man without believing that all has been intelligently designed; yet
Wwhen I look to each individual organism, I can see no evidence of
this 2

Nevertheless, the most prominent early public use of the term
“intelligent design” in its modern sense can be traced to the noted
British physicist John Tyndall in his presidential address (often
called the “Belfast Address”) to the British Association for the
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traced back to the ancient Greeks and Romans, including Socrates
(469-399 BCE), Plato (c. 427-347 BCE), Aristotle (384-322
BCE), the Stoics (in Hellenistic and Roman times), Cicero
(106-43 BCE), and Plutarch (c. 46-121); while the greatest
ancient critic of teleology and intelligent design was Epicurus
(341-270 BCE). The origin of the argument from design, i.e., that
family of arguments that purports to provide proof of the existence
of a creator god through evidence of design in nature, can be traced
to Socrates, as depicted in Xenophon’s (c. 428-354 BCE)
Memorabilia. “Xenophon’s Socrates,” as classicist David Sedley
has observed, was “a fundamentally anti-scientific creationist.”’

Advancement of Science in 1874.° Today Tyndall is best known as ]
the scientist who through his experiments first demonstrated that l
water vapor, carbon dioxide, and methane acted as greenhouse
gases retaining solar heat on earth.* In his Belfast Address Tyndall ;
launched a defense of materialist science, speaking at length about -
the role of Epicurus and his follower the Roman poet Lucretius (c. -
99-55 BCE) in opposing teleological conceptions of the universe.? |
In explaining how Lucretius’s De rerum natura portrayed a uni- ‘
verse based in atomism and governed by contingency and emer-
gence, Tyndall stated:

The mechanical shock of the atoms being, in his [Lucretius’s] view, the
all-sufficient cause of things, he combats the notion that the constitution
of nature has been in any way determined by intelligent design. The
interaction of the atoms throughout infinite time rendered all manner of
combinations possible. . . . “If you will apprehend and keep in mind these
things, Nature, free at once, and rid of her haughty lords, is seen to do all

things spontaneously of herself, without the meddling of the gods.”®

Socrates in the Memorabilia argued that human beings were
uniquely favored by the gods, and exhibited the creator’s design in
their very being. In this view craftsmanship, as displayed, for exam-
ple, in sculpture, provided an analogy for the supreme craftsman-
ship of a divine creator, who could not only produce forms of
things but also give them life. Human beings, for Socrates, were
thus clearly “products of design and not of chance,” and demon-
strated in their basic attributes the “intelligence” of the divine
craftsman. The human eye (in its external features) was singled out
as an example of this. As Socrates put it in his dialogue with
Aristodemus:

It is this materialist outlook, exemplified by ancient
Epicureanism, suggesting that nature can be understood as evolving |
spontaneously into more complex, emergent combinations, devel-
oping by means of contingent occurrences, that most threatens cre- ’
ationist thinkers. Attached to this, in Epicurus’s case, was a concep- |
tion of social evolution and human freedom that rejected founda-
tionalist ethics—that is, the gods as intelligent moral designers and
the existence of absolute moral principles independent of human
social contracts under changing conditions. Together these propo-
sitions made Epicurus and his followers in subsequent centuries the
great enemies of ancient teleology. For emerging Christianity no |
greater philosophical threat existed than Epicurean materialism.

Then don’t you think it was for their use that he who originally created
men provided them with the various means of perception, such as eyes to
see what is visible and ears to hear what is audible?. . . For example,
because our eyes are delicate, they have been shuttered with eyelids.
which open when we have occasion to use them, and close in sleep; and
to protect them from injury by the wind, eyelashes have been made to
grow as a screen; and our foreheads have been fringed with eyebrows to
prevent damage even from the sweat of the head.®

Origins of Critique of Intelligent Design

Such design, Socrates argued, could also be shown in other
Ways: in the granting of human beings, as distinguished from other

The intelligent design argument and teleological views more -
animals, both intelligence (derived from cosmic intelligence) and

broadly predate Christianity within Western civilization and can be
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non-seasonal sex; and in the way that a whole range of other species
were created by divine agency specifically to serve human needs.”
Creationist views existed in Greek philosophy long before:
Socrates. But the need for a naturalistic defense of a creator god,
i.e., an argument from design, only arose once the early Greek
atomists Leucippus (fifth century BCE) and Democritus (c.
460-356 BCE) had introduced the notion that the material world
and life within it emerged from the chance movement of atoms.
The argument from design was thus from the beginning a response
to materialist/atomistic physics. Socrates’s intent in introducing
the argument from design was to provide an idealist response to the
materialist views propounded by the Greek atomists Leucippus
and Democritus, whose work had thoroughly displaced the gods.'®
In building on Socrates’s thought, Plato did not directly
advance the argument from design in the fashion of Xenophon’s
Socrates. He did, however, promote creationist ideas, and a cre-
ationist physics. For the ancient Greek philosophers matter was
always a precondition of all else. Hence, Plato’s Demiurge or divine :
craftsman in Timaeus did not create the world ex nihilo (out of
nothing). Rather he relied on previously existing matter to generate
order out of chaos. The Demiurge designed the world on the
model of “the perfect intelligible Living Creature.” In this way
Plato’s Demiurge constituted the greatest of all causes, and gener-
ated a world that was the finest of all possible worlds. In The Laws
Plato urged that those who were impious, and attributed the
world’s coming into being to necessity and chance rather than
design, be treated as criminals and imprisoned or even executed."!
Aristotle, although often considered to be the greatest teleolog-
ical thinker in antiquity if not all time, was a step further removed |
from the argument from design. Everything in nature, according to
his philosophy, was purposive. Yet, Aristotle’s philosophy lacked a
Qemiurge as in Plato or a strict creationist argument. Still, a more
dlStar‘“ fieit}’» a kind of unmoved mover, is the supreme explanato-
ry principle of Aristotle’s philosophy. Everything in nature derives
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its purposiveness in striving to emulate this divine “final cause.” As
he wrote in The Parts of Animals: “Plainly...that cause is the first
which we call the final one. For this is the Reason, and the Reason
forms the starting point, alike in the works of art and in the works
of nature. . . . Now in the works of nature the good end and the final
cause 1s still more dominant than in works of art.”” For Aristotle the
purposiveness of nature, governed by a distant divine impulse or
final cause, was therefore invariably superior to the purposiveness
of human art.!?

T}}e most explicit proponents of the argument from design itself
in antiquity after Socrates were the Stoics, and Cicero, who identi-
fied with the Greek philosophical school of the Academy, i.e., was a
mild skeptic. The argument from design as articulated by Soc;ates n
Xenoph_on’s Memorabilia was taken over directly, beginning in the
early third century BCE, by the Stoics, who considered this a basic
text."” In opposition to Epicurus and his followers, the Stoics pro-
pounded the teleological view of a providential god, the existence of
which could be ascertained from evidence of design in nature. The
resglting debate between Stoics and Epicureans over teleology and
design extended well into Roman times.

The most prominent Roman treatise to advance the argument
fronl design was Cicero’s dialogue The Nature of the Gods (written
in 45 BCE), a work that included criticisms of Epicurean material-
1sm. As Balbus, the Stoic, stated in Cicero’s dialogue:

Wher? you follow from afar the course of a ship, upon the sea, you do not
question that its movement is guided by a skilled intelligence. When you -
see a sundial or a water-clock, you see that it tells the time by design and
not by chance. How then can you imagine that the universe as a whole is
devoid of purpose and intelligence? . . . Our opponents however profess
to be in doubt whether the universe....came into being by accident or by
necessity or is the product of a divine intelligence. . . . The truth is that it
.[th.e universe] is controlled by a power and purpose which we can never
tmitate. When we see some example of a mechanism, such as a globe or

. j i
clock or some such device, do we doubt that it is the creation of a con-
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scious intelligence? So when we see the movement of the heavenly bod- ence that was to influence later scientific thought.!” The

Epicureans, as Sedley writes, were “the ancient philosophical
2718

ies, the speed of their revolution, and the way in which they regularly run
their annual course, so that all that depends on them is preserved and worl d’s most ardent empiricists.
prospers, how can we doubt that these too are not only the works of rea- Epicuru s’s philosophy was concerned above all with escaping
the double trap (the bonds of fate) represented by the gods and
mechanistic determinism. Adherence to the notion of the gods as

prime movers in the world meant, in Epicurus’s view, ascribing to

son but of a reason which is perfect and divine?'*

For the Stoics, as portrayed in Cicero’s dialogue, and no doubt:
for Cicero as well, who was less of a skeptic in relation to religion,
the argument from design was seen as countering ancient material-
ism, particularly Epicureanism, with its proto-evolutionary views.
and critique of intelligent design.'” As A. A. Long, one of the fore-
most scholars of Epicureanism and Hellenistic philosophy in gener-/
al, recently wrote in an essay titled, “Evolution vs. Intelligent Design.
in Classical Antiquity”: “The Epicureans even today are the unsung:
heroes of ancient science if you are looking for significant anticipa-
tions of a modern rationalistic outlook. They are unsung mainly’
because popular culture has preferred the theistic outlook of Plato
with its Biblical affinity. . .. What aligns them with our science is the
following set of methodologies and assumptions™: |

an anti-scientific philosophy in describing the world. However,
strict mechanistic determinism, while displacing the gods and
allowing for a materialist science, denied human agency altogether.
Epicurus sought to escape both of these positions. Similar to
modern scientists, he rejected explanations of the world based on
final causes, particularly divine causation. As Lucretius put it,
evoking a principle common to ancient Greek philosophy,
“Nothing is ever created by divine power out of nothing. '
Epicurus took this principle to its furthest point, rejecting all tele-
ological positions, grounding the examination of the physical
world in material (natural) explanations. Building on the earlier
it : W R atomic theory of Democritus, Epicurus described the universe in
The starting point for understanding the world is rigorous empircism.

terms of physical processes rather than final causes. In explainin
2. We have reason to think that everything we experience is ultimate- PP P i 5

the happenings of the world, h d inci i
W i Y PP g world, he accepted the principle of multiple

ossible ca h judi irical inves-
3. The building blocks of the world are uncreated and everlasting P MR el aaa i ISV O B i i

tigation. He sought a general th i i

4 $ . . AL 3 o

atomic particles incessantly in motion. Cf 1 g g h AT o CATET M Smgle
: ; ; S0 rrect ex i i imitati i

Bl e s A A WL planation might not be possible given limitations in

O]’) . . 3 . . . .
5. Apparent evidence for design in nature (for example, the complex- serving the exact phenomena (for instance, during his lifetime,

ity of organisms and organs) is due not to an invisible guiding hand ith respect to solar and lunar eclipses). Instead, several alternative

but to the determinate ways that matter organizes itself according llyp otheses were set up to account for any other conditions that

might contribute to the relationship or event under investigation. It

to strict causal laws. :
18 from Epicurus that we get the phrase “awaits confirmation.” In

6.  Life and mind are not basic to the world, but emergent properties
6

of particular types of atomic conglomerates. ! this, Epicurus “maintained his empirical principle that a scientific

€xplanation must be consistent with, or not contradicted b
. : : expe-
Not only did Epicurus and his followers attempt to advance . & i

the.se propositions, but they did so not on the basis of faith but with
rational arguments, using a sophisticated method of scientific infer- |

3 2 . . . .

flence” and conform to a “general principle of determinism [mate-
Mal causation], without claiming to have knowledge of specific
Causes in all cases.”?

b AL N willngewang.org
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Epicurus resisted a mere mechanical determinism without giv- The lucid interspace of world and world

ing way to idealism. He claimed that the world was composed of Where never creeps a cloud, or moves a wind,

atoms that continued to fall through the void, yet swerved, almost Nor ever falls the least white star of snow,

imperceptibly, as they fell, creating the element of chance and inde- Nor ever lowest roll of thunder moans,

Nor sound of human sorrow mounts to mar

126

terminacy. These actions took place within and through material
Their sacred everlasting calm!

conditions; the swerve was both facilitated and limited by them.:

The existence of the swerve created added uncertainty in the ik _ ) _
‘ Epicurus was concerned with combating the tendencies toward

course of life. Within a particular temporal context, at a specific i :
' a state religion, based on a notion of astral gods, as presented by

point—as Lucretius explained—*“accidents of matter . .. happen.”! 1 i : Jod i, g
’ Plato in his Laws—a notion that was gaining influence in
Hellenistic times. He expressly stated that the gods, though they

exist, have no relation to the material universe, including the heav-

These accidents are the result of complex interactions, and the *
implication of these collisions is not known. Thus Epicurus saw

contingency, due to the swerve of atoms, as an escape from the con- it ! ks A
ens themselves.?’” It was this classic version of what Stephen Jay

Gould has called NOMA, or the notion of non-overlapping magis-
teria of science and religion—removing the gods from all connec-

fines of gods and determinism. In fact, contingency is at the heart -
of change at every level and in every stage of life, and, as a result,
novelty becomes part of history and life.** . 3 eliet
% P i ‘ tion to the material world and thus making it the magisterium of
Marx, who was arguably the most profound scholar of ; ; i
science—that most outraged Epicurus’s critics for more than two

Epicureanism in the nineteenth century, understood Epicurus’s
‘ thousand years.?

attack on both mechanistic determinism and teleology as the basis ¢ i i :
The rejection of all design or providence was to make

Epicureanism anathema not only to Platonists like Plutarch, who in
the second century wrote a polemic (dgainst Colotes) directed
entirely against the first generation of Epicureans some four hun-
dred years after the establishment of Epicurus’s Garden, but also to
all of the Church Fathers of early Christianity.?® The latter con-
demned Epicurus for his rejection of both providence and the
immortality of the soul. Epicurus was thus seen as the greatest
ancient critic of design. As Howard Jones notes in The Epicurean
.Tr'adz'tian, “From Athenagoras in the second century to Augustine
i the fifth, we find repeated the familiar appeal to design as proof
of the hand of an intelligent creator and the controller of the uni-
verse as against the random union and configuration of atoms
Posited by the Epicureans.”® In his City of God St. Augustine
attacked Epicurus for placing the criterion of truth in the “bodily
senses,” and went on to refer to “a world which bears a kind of

of a doctrine of freedom that was extended into the social realm and -
human history=In Epicurus’s Garden (as opposed to other ancient |
Athenian philosophical schools) women and slaves were admitted ‘
as equals to his society of friends, with some, such as Leontion (a
hetaera), authoring noted philosophical treatises.” Jean-Paul
Sartre, following Marx, wrote in his essay on “Materialism and
Revolution”: “The first man who made a deliberate attempt to rid
men of their fears and bonds, the first man who tried to abolish
slavery within his domain, Epicurus, was a materialist.”?*
Epicurus did not kill the gods. He simply separated them from |
EEZ materialbworld, banishing them to the pores—or intermundia,
nOt;};ag:; t;:lteween the V:I‘Oﬂds_()f- the universe. Epicurus, Marx
> need for “the plastic gods of Greek art,” but not

gods as material actors.2> As Alfred Lord Tennyson lamented in his '
1868 poem Lucretius, the gods of Epicurus haunt:

b E CEHFFL N willgewang.org
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silent testimony to the fact of its creation and proclai itall
makfar cquld have been none other thar; Godlz’ L ?lmsTthat o |
Aqulnas. in the thirteenth century supported Pk;to ; erh 2l :
ete.rnal ideas and decried the views of “Democ(filt sl
Epicureans,” since they “denied that there js any pr;i/itlsenacr(l:’i’ atr}:;

“held that the world came about by chance.

giving a definite motion to an arrow to wing its way to that end

S ;
o the world is governed through the providence of that intellect ‘

that gave to nature this order.”3!

Divlz'r; :hceof;:l::;;er;z};l cer.ltury,. D.ante’? Inferno, Canto X (part of The
Rt 3} a,n ecting similar views, consigned Epicurus and
eternity of torture in open coffins in the s 1
it s 1n the sixth cir-
defglzzp;;ereﬁpilsszus.’s fre(.]uerft rfeferences to the gods and his
iy Smg11 x piety, his rejection of design and of the immor-
e he agtr }rll.erated continual charges of “atheistic material-
n °C at lum over the millennia. Epicurus’s uncom
rIil(l)Slng .materlahsm Was seen as interfering at all points with a Ir);(? ]
i)l :so?e::ezfiile :;florld. Plfito had. attributed to his Demiurge thle
Pk i ggt ¢ moving umverse “down to the smallest
e, il oics presented' a cosmic, divine logos governin
Sd e tr}llceegaor;l hudman ;::ason alike.* Epicurus, in contrast insist:g
s had nothing to do with it: the univer ’ !
et : se was eternal
i ::jczzfn created; it operated of itself and needed no
beczln eth: r]1;.1r;l.1()grhtenment Ep'icur‘us’.s th(?ught was revived and
i ScienJc ; ;()urcle of Inspiration in the development of
G » directly affecting thinkers as various ag Bacon
ndi, Descartes, Hobbes, Rousseau, Hume, and Kang He th ,
came to be .seen as the “inventor of empiric Natural S 'et U:
among even idealist philosophers such as Hegel %6 i

b [ S S
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: ”In di a£ ‘
to Epicurus, Aqui n direct opposition
P » Aquinas argued the case for design, stating that “inas- |
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Epicurus’s denial of any relation of the gods to the material
world still generates the ire of intelligent design proponents.
Dembski observes that for Epicurus “God or the gods might exist,
but they took no interest in the world, played no role in human
affairs and indeed could play no role in human affairs, since a mate-
rial world operating according to mechanistic principles leaves no
lace for meaningful divine interaction.””’ Phillip E. Johnson
argued in The Wedge of Truth that materialist views from Epicurus
to Gould that allow for the existence of a god or gods as long as
they are expelled from the material world can be viewed as an
“imperialism . . . founded on materialist premises . . . [that gives]
the realm of religion absolutely nothing in the end.”*® Wiker argues
in his Moral Darwinism that both Epicurus and Gould attempt to
make “any deity superfluous” by creating a “two spheres’
and removing any divine relation to the material world.

approach”
. and the

It means the elimination of “the Christian cosmos . .
Christian moral world as well.”
Epicurus, as Marx stressed, rejected the cult of the celestial
bodies as gods characteristic of Greek religion and philosophy,
especially from the time of Plato, as well as all forms of teleology.*’
Moreover, since humans belonged to nature and were themselves
material-sensuous entities, death amounted to dissolution of all
material-sensuous connections. Indeed, Epicurus sought to take
the fear out of religion (and the afterlife) by denying the existence
of the immortal soul, insisting that “death is nothing to us,” since
there is no longer any sensuous existence and no material reality
other than sensuous existence.! i
Rather than seeing existence as the product of pure chance, as
his critics claimed, Epicurus placed the concepts of emergence and
contingency at the center of his discussion of the material world,
including the changing social world. “Nothing remains for ever
what it was. Everything is on the move. Everything is transformed
by nature and forced into new paths.”** Life itself, according to sci-
ence historian Thomas Hall, translating these views into modern
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language, was recognized by Epicurus as an emergent consequence
of organization; it embodied “action occurring as the result of

organization,” where “the increasingly complex organization of ]

higher life-forms permits the appearance (the emergence) in them

of new modes of life, new functions or behaviors, impossi

its isolated parts.

It is no wonder that today’s intelligent design proponents con-

tinually evince their dislike for Epicurus. Thus Dembski opens the -

first chapter of his Mo Free Lunch with complaints about the %‘
emphasis that Epicurean philosophy placed on the role of chance,

echoing Aquinas and others.*

Epicurus and Proto-Evolutionary Theory

Ancient Epicurean materialism was also proto-evolutionary in ori-
entation. It was open to many evolutionary ideas, which were nec-
essary for a materialist perspective, but it lacked a developed theo-
ry of the forces_that led to evolutionary change. Epicurus taught
that life had originally come from the carth. “We are left with the
conclusion that the name of mother has rightly been bestowed on
the earth, since out of the earth everything is born.” Life emerged
by spontaneous generation, warmed by the heat of the sun, in early
ages when the fertility of the earth was much greater—and not
through divine creation.* (This early speculative position on the
original spontaneous generation of life from non-life was the
ancient antecedent to much later scientific theories in the twentieth
century, beginning with the Oparin-Haldane hypothesis, which
provided a materialist explanation for the emergence of living
organisms from the inorganic world. )*6
Ancient philosophical conceptions related to evolution could
be traced to Empedocles (c. 493-433 BCE) and were carried over
into the work of Epicurus and his followers. Empedocles present-

b [/ S FE S
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ble in less |
organized forms.”* Thus, the character and behaviors of an organ-

ized system, in its totality, cannot be reduced to the operations of
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7% In contrast, Epicurus insisted that it was a mistake to
argue that eyes and other organs were purposely

designed for use
by a creator.

“You must not imagine that the bright orbs of our
eyes were created purposely, so that we might be able to look
before us. .. . In fact, nothing in our bodies was born in order that
we might be able to use it, but whatever thing is born creates its
own use.”?? ]
Lacking a developed theory of evolution based on natural selec- ]

tion and yet denying design, Epicurean theory would seem at first
glance to rely entirely on blind chance within finite limits, generat- |
ing absolutely impossible odds against the appearance o
complex organ as the human eye. Obviously,
ble to imagine that a limited number of pur
rences in a single world in a restricted span
the development of the eye much less the wo
way this might have transpired is through
evolutionary view, which seems to hay
Epicurus’s discussion of human evolution

Lucretius clearly argued with respect to human beings that they
had evolved physically and psychologically from more bestial
forms. The mechanism behind such descent with modification is
unclear, but appears to be linked more to the Lamarckian notion of
the inheritance of acquired characteristics in response to the envi-

ronment; as opposed to Darwinian natural selection or “survival of
the fittest.””!

f such a ‘
it would be impossi-
ely accidental occur-
of time would lead to
rld as we know it. One
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Epicurean morality further undermined the agency of the gods '
by denying foundationalist morality rooted in Platonic ideals, as in

the case of justice. In a view that was greatly to influence Marx, he

wrote: “If objective circumstances . . . change and the same things
which had been just turn out to be no longer useful—then those
things were just as long as they were useful for the mutual associa-
tions of fellow citizens; but later, when they were not useful, they -

were no longer just.”®” In other words, with changes in objective

conditions, the standards of justice themselves change. Thus, |
morality was historically shaped and determined by human social 1
practice. Epicurus’s morality was at all times rooted in the concept
of social contract—a notion he introduced. “The Epicureans,”
according to Farrington, “were a sort of Society of Friends with a

system of Natural Philosophy as its intellectual core.”’

As Marx stated in The German Ideology, “Lucretius praised
Epicurus as the hero who was the first to overthrow the gods and
trample religion underfoot; for this reason among all church
fathers, from Plutarch to Luther, Epicurus has always had the rep-
utation of being the atheist philosopher par excellence, and was
always called a swine; for which reason, too, Clement of Alexandria
says that when Paul takes up arms against philosophy he has in
mind Epicurean philosophy alone.””” Marx himself depicted
Epicurus as “the greatest representative of Greek Enlightenment,”
liberating humans from a teleological world by breaking “the
bonds of fate,” while providing them with the means to compre-
hend a universe in transformation. He noted that Epicurus’s mate-

rialist philosophy carried over into the Enlightenment of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, providing it with its humanism

and its strength. “Philosophy, as long as a drop of blood shall pulse

in its world-subduing and absolutely free heart,” Marx wrote, “will

never grow tired of answering its adversaries with the cry of

Epicurus: ‘Not the man who denies the gods worshipped by the
multitude, but he who affirms of the gods what the multitude
believes about them, is truly impious. 8

oh [/ SCEBFSL

4. Enlightenment Materialism
and Natural Theologyr

During the Renaissance numerous long lost w.orl.cs of ant.iqulty
were recovered as humanists sought out the missing class1ns. .In
1417 the indefatigable collector of manuscripts Poggio B.racc1ol1n1
located a copy of Lucretius’s De rerum mnatura. Tlns 7was to
become the basis for numerous further copies of Lucretius’s poem
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. A revival of intere'st in
Epicureanism followed, giving new impntus to vmate'rla.hst
thought. Indeed, varying responses to E.plcu?‘ean r‘naterlahsm
came to represent one of the main dividing hnf':s in Enlightenment
debates. The very idea of “Enlightenment,” as it came to be under-
stood in the eighteenth century in particular, Peter Gay has
argued, was to a considerable extent inspired.b.y Lucretius. For
“when Lucretius spoke of dispelling night, hfttlng shadov.vs7 or
clarifying ideas, he meant the conquest of religion by sc1ence’;
That is precisely how the philosophes used the rnetaphor.
Voltaire had at least six different editions and translations of De
rerum natura on his shelves.' : jyes
In the early modern period Epicureanism remained the princi
pal heresy not only for Catholicism but alno for emerging
Protestantism. Martin Luther in the early sixteenth century
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. . : | ton versus Leibniz
claimed that the spread of Epicureanism across Europe was an. Nere

indication that the end of the world was at hand and accused his’
opponent Erasmus of belonging to “Epicurus’ sty.” In 1600, six- "
teen years before the persecution of Galileo commenced, Giordano
Bruno was burned at the stake for spreading heresies, including the '.
Epicurean notion of an infinite universe. Although Bruno’s
thought contained mystical, hermetic, and pantheistic elements, he
argued that matter was the true essence and origin of all things.
Bruno’s principal contribution to science, according to Thomas |
Kuhn, had been to demonstrate “the affinity” between the ]
Copernican cosmos and Epicurean atomism, doubly challenging
Church doctrine.? -
Despite growing religious attacks on materialism, the scientific
revolution and the emergence of Enlightenment philosophy meant
that the old worldviews of God’s position in the world were
increasingly called into question by rationalist thinkers. In the sev-
enteenth century, Francis Bacon, Thomas Hobbes, and Pierre
Gassendi all promoted materialist approaches to science. Bacon,
who incorporated Epicurean views into his philosophy, was vehe-
mently opposgd to teleology and declared that any argument with ’5
respect to nature rooted in final causes was “barren, and like a vir- “
gin consecrated to God produces nothing.”® Hobbes, according to
Marx, systematized Bacon, giving greater force to his materialism.
Hobbes’s friend Gassendi systematized Epicurus’s materialism for
the new scientific age (attempting at the same time, though less suc-
cessfully, to bring it into accord with Christianity). John Locke bor- |
rowed from Hellenistic epistemology and Gassendi in developing
his famous concept of the tabula rasa, grounding human reason in
experience. René Descartes, while creating a dualistic worldview,
systematically excluded God from his physics, where mechanical
principles held absolute sway. In the social sciences, figures such as
Hobbes, Giambattista Vico, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau were to
draw on Epicurus’s notion of the social contract and his view of the
historical development of human society.

Ieading British scientists, beginning with Robert. Boyle .and Isaa;
Newton, tried to bridge the two worlds of mfiterlahs? science an
Christian religion, incorporating final causes into their arg.umlen}t:,
and seeking to make these consistent w1t}.1 the nfw mechar;lca P 1-l
losophy. In an unpublished essay titled ,(?,f the 2 toc;m(t:;
Philosophy,” marked “without fayle to be burn. v’ upor.l1 1s }fa ,f
Boyle indicated his admiration for the a.tomlstlc phl. olsop y 0_
Leucippus, Democritus, and Epicurus, which was crucia f, Efirtlcun
larly as interpreted by Gassendi, for the developmen.t o1 1ls ow 1
corpuscular theory of matter. Nevertbeless, the arvltl-te' €o .ogtl.ca
aspects of Epicureanism were to be I‘C_]C'Cted.. Bo?fle s Dzsq.uzsz z;)ln
About the Final Causes of Natural Things inveighed against t e
same ancient materialists, arguing that “Epicurus and most of his
followers . . . banish the consideration of tl'le ends of things [ﬁr;)al
causes] because the world being, according to them, n;::de y
chance, no ends of anything can be supposed or 1n.tended. e
In bringing the motions of the planets within a materia 1st
worldview and hence that of science, Newto.n drew on ancient
materialism, and even considered including e?(trz:‘cts fror.n
Lucretius in his Principia. He is recorded to have said: “The phi-
losophy of Epicurus and Lucretius is true :;nd old, but was ;Ivroilfn
ly interpreted by the ancients as atheism. ll\Iev.erthfaless, New
relied on the notion of an “intelligent Agent” in his science, In th.ose
areas that still seemed to offer no basis for scientific explanation,
such as the origins of the solar system.’ b "
The question of design and how it was to be understood in the
context of the new mechanical philosophy was at th.e heart of one
of the greatest scientific-theological debates of the elgl.lteentl.ll hceln-
tury—between Newton (via Samuel Clarke) and‘Got.tfrled Wi elm
Leibniz.” In 1715 Leibniz wrote a letter to his friend Qarohne,
Princess of Wales, questioning Newton’s science and phll:)sophy.
Leibniz raised various philosophical objections to Newton’s work,
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b

particularly regarding Newton’s claim that God intervened at times;
to maintain the orbits of the planets. For Leibniz God had created
the world as a perfect machine, in which he was simply the “clock-
maker,” and any necessity of divine intervention to make the world
work due to a failure in this mechanism amounted to a hereticalff
claim that “the machine of God’s making was imperfect.” In \
Leibniz’s philosophy of pre-established harmony God’s purpose
was perfectly effected in the best of all possible worlds. As he 1
famously put it in his “Preface to the New Essays” (1703-5), “Eyes 1
as piercing as those of God could read the whole sequence of the
universe in the smallest of substances.. The Things that are, the
things that have been, and the things that will soon be brought in by
the future.”® No imperfection therefore was conceivable. 1
In sharp contrast, Newton in his Optiks and elsewhere had !
given God a number of tasks, including keeping the fixed stars from
falling into one another, adjusting the solar system at intervals to ]
correct irregularities in its motions, and preventing the motion of f
the universe from ebbing.? As Leibniz put it in his initial letter to
the Princess of Wales, in the view of Newton and his followers
“God Almighty wants to wind up his watch from time to time: oth-
erwise it would cease to move. He had not, it seems, sufficient fore-
sight to make it a perpetual motion. Nay, the machine of God’s
making, is so imperfect, according to these gentlemen; that he is
obliged to clean it now and then by an extraordinary concourse,
and even to mend it, as a clockmaker mends his work.”10
Newton’s side was taken up by Samuel Clarke, a Newtonian sci-
entist and theologian, who was undoubtedly coached by Newton.
The debate took the form of five letters on either side and came to
be known as The Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence. Clarke chal-
lenged the devout Leibniz by claiming that he was actually a mate-
rialist in sheep’s clothing: “The notion of the world’s being a great
machine, going on without the interposition of God, as a clock con-
tinues to go on without the assistance of a clog:kmaker; 1s the notion
of materialism and fate, and tends, (under the pretense of making
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This is not to say that Newton in all of his work put science 1;
before religion, or that the latter did not influence the former. An
equal or greater part of his research over his lifetime was devoted to
theology as opposed to physics and mathematics. Newton not
infrequently accounted for his scientific efforts in terms of the \
search for Aristotelian final causes and ultimate confirmation of the 1
existence of a deity. “The main Business of natural Philosophy,” he -
insisted, “is to argue from Phaenomena without feigning
Hypotheses, and to deduce Causes from Effects, till we come to the
very first Cause [Aristotle’s final cause], which certainly is not :
mechanical.”'* Newton’s physics, however, were far removed from i
the usual argument from design, since his analysis greatly expand-
ed the bounds of science at the expense of the deity, removing the
Christian God from realms in which he had previously been seen
as dominant, and restricting the divine role to those Increasingly
remote areas that still had no rational explanation.

Here it is important to recognize that Newton’s theological stud-
les were themselves heretical and for that reason remained largely
unpublished in his lifetime. Newton strongly embraced Arianism, a
fourth-century heresy that had fought with Trinitarians for the soul
of Christianity. He adamantly opposed the doctrine of the Trinity.
Arianism has similarities to today’s Unitarianism in rejecting Christ’s
full divinity. Newton struggled in his theology to insert a greater
rationality into religion. As noted N ewtonian scholar Richard
Westfall has put it, “The central thrust of his lifelong religious quest
was the effort to save Christianity by purging it of irrationalities” In
this sense, Newton’s approach to religion was undoubtedly affected
by the “touch of cold philosophy™ associated with the rise of modern
science, of which he was to become the leading representative in his
day. Newton himself can be scen above all as a rationalist. It was this
that led him in his science to remove previous notions of design,

while still defending the idea of a divine Creator.!s
Attempts by today’s intelligent design defenders to draw on
Newton as a basis for their own arguments, as in the cases of Steve
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Newton, trying to apply his splendid discovery of the law of gravitation
to as many different problems as possible, and finding that although it
would deal with the motion of the moon round the earth, and earth
round the sun, it would not deal with the spinning of the earth round its
polar axis to give us night and day, wrote to the Master of his Cambridge
College, Trinity: “the diurnal rotations of the planets could not be
derived from gravity, but required a divine arm to impress it on them.”
This is asking for trouble. For as soon as any one possible scheme is
devised whereby the planets might conceivably have obtained their angu-

lar momentum, the “divine arm” ceases to be needed; science has assert-

ed its ownership over the new territory. '8

For the Enlightenment as a whole there was no doubt that
Newton’s physics had dramatically expanded the realm of science ‘
and materialist explanation at the expense of the Creator. Despite
its intensity, the struggle between Clarke (Newton) and Leibniz had
been about competing visions of a deist compromise between sci-
ence and religion. A century later, however, materialism had gained
so much ground that deist solutions often appeared quaint by com-
parison. The motions of the planets, previously seen as governed
exclusively by God’s agency, were now understood almost entirely
in mechanical terms. In the eighteenth century the nebular hypoth-
esis of Immanuel Kant and Pierre-Simon Laplace appeared to

remove divine agency even with respect to the origin of the solar
system. Laplace went beyond Newton in demonstrating the
dynamical stability of the solar system, such that God’s interven-
tion was no longer required from time to time to set things right.
According to a legendary but largely imaginary story, as related by
Stephen Jay Gould, “Laplace, or so the story goes, gave Napoleon
a copy of his multi-volume Mécanique céleste (Celestial Mechanics).
Napoleon perused the tomes and asked Laplace how he could
write so much about the workings of the heavens without once
mentioning God, the author of the universe. Laplace replied: ‘Sire,
I have no need of that hypothesis.”” Although apocryphal, this

CRITIQUE OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN

b SO TS W

73
HEOLOGY
AND NATURAL T
ENT MATERIALISM

b GHTENM
gNLI

d epea C(I aII(] came to stand 1o € i][l[)i ty
isode was endlessly T ted, to st f t €
€} )18 ; P d r th

fthe new age Of SClCl’lCC.19
(0]

Natural Theology: Ray, Paley, Malthus, and Chalmers

tely aware that Enlightenment reason h§d'ser10usly u(;lderccrl:
g as a basis for knowledge, and unwilling to a}.)an on
riyoerllilr?lnand thus relinquish the material realm 1t0hsmlengc;, 33:;1
e isti dition of natural theology,
i tur;ilfl((li :r(: i};:uf::ilfl:artlz of intelligent design. None othfar
Sough;lto reat empiricist and deist John Locke vx.frote n 1(_595 n
t;;‘? Itiefls%nableness of Christianity as Delivered ;?hthe L:lc:f"}z‘lpctlz;f
i art of them,
p “'though thlgvi\iofk;:tfgf:u\;c’):?de‘:;?éf so little use of their
‘ EVlden}:et Etlhe esZV’v him not.”? Arguments for the e.x1stence of
}({}Za(;(;rno’ntl :}lle evi}élence of nature, mainly' in relation to blct):lo;gz; \:::;
ublished in large numbers beginning in the seventc;en ST
II)n Britain John Ray, Samuel Clarke, William Paley, T ((l)'ma 1oy
Malthus, and Thomas Chalmers were among the 1ez.:1 131gis i 540
naturalists.” In Germany the most important figure in
nn Samuel Reimarus. ; :

Waslfll flznfﬁgl book, The Wisdom of Go¢% Mamf.es‘ted zzft}l;elz) Z{l):j:
of Creation, Reverend John Ray bega.n with a ;mqil:; e

and an attack on the notion of contmgen:z.s i r:idvDemocrituS” e
puc Atheis"ﬂ;?n):p ;thrisvia(lff I}))l;ucreation. His studies ;)5
nature were conducted to reveal thf: marvels of the. tr}liur?; Kr?he
and how rationally it was organized in accm.rdance vx;lh Obls)ervation,
design of nature, which would become ev1den1: w%tal iy
would make known the providence of Cfod. hV.l deselopment'
duced by God in animals and plants guided ther

g

Ray afﬁr’med the

denying God’s wis

as well as an indication of G s
complex, perfect world. Everywhere in nature,

ang.org




/74- CRITIQUE OF INTELLIGENT DESIG
hand of God at work: the air existed so animals could breathe, an
plants grew because God granted them a “Vegetative Soul?
Making an analogy to a clock to support his position, Ray stated
that a clock shows evidence of a designer, and the organization of
nature, more perfect in its design than a clock, indicated that the

)
-

work of a supreme designer was at hand. The natural theology that’
Ray presented dominated studies of natural history for nearly two-
centuries and served as a barrier to the development of evolution-
ary theory.?! 1
A century later, the Archdeacon William Paley, the most influ-"
ential advocate of natural theology of the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries in Britain, extended the argument from design -
of Ray. In his natural theology, Paley connected the natural and ‘
social world. Natural theology was not just an argument about -
nature; it was an argument regarding the moral universe, which ]
included the economy and the state. In his 1802 book, Natural
Theology—or Evidence of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity
Collected from the Appearances of Nature, Paley argued that proof of |
God was manifested in the works of his creation. Following the lead ‘
of Ray, Paley uged a watch analogy—replacing the clock as the high
technology of his day—as an argument for design. A watch has a !
particular ingenuity and its mechanisms work together to tell time
as a result of a watchmaker. Thus, he contended, if we could see the
contrived design in a watch, the intricate organization and perfec-
tion of the operations of nature—such as the marvels of the human
eye—should be taken as even more obvious evidence of the work of
a grand designer, given how even more wonderful they were than
the works of humans. For Paley: “The marks of design are too
strong to be got over. Design must have had a designer. That
designer must have been a person. That person is GOD.” Ironically,
despite his use of a watch as proof of design, and his pushing of the
analogy to the point of referring to a watch that begat other watch-
es, Paley failed to incorporate a sense of time into his conception of
nature, which remained essentially static and non-evolutionary in
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as a result they were doomed “to starve for disobeying their repea
ed admonitions.” The individual “had no claim of right on society
for the smallest portion of food, beyond that which his labo
would fairly purchase.” Society had no obligation to help those in
need, because this would go against the “express commands of
God.” Malthus ended 4 Summary View of the Principle o;
Population, his final treatment of the population question, by
declaring that the principle of population appeared to accord with

“the views of a benevolent Creator” and that the limits this places

on human behavior so clearly benefited the well-being of the pop--
ulation that “the ways of God to man with regard to this great law
are completely vindicated.”?> The Sﬁpreme Being had provided |
checks—vice and misery—to keep population in a state of equilib-
rium with the means of subsistence.

For Malthus, the basis of this line of argument was to be found
in the discrepancy between the natural geometric rate of growth

(e.g., 2,4, 8, 16) of human population and the natural arithmetic
rate of growth (e.g., 2, 3, 4, 5) of subsistence. The natural impedi-

ments to food production that resulted in the mere arithmetical ]

increase in food were themselves expressly designed by God. As
Malthus put it:

The necessity of food for the support of life gives rise, probably, to a
greater quantity of exertion than any other want, bodily or mental. The
Supreme Being has ordained that the earth shall not produce good in
great quantities till much preparatory labor and ingenuity has been exer-
cised upon its surface. There is no conceivable connection to our compre-
hensions, between the seed and the plant or tree that rises from it. The
Supreme Creator might, undoubtedly, raise up plants of all kinds, for the
use of his creatures, without the assistance of those little bits of matter,
which we call seed, or even without the assisting labour and attention of
man. The processes of ploughing and clearing the ground, of collecting
and sowing the seeds, are not surely for the assistance of God in his cre-
ation, but are made previously necessary to the enjoyment of the bblessings

of life, in order to rouse man into action, and form his mind to reason.
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Chalmers’s own work. He was the author of On the Power, Wisdom
and Goodness of God as Manifested in the Adaptation of Extern al
Nature to the Moral and Intellectual Constitution of Man (1834),
the first of the Bridgewater Treatises (later to be ridiculed by those
in Darwin’s circle as the “bilgewater treatises”), a series of eigh

endeavor. Yet, i
Chalmers did not confine his activities to natural-theological argu-

ments for design, but also wrote of biblical revelation,
In its New College, the Free Church armed its ministers for
combat against materialist and evolutionary theories. As the New
College’s principal and professor of divinity, Chalmers defended
the argument from design against materialists a
entists. He fused political economy with nat
elaborate presentation of how God’ .~
ings of both nature and the economy. For Chalmers “the interpos-
al of a God” and divine miracles were necessary wh
genera or species was to come into being.%!

Chalmers began his Bridgewater Treatise by attacking atheists ]
and materialists who tend to ‘

nd evolutionary sci-
ural theology, in an
s hand was evident in the work-

€never a new

reason exclusively on the laws of matter,
Could all the beauties and benefits of the
to the single law of gravitation,
a designing cause. .

and to overlook its dispositions.
astronomical system be referred
it would greatly reduce the argument for
- Ifwe but say of matter that it is furnished with such
powers as make it subservient to many useful results, we keep back the
strongest and most unassailable part of the argument for a God. It is
greatly more pertinent and convincing to say of matter, that it js distrib-
uted into such parts as to ensure a right direction and a beneficial appli-
cation for its powers. It is not so much in the establishment of certain

laws for matter, that we discern the aims or the purposes of intelligence',
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Hume’s Critique of Natural Theology

In the ceaseless battle between materi‘alism. and ;:]r)eatl.zn;;rln ml:t;iet
Enlightenment period it was the skeptical view (()1 ~a\r,11 Lok
most powerfully challenged the argument frF)m esiigse. e
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i(;l;zg) nIl-IeI;I: }I:leepsrobxjf?c?:c;?s the core ofg a dialogue on natural reli-
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) glon an imaginary speech by Epicurus, defend; . ED
: en , L
the Athenian population against cha’r es of g h'lmself beforci Intelligence from which it arose. For example, “the world . . .
= Epicurus began by noting that his accuseg fi . In‘l‘plety. Hume’s: resembles a machine, therefore it is a machine, therefore it arose
I, ligence and design” in the “order of natrus O,l,md marks of intel- from design,” consequently there must be a Supreme Designer. But
{ re i ; :
I “extravagant to assign for its cause, either ch i . other equally plausible analogies, Hume claimed, could be drawn
3 unguided force of matter”—as he };imself }(1: :jmce 9r the blind to explain the generation of the world and the existence of order
response to this accusation was that the « a;' g sserted. Epicurus’ | without recourse to God. Thus, referring explicitly to Epicurean
argument from design, requires reason?n rzlglouS hypothesis,” or i arguments, Philo in Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural
. 0 : 1 p X i y
in the world to an antecedent L ng na partlchu.lar effect Religion pointed to the possibility of the generation of the world
be reasonably inferred from given ef.fects ao(jp(:tc l-fli)c qualities coul diig from seeds, matter in motion, the emergence of order from the
i 1 nda 1 ’ ‘ i . :
! ticular cause other than those that w e uted to any par- - blind interactions of material forces, and “the powers of [the] infi-
given effects. Hence, no reasoning ba;:kr:egm:lte toﬂP iPince nite.” Out of this could arise organization:
in the nat i ; rds from effect to cause
P mzril ;vorldhcould arrive with certainty at intelligence and
» much less the notion of sy :
A preme beings as a
Hume’s Epicurus concluded his defense: P CAusc.. O

A tree bestows order and organization on that tree which springs from it,
without knowing the order: an animal, in the same manner, on its off-
spring: a bird, on its nest: And instances of this kind are even more fre-
quent in the world, than those of order, which arise from reason and con-
trivance. To say that all this order in animals and vegetables proceeds
ultimately from design is begging the question; nor can that great point
be ascertained otherwise than by proving a priori, both that order is,
from its nature, inseparably attached to thought, and that it can never, of

itself, or from original unknown principles, belong to matter.>

While we argue from the course of nature, and infer
gent cause, which first bestowed, and still preserves o
::;(:I;lf;:ﬁ:eati:rsligle, vxfhich i? both uncertain and useless. It is uncer-

; ject lies entirely beyond the reach
ence. It is uselese; because our knowledge of this ca

entir
. ely from the course of nature, we can never, acco
Just reasoning, ;

a particular intelli-

rder in the universe,

of human experi-

use being derived

rding to the rules of

re i

g turn back from the cause with any new inference
tabl'gh 1ons to the common and experienced course of nat,

es . . u

1sh any new principles of conduct and behaviour. 35

Philo, standing for Hume’s own views, ended with a skeptical
position, endorsing neither materialism nor religion. Yet, there can
be no doubt toward which side Hume himself ultimately leaned.
On his deathbed, Hume, as recounted by his friends James Boswell
and Adam Smith, steadfastly refused to embrace religion, taking
comfort instead in Epicurus’s materialist views (via Lucretius and

or

re,

Hume’s ; !
P i w'ork, Dzalogues Concemmg Natural Religion, relied
gomng argument but extended it to the question of th
: e
hirke P eglll)r?;?t from c}('aSIg‘n, Hume suggests via his
ogues, r :
“aalogv'Sf manrren Ena ted on nothing more than an
G ot L »  proceeding in wide “steps” from one ana]
nother. € structure th ogy
at such an argument i :
was that of i ] N argument mvariably took
b of n?ferr.mg by analogy some instance of design in rz]atu
en attributing that particular design—on the assumption ¢ }i‘ €,
at

all desi A :
esigns must have a designer—to a Supreme Design
€r or

Lucian).*
Dr. Pangloss and Natural Religion
Nowhere was intelligent design held up to more ridicule in the

cighteenth century than in Voltaire’s Candide. There Voltaire’s
character Dr. Pangloss, for whom Leibniz was the chief model, is

introduced as follows:
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.Pangloss taught metaphysico-theologo-cosmolo-nigology. He proved
2 incontestably that there is no effect without a cause, and that in this best

of all possible worlds, his lordship’s country seat was the most beautiful
of mansions and her ladyship the best of all possible ladyships.

“Itis proved,” he used to say, “that things cannot be other than as
they are, for since everything was made for a purpose, it follows that

everything is made for the best purpose. Observe: our noses were made
to carry spectacles, 5o we have spectacles.”

5. Marx’s Critique of Heaven
and Critique of Earth

The Critique of Heaven i

“Christianity,” Karl Marx observed, “cannot be reconciled with
reason [as embodied in Enlightenment science] because ‘secular’
and ‘spiritual’ reason contradict each other.”’ Marx was a strong
critic of teleology and the argument from design, which he saw as
alienated attempts to provide a rational basis in nature for God’s
dominion on earth, thereby justifying all earthly dominions. He
sided with the materialist critique of intelligent design emanating
from Epicurus, whom he called in his doctoral dissertation “the
greatest representative of Greek Enlightenment.”” Marx therefore
stands next to Darwin and Freud as a target for today’s intelligent
design proponents—who trace the intellectual sins of all three ulti-
mately to Epicurus.’ :

For Marx the critique of religion was the indispensable starting
point for a broader critique of an “inverted world” for which reli-
gion was both the “general theory” and the “encyclopedic com-
pendium.” As he stated in 1844 in his “Introduction to a Critique
of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right”: “The criticism of heaven turns
into the criticism of earth, the criticism of religion into the criticism
of law and the criticism of theology into the criticism of politics”* It
was the critique of religion that made philosophy and science (and
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with this the critique of political economy) possible. This also !

described the progression of Marx’s own thinking.

Marx came from a mixed Jewish-Lutheran-Deist heritage. Both i
of his maternal and paternal grandfathers were rabbis, and almost

all of the rabbis of Trier from the sixteenth century on were his
ancestors. But his father, Heinrich Marx, converted to Lutheranism
by 1817, the year before Marx’s birth, so that he could continue his
profession as a lawyer in the Prussian state, which would otherwise
have barred him from employment. Heinrich Marx was to become
a devoted deist, described by Edgar von Westphalen (Karl Marx’s
future brother-in-law) as a “Protestant a la Lessing.” He embraced
the Enlightenment, could recite Voltaire and Rousseau by heart,
and urged his son to “pray to the Almighty” and “to follow the faith
of Newton, Locke and Leibniz.” Not as much is known about the
beliefs of Marx’s mother, Henrietta. She seems to have been more
attached to her Jewish beliefs, partly in deference to her parents’

feelings, and was not baptized until 1825 (a year after Karl) upon

the death of her father. The young Marx also came under the tute-
lage of the Baron Ludgwig von Westphalen (his future father-in-
law) who introduged him early on to the ideas of the utopian social-
1st Saint-Simon.

Marx was educated at the Friedrich Wilhelm Gymnasium
(High School) in Trier, a former Jesuit school in which four-fifths
of the students were Catholic. In 1835 at the age of seventeen he
was required to write three essays for his school-exit examination.
One had to be devoted to a religious subject and Marx wrote on
“The Union of Believers with Christ, According to John 15: 1-14,
Showing its Basis and Essence, its Absolute Necessity, and its
Effects.” The paper presented the Lutheran Trinitarian argument
on the necessity of the union with Christ as the goal of history.
Marx concluded his paper by stating that “union with Christ
bestows a joy which the Epicurean strives vainly to derive from his
frivolous philosophy or the deeper thinker from the most hidden
depths of knowledge.” This early focus on Christ versus the
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Epicureans and other philosphers suggests th’at even as an ad(z}e.i;
cepnt Marx was already interested in Epicurus's materllahsm' an . ;rs
critique of design, pointing to his doctoral dlssertatlo‘r:. 51: gf -
later on Epicurus in which he was to re.v?rse th;: (}_1)03.1 10 s
carly school paper and embrace the critique of design.

i itten 1 David
school essay on religion was written 1n the same year as

Strauss published his Life of ]esz.as, wh'i(‘:h was tollcc')nstltut::1 tt}}:
starting point of the Young Hegelian ?rlthge of religion (a5n
same year as the introduction of the railway mnto C.xermany)t. Al
Following his early school papers, the next major ext:;r} rf nig

emanating from Marx’s pen is his remarkable letter to his at Z
written from Berlin in Nove: ber 1837. Here we ﬁnfl M}iuix s rlilg
gling over the “grotesque Craggy melody” (')f Hegel sPp ; ostzp IZ’;
which he absorbed completely but also resisted n part l;xe 0the
idealistic content. “If previously the gods had 'dwelt a o::eH i
carth,” he wrote, “now [in Hegel] they b.eca'me 15’5 cenge. : e.rt ‘
was a philosophy “seeking the idea in reality itself. Butb espz1 Zlilv_
obvious power over his thought, Marx felt tha:‘t he had een‘d o
ered “into the arms of the enemy” and th.at' he “had made an 1 0l |

2 view” he “hated.” At the same time he joined the Yo’ung I'-iege 1;11
“Doctors’ Club,” which endlessly discussed Hegel’s philosophy

itique of religion.’ g .

andlilhihcc? :/lgry midst gof his struggles over ‘Hegehan phllos{:‘(;)p}gr1
Marx turned to “positive studies,” investigating the -works of bo
Francis Bacon and the German. natural theologian Hel\r/rlnan,r;
Samuel Reimarus. The long-term impact of Bacon on Marx

thinking cannot be doubted. Marx saw Bacon as the modern mate-

A i < i
ralist counterpart of the ancient atomists Democritus a

Epicurus.” Marx and Darwin within a f‘ev‘v years of each othef in Itl}tlf:
late 1830s and early 1840s both exphcntly ad(‘)p.ted B}allcon s zlon_
teleological view, drawn from the ancient Tatemahsts, dt 13:::3; i
cept of nature rooted in final causes.was;8 barren, and h ; ubte;gﬂ

consecrated to God produces nothmg. Marx was ur}l1 .QHistory
strongly influenced by Hegel’s extensive treatment, in fus y
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of Philosophy, of Bacon’s critique of final causes (for example, the

g . : .
Optlon ;hat the l.)ee is “provided with” a stinger for protection) as
posed to efficient causes. In presenting Bacon’s critique of intel-

li © . . . ‘
" E nt design, Hegel depicted him as the modern representative of
a i g I.
rgument that “has the very merit [of opposing “superstition

tg}‘:—il;evrilytg which we met with in the Epicurean philosophy.™ In
oop g;t e great millennial struggle between materialism and ide-
i (:fn \tzveen science an(.i teleology, with regard to the interpreta-
i ature, 1mpressed.1tself early in Marx’s thought via Bacon

was reinforced by his studies of Hegel. The Enlightenmen;

materialism of the eigh |
ghteenth century, as Engels put it, “posited

Zzzﬁestlcs}tle?: tof 't};.e Chris?ian God as the Absolute confronting
i a re;lna 1sfm denve.d from th(.a rejection within science
i theoriegs;uthzlt r102 design of C}.mstian religion and all ide-
ol .re ied on tele9loslcal arguments. As Engels

y expressed it (quoted earlier in the introduction to this

bO()k):

RS
;}):d god create .the world or has the world been in existence eternally?”
lWoe answers which the philosophers gave to this question split them in'to
i (;gfr:;t c::r;ﬁs.l'f‘hctse who asserted the primacy of spirit to nature and,
Other‘(a,n ’ e last mstan.ce, assumed world creation in some form or
e :sn;(t)illllgmthe Phll?sophers,.Hegel, for example, this creation
e or.e 1nt1:1€ate and impossible than in Christianity)—
o p e e camp of 1.deahsm. The others, who regarded nature as pri-
3 ry, : e or.xg to the various schools of materialism. These two expres-

: r?;: eliezi:n: :nd matenalism,.primarily signify nothing more than this;

ey are not used in any other sense.!?

Maii ’tsh(i §s3s;1e of r'naterialism versus idealism necessarily arose in
T ot stlfx{dl.es of Bacon, this was no less true of his 1837
knOanin ;/;)m ’ Zlmarus..Hermann Samuel Reimarus was best
Ptk Oa;ri(7s74ay for his posthumt_)usly published Wolfenbiittel
P g '—78, drawn from his Apology, or Defense Jor the

onable Worshippers of God. Representing a rationalist, deist
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criticism of the accuracy of biblical revelation with regard to Christ
and a denial of his divinity (Reimarus called Christ a “secular sav-
ior”), the Fragments created a furor in Germany—not unlike the
reception of David Strauss’s Life of Fesus in the following century.!
In his lifetime, however, Reimarus was known principally for his
work on logic and—more significantly for Marx—for his two major
works on natural theology and the instincts of animals: his 1754
The Principal Truths of Natural Religion Defended and Illustrated,
in Nine Dissertations: Wherein the Objections of Lucretius, Bujffon,
Maupertuis, Rousseau, La Mettrie, and Other Ancient and Modern
Followers of Epicurus Are Considered, and Their Doctrines Refuted
and his 1760 Tricbe der Thiere, or Drives of Animals."*

Reimarus was a follower of the English natural theologian John
Ray and had written a brief treatise as early as 1725 promoting
Ray’s argument from design. The influence of Ray is evident
throughout Reimarus’s Principal Truths of Natural Religion. He
transformed Ray’s clock metaphor into a watch metaphor nearly
half a century before William Paley more famously employed the
watch metaphor in his Natural Theology (1802). As Reimarus

wrote:

Suppose a Hottentot who knows nothing of the use of a watch, was
shewn the inside, the spring, chain, wheels, in short, all its parts and the
disposition of them; nay let him be instructed by a watch-maker, so that,
in time, he may be able to make a watch; yet I affirm, that the Hottentot,
if he is not made acquainted with the use of a watch, does not know what
a watch is. He knows it not essentially; he is ignorant of its design and
" entire construction. For if the use of it had not been previously‘conceived
in the mind of the artist who made a watch, as something sensible, such
a machine would never have been made, nor have been disposed and
constructed in such a manner.
Reimarus used this argument to infer that just as a watch was a
machine designed by humanity for its own use, s the entire
machinery of the inanimate world must have been designed by

God and for a purpose: for use by animate beings."
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presentatives. Thus he argued against
Epicurean “blind chance” and in favor of God’s “wisdom and
design.” The ultimate crime of Epicurus’s philosophy, according to -
Reimarus, was to “banish God mto the Intermundia,

with no relation to the world. In the first five of the n
tions”

" leaving him
ine “disserta- 1
that made up this work Reimarus principally concerned '
himself with attacking Epicurus’s own arguments, while in the
remaining four dissertations he addressed the modern fo
Epicurus (such as Buffon, Maupertuis, Rousseau,
Arguing against the notion of the spontaneous cre
the earth, he declared in direct opposition to Epicurus’s view: /
“The origin of men and other animals from the earth cannot be
accounted for in a natural way. . . . [TThe earth has no title to be
called the general mother of us all»14 \

It was in the fifth dissertation of his P

rincipal Truths of Natural
Religion that Reimarus most effectively advanced what he called
the “general proof”

of final causes, focusing on the innate drives of
animals, and distinguishing these from human knowledge derived
from experience. Animals, he argued, obtained the rationality evi-
dent in these innate drives directly from God rather than material
causes. Writing, for example, of bees he stated:
of Nature shews greater appearances of a Supe
the Bees, which not only

regular and just dimensio

llowers of
and La Mettrie),

ation of life from \f

“Certainly no part
rior Direction than
form their sexangular cells in the most
ns, but go about it as if they were well
versed in the sublimest parts of geometry and fluxions.” In con-
trast, “When men first come into the world, they have very few or
no ideas, and have no skill or ability to put any plan in execution,
but acquire them by invention and exercise. .

-attain[ed] only by
repeated trials and long practice.” Indeed, human beings have “for
- . . many thousand

years, been labouring with united strength in
the invention of their arts, which have been but slowly

the present degree of perfection; and yet we cannot be

brought to

said to exe-
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hat is necessary for our station in so perfec't a Irllam:,erFas
o il al, in its way, does immediately after its birt ? For
géryailr:;nihi’s was sufficient to establish the tf’utPh1 t}.lat ammtaliz
i ir ski ior Intelligence.” Playing on
e , thtelrria;ilzltnptfo;ossil:ilt))‘:: advance(% most consistently by
anc'lent malft “nothing comes from nothing,” Reimarus argued
ﬁ};ltcrfl;rl:)j;l tnjthing, nothing can be conceived or invented”—hence
1

i i “the over-ruling
the innate drives of animals had to be attributed to “th

Wisdom of their Creator.”"?

Six years later in his Drives of Animals R‘elmaljus 'exll)ar;;l;;t ;h:;(
nt of the “fifth dissertation” of: his Principa ol
argumel Religion into a more general animal psychology. Here
Natumnt ifrogfn design is pushed further into the background and E
argu:l escientiﬁcally modeled argument is co'nstru.cted,“tlil‘lout%1 :
i} never abandoned his natural-theological views. “For )
Relmamf:eimarus ” Julian Jaynes and William Woodv:ard wrolte uf
i?lat;?;mal of thc: History of the Behavioral Sciences, the 613);[; ana;

: in “1 oreal knowl-
ion of animal behavior is not” to be fou.nd in “incorpc s
tedges implanted either by 1ngdo.r exgegzr;ts:zzl ]3::1 ﬂy K::nifspb e}; ;
iological organizations called drives. i S},,Ch()logy.m
called “the originator of the concept o rives I()l ot e

imarus’s theory of drives was largely ignored by psy -
untgft:he twentieth century but had an 1mportfmt11m§?;:t (()):el\rlllta 0}
who frequently employed the psycbo'log{ca E pen il
Reimarus’s theory of drives in his own dlStln.CtIOI'lS ;/Itwri s
beings and animals. Inspired in part by Relma‘rus, talthe i
parison of bees as natural architects to bring ou : e
Cf)mpansof human labor. “A spider conducts operations whic
?f‘:,st:arrlsi)sleothose of a weaver, and a bee W(?uld put mank))f :ei;:n};e:i
1 hame by the construction of its honeycom : .that
arflh;tzicsttitz;uishes the worst architect from the l})lest of btees t1ss. e
o 1 in his mi re he construc
. zi’l"Chit(?Ct kTulldst}tll;te T\ilir;ri }:: I;llfl:n(}jlilr):sf:lf indicated, -.s.tudied
Vfiz?l;la:ljs lcslo(;(;;fincluding his natural theology and his critique of
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Epicurean materialism: issues that were central to Marx’s analysig
from the beginning.!” Marx, however, would have had little
patience with Reimarus’s natural theology. Thus he was to refer 1
with disdain to “the earlier teleologists” for whom “plants exist to
be eaten by animals, and animals exist to be eaten by men.”18 1
Marx preferred Newtonian deism both to the natural theology
of Reimarus’s Principal Truths and the “best of all possible worlds
philosophy” of Leibniz. With regard to the famous seventeenth-
century debate between Samuel Clarke (representing N ewton) and ;
Leibniz, Marx clearly sided with Clarke-Newton’s greater adher- :,
ence to scientific principle—writing “Bravo, old Newton!” in
response to Newton’s position in his ‘Princi[)ia (quoted in the
Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence), in which he forcefully denied that
God was “the soul of the world” as opposed to having dominion
over souls as the “Universal Ruler.” Newton’s position was a partial
recognition (in the natural realm) of the separation of the magiste-
ria of science and religion. 9
These concerns regarding materialism and design carry over
into Marx’s doctoral dissertation. His dissertation, The Difference
Between the Democritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature, was
completed and z;ccepted in 1841. However, he began his work on
itin 1839, when he commenced his seven notebooks on Epicurean
philosophy. His dissertation also included an appendix, “Critique
of Plutarch’s Polemic Against the Theology of Epicurus,” of which
we have only a couple of fragments plus the notes to the appendix.
(The last two chapters of the first part of the dissertatio
missing from the extant document, except for a part of th
the missing chapter 4.)

Marx’s dissertation, despite its title, was concerned relatively lit-
tle with the philosophy of Democritus, which was mainly a spring-
board for his analysis of Epicurus. As philosopher Paul Schafer has
explained, “The dissertation’s substantive core, that is, its atomist
or materialist content, is Epicurean, while its analytical approach,
that is, the dialectical method utilized to think those

n are also
e notes for

core ideas
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h, is Hegelian. The result is a fascinating h,ybric.ll that 111)2(;-1
ugh, :
t}.lgos%m illuminating picture of the genesis of M(;irx1 s phlhostop ; .
e ialism and idealism that wa:
sew”: the struggle between mater: ! ‘ wal
‘ 1"3Wm his thought. Marx strongly admired Epicurus’s mat;e?al\hs{::,
o ism” it), his critique of teleolo-
ialecti s Schafer puts it),
his “dialectical atomism (a i o
ini above all his philosophy
- and determinism, and ; sty
i to Epicurus as much as :
haps nothing so drew Marx . o
Pte rtefrz)ents (strung together by Marx from ancwllq]; sogrcss}i. I,t s
o titude believe.. ..
i ted, not God, as the m
chance, which must be accepted, ‘ e T
1 ive 1 but to live in necessity
‘It is a misfortune to live in necessity,
. lZsasity On all sides many short and easy paths 2t;) freedom are
= . 3 2 999
, en. . .. Itis permitted to subdue necessity 1tself: i
v A. En els later wrote: “While classic Greek philosophy in its as
S . . &
forms—p:;grticularly in the Epicurean school—le.d to atheistic n(liate;fll
alism, Greek vulgar philosophy led to the doctnnc; gf aone az bo te)sr
God ’and of the immortality of the human soul.” In the % a; :
A SRR il
regarding natural science versus religion in hlS' lifetime, héarxt 1d e
ﬁegd with the struggles and dilemmas that Epicurus confron Ie:I ol
1ali irici dition to which he gave nse. 4
the materialist, empiricist tra : : . i
A:errlr(li Th. van Leeuwen, a theologian, pointed out in r’elztl(;x}) ; :
Marx’s dissertation, “In a sense, Epicurus acts as M:;lrxls( ;)Man;
Every time the name Epicurus is mentioned, we are to thin 1(1 o
reﬂzting his own problems in the mirror of Greek phllo'sop }}1, "
At the core of materialism was a critique of the notl(()ln tHa ”
rationality of the world was to be attributed to the gods. ent o}
Marx’s doctoral dissertation on Epicurus' was bot}}ll.a t“r;a;r:sz_rd”
materialist dialectics and a critique of rellgl(?n. In is : ot vt
to what was intended to be a published version of his t (;Slil, g
ow ‘
identified Epicurus with Prometheus (both brlngel“s 0{ ig t)daS :
“ i f Prometheus: ‘In simple words,
tended: “The confession o st
}Cl(:l?eetr}lle pack of gods’ [Aeschylus, Prometheus Bm:marj;llls ﬁts [}sn lly
ion, i horism against eav:
’s] own confession, its own ap i
105((; I::l::I}‘,t}Sjy gods who do not acknowledge human self—(;:o’l?scmus
itss as the highest divinity. It will have none other beside.
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Ma}]‘xsvt;fif)ltr;g “tll;e; 1nf:l.uswn of the appendix to his dissertation
s ha.s o crlt;(ilue of Plutarch’s polemic against Epicu
s nOn a ed as an appendix, this is because t
v ch’t : m:)nians. k1isolated, but rather representative of:
o A st stri .ngly presents in itself the relation of the
religiois mi mlF(tallect dto philosophy.” By attempting to promote t
rality an 1 )
against Epicurusyon thg};z ;zgsz:l;lnuttfm?}?emgn o pOICmiCiZQ
before the forum of religion.” M o bm'ught “Philosophyl
ol e f; 11]1: arx went on to side explicitly with
e thgé “ti pl 1lf)s.op}1'y with its rational approach to
o eologising intellect” of natural theology, i
Plg t Lkmg of the realm of reason.?* a
utarch— ved 1 | ]
P Ovavhzllllved 1}1:t0 the second century—was the senior of
i 11 Platz)niso a(t:l the Oracle of Delphi and “a representative 1
e Criglc ?‘rizng. the early part of the Christian era.”?
i s o incurus, on the grounds that the latter
A S hsary ear of God. It was terror of the afterlife
e s u}znanlty to God. As Marx put it, Plutarch 1
underworld for tben sggs:lSu(ioc(:;:: i g e ool 1
i ' clousness. . . . In fear, and if-
minzdu;sa; 1;1;;16; a{ejrA that cannot be extinguished, m’an is sfl):tcc:i
ment of benign pro;'idetntil: (Seavr:i :;nzfl Mo
i e most terrible acts) as pr
o rxilgtiﬁze.gfzz Pilrlllttar?, Epicurus was to be casti)gatfd (;(())f
“Hyrcanian [Caspian Sea] ﬁosh”li:zfnt v&ll)lfll:};g P
could be obtained.? P
PN
o az:lr;(i; (;zt;queeofi I.’lu'tarch both in the main text of his disserta-
o s gy ;())}; rnl'u.( is thus (.)f great importance in understand-
B i ;/Ilglon, and in l.us response to the argument of
.y addressmy. : a}?( ha}d nothing but contempt for Plutarch
N andgtllln (1;5 blograpl'ly of. Marius the battle between,
2 e e German Cimbri tribes in 101 BCE near
p ed what Marx called “an appalling historical exam-
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" of how a religious morality rooted in the fear of all-powerful

s violated all conceivable humanity:

JqARX'S CRIEES
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After describing the terrible downfall of the Cimbri, he relates that the
that the Massilians [i.c., citizens of the
Greek colony and city-state Massilia, now Marseilles] were able to
manure their orchards with them. Then it rained and that year was the

best for wine and fruit. Now, what kind of reflections occur to our noble

aumber of corpses was S0 great

historian in connection with the tragical ruin of those people? Plutarch

oral act of God, that he allowed a whole, great, noble peo-

considers it a m:
rder to provide the philistines of Massilia

ple to perish and rot away in 0
with a bumper fruit harvest. Thus even the transformation of a people

into a heap of manure offers a desirable occasion for a happy reveling in

[religious] morality!*

Hence, for Plutarch a bumper crop of wine and fruit resulting
hed Cimbri was itself an

from the rotting bodies of the vanquis
argument for the rationality of nature arising from divine provi-
- dence. Plutarch’s God was for Marx a “degraded God,” and
Plutarch himself a spokesperson for “the hell of the populace.”
In refutation of Plutarch, Marx, in his appendix, rejected “proofs
of the existence of God,” since these were in reality their opposite:
“proofs of the existence of essential human self-consciousness.”
Indeed, “the country of reason,” he declared, “is for God in general,
aregion in which he ceases to exist”—since this is the exclusive realm
of humanity. Contra to Plutarch, Marx quotes from the French mate-
rialist and Epicurean Baron d’Holbach’s System of Nature: “Nothing
... could be more dangerous than to persuade man that a being supe-
rior to nature exists, a being before whom reason must be silent and
to whom man must sacrifice all to receive happiness.”

Both the later Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling and
Hegel come under attack in Marx’s appendix for their theological
views. Schelling is seen as abandoning his earlier conception of
human freedom in concluding in his later work that God “is the
real foundation of our cognition.” Hegel is condemned for turning

Qgewang.org .
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all previous theological demonstrations *
try to demonstrate God’s existence in t
traditional Christian theology. Previou

upside down” in order t
he opposite fashion fro
sly, natural accidents and
of God’s existence., Now'i"

den (0] not €X1, (;-1 )([ 01 lle A])S()[u'e €X1sts Ill (0} S,

the pro
proofs of God were to be found not in natural accidents or in'}

miracles but in evidence of divine necessity.

- iesponding to SUC}'I alleged proofs of God’s existence, including |
gument from design, Marx pithily declared: “I ack (;f reason is “ ‘

’ ' : ' : the reasoned exist 1
S:mamty. ‘fIt is pfemsely Epicurus who makes the form Z?C: ! i
Orlgusn}(:ss n 1its directness, the being-for-self, the form of nat o

! ure.

reasz)f r:v[‘en r;?ture 15 acknowledged as absolutely free from conscimfs
it 1.3, om th‘e e.xternally imposed rationality of a deity] and is

ire reason n itself, does it become entirely the pr
reasIon,h or the self-conscious world of humanity,27 i
t . . i
i rie nl; Nﬁux b.roke s'harply with Hegel, who had proclaimed in
. }); erms ¢ 1at his Logic was nothing but “the exposition of God
o 22183 X; ;Ills }fternal essence before the creation of the world and
: ¢ heart of Hegel’s entire philo
: soph
v&;er}(lz to state in 7he Holy Famaly, waf “the sgec}; T .
. i i
;)nd ;4 (t]l}tltrlstlag-fi}ermamc dogma of the antithesis between Sperit
¢rs God and the world?” In kb 17)
o ; - An s Critique of Heopl’
- ;io;opgy of Right Marx went so far as to label Hegel’jsrLoqil:
2 13
" V‘i asai.on WHoly HouseTathb inime. with which asgvan
: ‘ﬁn pf)mte(‘i out, the Roman Catholic Inquisition in ’M drid
a?cltll ed its prison” and chamber of terror,2 g
; ?

& eﬁaas b}e;:n cust(?mar.y to see Marx’s critique of religion and of
e gelian philosophical idealism as only developing as 3 result Of
1s encounter with Ludwig Feuerbach’ i i Y

: s prio i
Hegelian system, However, Marx’s critiquepof Zh:ri‘uque i

lative expression
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intellect,” which was to find its most powerful expression in his
introduction to Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right in 1844, was
essentially complete by the time he submitted his doctoral disser-
tation in early 1841—the very year that Feuerbach’s Essence of
Christianity was published.’® Moreover, Feuerbach’s Preliminary
Theses on the Reform of Philosophy, which was to have a more direct
impact on Marx’s thinking, did not appear until 1842. It would be
more correct to argue, therefore, that Marx’s critique of religion
developed independently of and alongside Feuerbach’s critique,
which added force to Marx’s views.”!

Nonetheless Feuerbach’s naturalistic rejection of Hegel’s ideal-
ist philosophy exerted a powerful influence on Marx. For
Feuerbach, speculative philosophy in its most developed form, the
Hegelian system, represented the alienation of the world of sensu-
ous existence to which human reason was materialistically bound.
It replicated, in the name of philosophy rather than theology, the
religious estrangement of human beings from nature. Hegel had

- presented the world as developing in inverted form “from the ideal
to the real.” In contrast, “all science,” Feuerbach insisted, “must be
grounded in nature. A doctrine remains a kypothesis as long as it
has not found its natural basis. This is true particularly of the doc-
trine of freedom. Only the new [materialist] philosophy will suc-

ceed in naturalizing freedom which was hitherto an anti-hypothe-

sis, a supernatural hypothesis.”>

Marx’s Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, which was pub-
lished in 1844 in Paris in the Deutsch-Franzisische Jahrbiicher
(German-French Annals), has been called “the Magna Carta of the
Marxist critique of religion.”** It is here that Marx declared:

Man makes religion, religion does not make man. Religion is indeed the
self-consciousness and self-esteem of man who has either not yet won
through to himself or has already lost himself again. But man is no
abstract being squatting outside the world. Man is the world of man;,

state, society. This state and this society produce religion, which is an
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inverted consciousness of the world, because they are an inverted world
[Religion] is the fantastic realization of the human essence since the
hu.m.an essence has not acquired any true reality. The struggle against
religion is therefore indirectly the struggle against that world whose spir-
itual aroma is religion. i

.Religious suffering is at one and the same time the expression of real
suffering and a protest against real suffering. Religion is the sigh of the
oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless world and the soul of soulless
conditions. It is the opium of the people.

Mar.x here demonstrates a real sympathy for religion “as the
expression of real suffering” and as a necessary solace for the
oppressed. The latter do not have the same access to other means
of consolation, such as opium, available to the wealthy, and have
not yet learned to revolt against the inverted world of \:vhich reli-
gion 1s the fantastic manifestation. Reversing the position he
ad.opted as an adolescent for his school paper on the “Union of the
F. alt}.xful with Christ,” Marx argued that “the abolition of religion as
the #llusory happiness of the people is the demand for th;gir real

[Hlli%tffrlal] happiness.” “Thus the criticism of heaven turns into the
criticism of earth.”34,

The Critique of Earth

Marx’s'critique of religion was geared at all times to the needs of a
human{s't, materialist, and scientific understanding of the world
The critique of religious alienation led to the critique of human:
v.vorldly alienation by means of two dialectical movements: (1)acri-
tique derived from Epicurus and Feuerbach of religion as .the alien-
ation of th.e.human world, and thus an inversion of human free-
dom—a critique that also extended from theology to idealist phi-
losophy' (as in the case of Hegel); and (2) a critique of purel fon-
templative materialism/humanism as empty abstractions, insgfar as

they were not .51mply presuppositions for a critique of earth (i.e
material-historical reality). ; L

[ S ST )
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Hence, atheism itself, so long as it remained in the ether of
Feuerbach’s contemplative realm, was insufficient and devoid of
genuine meaning, other than as a first step in the development of a
humanist philosophy. Atheism as an ideal, Marx insisted, was “for
the most part an abstraction.” It was “a negation of God, through
which negation it asserts the existence of man.” It thus constituted
mere “theoretical” humanism.?

As a materialist, Marx opted nof to invest in the abstraction of
God and religion. At the same time he did not attempt to disprove
the supernatural existence of God, since that transcended the real,
empirical world and could not be answered, or even addressed,
through reason, observation, and scientific inquiry. Instead, he
forged a practical atheism through his scientific commitment to a
historical materialist approach for understanding reality in all of its
dimensions. The practical negation of God and the affirmation of
humanity and science demanded an active movement for revolu-

tionary social change, the real appropriation of the world to pursue
human development—the growth and expansion of human capa-
bilities—and freedom.

Marx’s critique of religion was thus never about the supernatu-
ral existence (even in negation) of God, but about the affirmation of
the material world, the world of human beings, of reason and sci-
ence—all of which required the displacement of “religion” as “the
devious acknowledgement of man, through an intermediary.”*

Thomas Dean was therefore correct when he wrote in his Post-

Theistic Thinking:

Agreeing with the Aristotelian and Hegelian observation that contraries
belong to the same genus, Marx views atheism as nothing more than an
ideological contrary to religion. Hence it does not lead to a radical break
with a religious way of thinking. Atheism looks more like a “last stage of
theism, a negative recognition of God” than the theoretical foundation for
a positive, this-worldly philosophy of man. It gives rise inevitably to the
desire to supplant the God thus denied by a correspondingly elevated or
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deified concept of man. . .. It is only by a second act of transcendence, by
transcending the mediation of humanism via atheism, “which is, howev-
€T, a necessary presupposition,” that the possibility opens up of a “posi-
tive humanism, humanism emerging positively from itself” The basis of
Marx’s atheism and of his secular metaphysics is not therefore a set of
philosophical arguments or speculative disproofs of the existence of
God. That would be an ideological foundation as theological in charac-

ter as theology itself. It is, rather, an independently formulated humanism
that stands in immediate or unmediated fashion on its own feet.?

Marx’s dialectical position that viewed religion as the source of
“an illusory happiness,” made necessary by the impossibility of
“real happiness,” meant that it was possible to recognize the alien-
ated humanity in religion itself. Thus he was capable of not only
referring to religion as “the heart of a heartless world,” but also of
making such statements as: “After all we can forgive Christianity
much, because it taught us the worship of the child.”*$ Compared
to this, as Marx observed in his Theses on Feuerbach, a crude athe-
ism that sought to establish itself alongside traditional religion “as
an independent realm in the clouds” had relatively little to offer.
The critique of religion was therefore socially meaningful only to
the extent that it went beyond abstract atheism and contemplative
materialism and gave rise to an atheism on the ground rooted in
“revo]utionary practice.”® i
Marx’s early critique of religion and of speculative philosophy
was to form the basis of his later critique of ideology, specifically
the ideology of bourgeois society. Ideology thus became a more
general case of the same inversion of ideas and the material world
that characterized the alienated condition of religion: “The ruling
ideas,” Marx and Engels wrote in the German ldeology, echoing
Marx’s earlier critique of the “theologising intellect,” “are nothing
more than the ideal expression of the dominant material relations,
the dominant material relations grasped as ideas.”40
Marx often referred to the Protestant Reformation, and specifi-
cally Lutheranism in the German context, as representing the new
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religious garment that clothed the rising bourgeois sc}>101ety: 'f‘}:zse }::f
ironically pointed to Martin Luther’s .argument ont f: ezlns e v
o universal world of plunder as evidence of Gf)d s {:Slgn._ o
Luther put it, “God uses knights and .robbers as his .dev1 s ;i) [t)llller
ish the injustice of merchants.”' In this way, accordu;g }t)o . :e - ;
“unchristian thieving and ro.bblng” on zﬂl su(il(:s fco;ll 0:;1 s
pointing to the eventual coming to be (?f God’s fin wd .t 08
for Luther—as Marx clearly meant h}s readers to un er(; an11 ¥
God’s rationality was displayed even in w.hat Hobbes had calle
“the war of all against all” of bourgeois society. . .

In Marx’s Capital, money, commodities, .and c.apltal svere ?t
seen as taking on the form of God in b.m%rg:ms society, an p(;rot }11 é
rent, and interest formed a new “Trinity” Marx compa’l,re e
“fetishism that attaches itself to the products of labour t(})) e
“misty realm of religion” where “the prod}lcts o.f thef h}iu.nan I‘ilﬂ
appear as autonomous figures endowed w1th alife o ht eir :wlile. .
The parallels between the critique of religion and the critiq

-~ capital in Marx’s thought are thus endless.

Yet Marx also continued to confront reli.gim.l (inc‘ludlr%g tlﬁe
argument from design) more directly 'due to its 1ntr‘us10n§ 1nt ' z
realms of morality and science. Morality was to be judge . :loh.l -
either foundationalist or relativist terms, bl%t in terms of .radlc : 1sf
toricism, where moral conditions evolve with the materlai: needs o
human communities—a view that could be trac?d to p1c1}11rus.
There was no ultimate, divine moral order for society. Marx. tl ere-
fore attacked all notions of “mystical tendency., the pro?ndent?a aim
... providence.” He rejected all founda.tionahst morality emakr)la.tlni
from religious final causes, insi'stu}g instead thifuhuman eing
were “the actors and authors of their own drama.. il

Denouncing narrow religious morality and 1ts-effgcts'torl1 i
development of political economy, Marx observed n api ; o
“most of the population theorists are Protestant clerl(:‘s oo -1? -
Wallace, Parson Townsend, Parson Malthu?s and his pupil, s
arch-Parson Thomas Chalmers, to say nothing of lesser revere
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scribblers in this line. . . . With the entry of ‘the principle of popu- d

lation’ [into political economy], the hour of the Protestant parsons
struck.” The main objection to such thinkers was that they had
departed from the principles of science by allowing the arguments
of natural theology and religious morality to intrude into the sci-
ence of political economy, as part of a defense of the ruling-class
order. “The Malthusian theory,” the young Engels wrote in 1844,
was “the economic expression of the religious dogma of the contra-
diction of spirit and nature and the resulting corruption of both.”**
In his 1786 Dissertation on the Poor Laws, Reverend Joseph
Townsend, as Marx noted in the Grundrisse, supplemented fear as
a motive for Christian religion with hunger as a motive for bour-
geois industry (both constituting evidence of natural law and God’s
design). “Hunger,” Townsend wrote, “is not only a peaceable,
silent, unremitted pressure, but, as the most natural motive to
industry and labour, it calls forth the most powerful exertions.”*
For Marx, Malthus, like Townsend before him, was guilty of
“clerical fanaticism.”*¢ Although Malthus’s arguments were pre-
sented as scientific, they nonetheless invoked God as the final
cause and promated God’s will and Christian morals as the justifi-
cation for the elimination of the Poor Laws. The general anger of
the working classes toward Malthus and his natural theology
(raised to the level of economic science) was best expressed by the
political radical William Cobbett, who, in the same general spirit as
Marx, said of Malthus: “I have during my life, detested many men;
but never any one so much as you. . . . No assemblage of words can
give an appropriate designation of you; and, therefore, as being the
single word which best suits the character of such a man, I call you
Parson, which amongst other meanings, includes that of Borough-
monger Tool.”*

In contrast to these objections to Malthus, Marx strongly
defended the scientific character of Adam Smith’s economics
against the criticisms of theologian and political economist
Thomas Chalmers, who considered Smith to have rejected the

101
\,’ARXYS CRITIQUE OF HEAVEN AND CRITIQUE OF EARTH
M

Christian view in his close connectiog to.Hume (who was influ-
enced by Epicurus’s materialism) and in his concept of’unprodulc-
tive labor, which Chalmers viewed as an attack on God’s clelrlgy. 3
his political economic writings, Marx. a'rgued', Chalr{lers a ovzet

religion and God, complete with “Chrlstlar? priestly trimmings,” to
intrude directly into science. “The parsonic elerr.lent il men-
dence not only theoretically but also practlcall. , since 'thls. m‘ember
of the Established Church defends it ‘economl‘cally’ v.vnh its loavcj,s
and fishes’ and the whole complex of institutions with which this

Church stands or falls.”*®

The Death of Teleology

The materialist conception of nature and the materialist concep-
tion of history were for Marx the two indispensable‘bases of mod:
ern science. Human history and natural history ultimately c.onstl—
tuted a single historical frame of refefence. He tl.lerefore cor‘1s1st1::nt-
ly advanced evolutionary views ag.al_nst all notions of deélgn y a
deity. Life, he contended, had originated in the .world n accor(—l
dance with some kind of spontaneous gen'eratlon. He argue
together with Engels in The German Ideology in 18.46 that organic
existence could not be understood in teleological terms, ,}’Jut
involved “the bitterest competition among plants and animals in
which the relation of species to natural condi.tions was the'materfal
cause. And early on he adopted the conception of deep time aris-
ing from historical geology.*’ j ; 9148
Marx’s admiration for Darwin’s evolutlor}ary theory is we
known. He was reported as speaking of nothlr.lg else for mon.ths
after the publication of the Origin of Species. Upon rejadmg
Darwin’s work shortly after it appeared Marx wrote to Ferdman'
Lasalle: “It is here that, for the first time, ‘t(?leolog‘;y’ in naturx.al sci-
ence is not only dealt a mortal blow‘b.ut its ratlon.al meanlllng bls
empirically explained.” His only c.rit1c1sm of. Dar\fv1n was t ?t Z
drawing on Malthus for inspiration in developing his theory of na
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ural selection he had inadvertently given credence within the social
realm to the Malthusian doctrine, which had espoused Christian
morality, natural theology, and bourgeois justifications of the divi-
sion of class and property. Hence, Marx and Engels sought at all
times to separate Darwinian theory from Malthusianism or social
Darwinism, while adhering to a materialist/humanist science, seek-
ing to further human freedom.

In place of Malthus’s abstract law of population, which was
meant to justify class relations, Marx turned increasingly to the
new field of anthropology to develop a historical, materialist, and
scientific understanding of the development of human popula-
tions and societies in all of their aspects. He pointed out that, just
as Darwin had referred to the organs developed by species as a
kind of “natural technology,” the result of natural selection, so too
were human tools an extension of the organs of human beings and
the product of social evolution. Did not the evolution of the tools
of human beings provide, then, an approach to the evolution of
human society that required “equal attention? And would not
such a history be easier to compile, since, as Vico says, human his-
tory differs from natural history in that we have made the former,
but not the latter?”>!

Significantly, at the very time that Darwin was introducing his
theory of evolution by natural selection, a second, no less serious,
assault on the biblical view of the world was taking place. The year
1859, the date of the publication of Darwin’s Origin, also marked
the beginning of what has been called the “revolution in ethnolog-
ical time.”®? Although Neanderthal remains had been discovered in
1856, it took time for naturalists to realize exactly what they were.
The discovery of prehistoric human remains in Brixham cave near
Torquay in southwestern England in 1859 served as conclusive sci-
entific evidence that human beings had existed on earth in great

antiquity.®® This extended the human time line far beyond record-
ed history, contradicting the view based on the Bible that humani-
ty had existed at most only a few thousand years. Suddenly scien-
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tists were faced with evidence that human beings had evolved over
a period of time much longer than biblical literalists allovsfed for t'he
history of Earth. Biologists and geologists closely associated ‘w1th
Darwin, such as John Lubbock and Thomas Huxley, began to con-
sider the question of human evolution, relying in part on what was
being revealed of the prehistoric record. o
Lubbock built his work on Epicurus/Lucretius’s distinction of
the sfone, bronze, and iron ages. Meanwhile, Lewis Henry Morgan
introduced his pioneering work in anthropology, Anfient Soctety,
based principally on his studies of the Iroquois—tracing the roots
of his own evolutionary perspective to Lucretius.”® Much of Marx’s
research for the remainder of his life, after the publication of
Capital, volume 1, in 1867—even taking precedence over his eco-
nomics—was devoted to wider ethnological studies as represented
by his Ethnological Notebooks (1880-82). Marx’s approach was
built on Morgan’s, in the sense of attempting to unders-tand the full
development of human productive and familial re}atlons—recog-
nizing that a genuine human anthropology of prehls.tory was now
conceivable. It thus constituted an expansion of science’s magis-
terium at the expense of the magisterium of religion. . .
Hence, although Marx devoted the greater part of his adult life
to developing a critique of the regime of capital as a form of class-
based production, this has to be seen as part of a much more fur%-
damental materialist/humanist worldview that arose from his cri-
tique of religion. Like Hume, Marx-was fond of referring not only
to Lucretius but also to the later satirist (and Epicurean) Lucian (c.
120-180) and his Dialogues of the Gods, in which, accord.ing to
Marx, the gods died a sécond death due to comedy. And just as
Hume had turned to Lucretius and Lucian on his deathbed,
Marx’s response to death, as recounted by Engels., was to quote
Epicurus: “Death is nota misfortune for him who dies, but for him
who survives.”
Indeed, Epicurus, Marx pointed out, argued that “the world
must be disillusioned and especially freed from fear of gods, for the
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wo.rld is. my friend.” Lucretius had written, “Things come into
bemg w1th9ut the aid of the gods.” Marx added that all human his-
tory, including the development of human nature, the formation of

new needs, etc., is made by human beings as self-mediating beings
of nature, without the aid of gods.>

6. On the Origin of Darwinism

“The old argument of design in nature, as given by Paley, which
formerly seemed to me so conclusive, fails,” Charles Darwin noted
in his Autobiography, “now that the law of natural selection has
been discovered. We can no longer argue that, for instance, the
beautiful hinge of a bivalve shell must have been made by an intel-
ligent being; like the hinge of a door by man. There scems to be no
more design in the variability of organic beings and in the action of
natural selection, than in the course which the wind blows.
Everything in nature is the result of fixed laws.”! Darwin’s theory of
transmutation of species was strictly a materialist conception of
nature, dethroning both religious teleology and anthropogenic
views. He insisted that the world, in all of its grandeur, be explained
in terms of itself. He referred to and adopted Bacon’s view that any
concept of nature rooted in final causes was “barren, and like a vir-
gin consecrated to God produces nothing.” As a result, today’s
intelligent design advocates attack Darwin and his science.
Darwin’s theory of evolution directly challenged design argu-
ments and the prevailing values of Victorian society, as he demon-
strated that all species—including humans—were not created
directly by a divine being, but rather were the products of natural
laws and historical contingency. He established a continuity
between human beings and other animals, in bodies, minds, and
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emotions, that united all animate life by a common set of materia]
relations and evolutionary laws. He scuttled the notion that God
created the earth and all its creatures expressly for human beings.
Darwin “elaborated his views on nature and human nature
within a larger vision of a world continuously active in the genera-
tion of new forms of life and mind. This was materialism, and
Darwin knew it; but it was a materialism that humanized nature
every bit as much as it naturalized man.”® Whereas the critique of
design can be traced back to antiquity, Darwin’s articulation of a
materialist evolutionary theory was distinct for its originality, and
his materialist account of life constituted an intellectual revolution.

The Emergence of an Evolutionist

Darwin came from a family of Unitarians and freethinkers who
embraced the Enlightenment. His father was a medical doctor. His
grandfather, Erasmus Darwin, wrote Zoonomia—a book that put
forward an evolutionary argument about the perpetual transforma-
tion of life. Erasmus Darwin’s dedication to Reason led him to
reject that providence was necessary to ensure the revolution of the
earth around the sun.*

Early in his upbringing and education, Charles Darwin was
thus exposed to the major conflicts between design and material-
1sm. He witnessed the attempts of others to put forward materialist
arguments in regard to human development, as well as the censur-
ing of them. He was sent to Edinburgh in 1825 to study medicine. |
While his interest in this subject waned he started to study natural |
history and philosophy. He joined the Plinian Society, a student )
science club that encouraged the study of natural science, the col-
lection of specimens from nature, and the presentation of scholarly l
work to the Society. At one of the meetings, William A. F. Browne, ’
who nominated Darwin to join the group, levied a critique against ‘
Charles Bell’s Anatomy and Philosophy of Expression. Bell was ’

|

famous as the author of The Hand, Its Mechanism and Vital
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Endowments as Envincing Design, the fourth Bmdgeu()iaifr T?}e)cztzflee—s;
a series of eight treatises in natural theology funde ' })lr ﬁ . 31 *
from the estate of Francis Henry Egerton, the eig t i <
Bridgewater. In the Anatomy and Phy:czology of Expression g
contended that the facial muscle.s in humans were spe hee z
designed by God to allow humankind to express unlciiue emn or 2;
Browne challenged the natural theology argurr.lent an prTse teds
paper on the organization of life, asserting that life was }Ilnert(;,l y imind
of the way the body was organized. He thc‘en argued that fa e ;
as far as one individual’s senses and consciousness are Cf)ncemd },1 o
material” This statement alarmed members of t'he Society, an e
remarks were stricken from the minutes? after whlch ?rowne res
ed his inquiries to safer, non-philosophical subJects.d et a
At Edinburgh, Darwin’s mentor was Robert. E mor(; | },lo
physician and sponge expert. Grant was a materialist an ;Z .
supported the transmutationist positions of Era.smusLamaer,
Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, and ]ean-BaptlsFe ‘ derr.l
Lamarck was the first person to use the term bl.olog}}lr inits rfn:VOlu—
sense, and he was the first to devek.)p a cohesive L Zotry i(t)s o
tion—a theory founded on th:lz izherltarll(je (fgf i;?;lr;( Ifwr.tebmte
ed Darwin to read Lamarck’s Oy
Z‘;Ci(::;?f Grant and Darwin often w;)luld go 1fl(()r l(ér;;gi r:avl}: :Eigigﬁ;
1 ecimens. During these walks, ra
Zﬁocuotlfxf(ﬁ?fi;rll)ary ideas, such as the common origin of the plant
imal kingdoms.® ‘ .
andli?clﬁng int%rest in becoming a doctor,.Da;lrwm 1\ivas sentitk;ly :1}:
father to Cambridge University, at Christ’s College, 1w the
intention that he would take holy orders and. becomeac ergir)ein
at a country parish. He was amenable to this course, milce ursuge
a clergyman would give him th}el free}:lom ﬁzciz(riltll)r:elfle : fomin_
his interests in natural history. Here he colle 1 .S,t o
ued to study Lamarck, and consglted with geo ogl o
i hilosopher, scientist, and theologian William
%Sggll?airtl}?of of thepthird Bridgewater Treatise—Astronomy
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and General Physics Considered with Reference to Natural
Theology. Darwin’s study of natural theology deepened, as he
studied William Paley’s books: Evidences of Christianaity,
Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy, and Natural
Theology. Darwin scrutinized Paley’s works intensely. These
studies gave him “much delight” and he “did not at that time
trouble” himself “about Paley’s premises.” Instead he took them
“on trust” given that he “was charmed and convinced by the long
line of argumentation.”” Natural Theology was one of the corner-
stones of the science program at Cambridge.

Paley catalogued adaptations—some genuine and some far-
fetched—of animals to their environment, arguing that these mani-
festations were the result of contrivance, due to an intelligent and
benevolent designer. In recognizing contrivance, humans found
proof of the existence, agency, and wisdom of the Deity.
Woodpeckers were given long tongues specifically to catch grubs,
and the pouches on marsupials were designed to carry young. God
even provided anticipatory adaptations, such as the ability of birds
to migrate to avoid cold seasons. All adaptations by plants and ani-
mals were deemed to be perfect.

Although it is fair to say that transmutation and materialism
were In the air, they remained on the fringe of scientific society.
Darwin had been exposed to many of the scientific debates.
Nevertheless, Darwin not only had professors and mentors that
supported the argument from design, but also ones who were open
to the question of transmutation of species. From the outset
Darwin struggled to understand the complexity of the natural
world. When he set sail on what was to be his famous five-year voy-
age (1831-1836) around the world on the Beagle, he did so as a
natural theologian still tied to creationist ideas but enough of a free-
thinker to be open to questioning them. He was prone to quote the
Bible on issues of morality, as if it were “an unanswerable authori-
ty.” As he later recalled, this voyage was “by far the most important
event of my life and has determined my whole career.” This adven-
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wure radically transformed him and, ultimately, our understanding
1 world.®
of t}(l)enn?l:rioyage, Darwin studied “the geolpgy of z}]l“th? pi;czsf
visited.” and he observed and collected specimens 0 amfmSOuth
all classes” He took detailed notes of 'the vegetatlon. 0 South
America. He discovered fossilized remains of ¥0ng extlinc I:Cies
mals. Among the unknown fossils were the remains of ot ir spnder—
still in existence. Darwin mulled over these finds, trying ((1) u cer
stand the causes of extinction, and why both extant and ex
i und together.!
Spe(\;’e}ie‘:le:ﬁ:oBeagle gstopposd at the Galdpagos I.slands, he ttooi}:l
extensive notes and collected specimer‘ls to be stu('hed by .etiperrso "
England. He had been told that species of tortoises vla)l.nz z;:t 0
islands. He noticed that the same was true of r.nockmg irds. Arihe
time Darwin failed to notice that several. species (.)f appjllrent)(ri -
similar birds were all in fact finches—this reallzatl(?n did not da "
on him until he was back in England, and proved pivotal to cemen

1 i 1 heless, he pondered the
" ing his commitment to evolution. Nonet ,hep

relationship between the species on the di.fferent islan'ds and ;}‘l;l;
counterparts on the South American continent. D.ar'wm p(;rc'mﬂalr
that the animals on certain islands were o.ften vanatlorils of s1 tar
species on still other islands. At the time, it was generatly accesdes
among naturalists that this may be duetoa shg.ht phan:lz}:‘ials sp ies
spread from the point of creation. 'Yet, Dar.wm aslfe ow il
species could be pushed,” recognizing tbat“lf the dlve(rigencie:1 from
the original stock was suf’ﬁcier::ly great, it “would un e@ !
ihit cles” argument. .

Stab\;:fl}tl};l: faslf(:ird the gll;edgle, Darwin' carefully studle(IiS;?aSrl;)s
Lyell’s three-volume collection Pri'nczj)les of Geology ( o the.
He marveled at the grand theoretical scheme presefltet.ﬁ e
books. Lyell’s book became one of the most famous scienti (;~ x
books ever written. In it, he attempted to reform.the science 0 fg -
s methodological and substantive doctrine of unt
which emphasized that processes observed to

ogy based on hi

formitarianism,
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operate in the present, such as erosion, if given sufficient timej
could generate all known geologic formations. Although Lyell’
singular focus on uniformitarianism sometimes led him astray, his?;
doctrine was of profound importance for developing geological SCi
ence, and it inspired Darwin’s recognition of how simple natural’

processes could in the sweep of geologic time yield great transfor-
mations.!2

By the end of the voyage, Darwin’s
the church.”
becoming friends with L
Joseph Dalton Hooker,

that the unknown fossils

mammals currently occupying South America. Gould ascertained
that the bird specimens from the Galdpagos Islands were all finch-
es, differently adapted to the various islands. F urther investigation
of the mockingbirds, rodents, and tortoises confirmed that the dif-
ferent islands had similar, yet distinct, species.

After reflecting on these observations and other considerations,
including the fossil record and the distribution of species
in March of 1837, Darwin firmly embraced transmutation
had yet to identify the mechanism that drove it.
mechanism, he returned to his Red Notebook
where he started to raise critical questions about
among species. He also started the first of his transmutation note-
books (Notebook B), as he attempted to discern the explanation of

organic change, and how humans shared with other animals “
common ancestor.”!4

The working out of a materialist theo
arduous process,

in time,
, but he
'3 In search of this
from his voyage,
the relationships

one

ry of evolution was a slow,
given that Darwin wanted to define the mecha-
nism of change and to provide extensive details of how it operated.
In his dutobiography he explained, “It was evident . . . that species

gradually become modified; and the subject haunted me. But it was

on TH

“love of nature was ousting §
Back in London, he became part of scientific society, |

yell, Robert Owen, John Gould, and §
presenting scientific papers, and preparing |
manuscripts. The fossils and specimens he collected were distrib-
uted among scientific experts for classification. Owen determined

Darwin had found were distant relatives of 1
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teria, different animals could be seen as the highest. As he struggled ]
: uggled |

to disc ' i
‘ -OVer an organic mechanism, he moved awa
an e
rejected unidirectional change.!?

A Materialist Theory of Evolution

In the fall in, wi
of 1838, Darwin, with the foundations of natural selection

;(:;les;jzg Ji?;lis mind, turned to Thomas Malthus’s A E
nciple of Population, and was s o
\ truck by the implicati
concept of the struggle for existence. Darwin noted It)hz(fta E: e €
was

well 1

. [;rjpf::: ltznafi;c)(r)ec;ate the struggl? for existence which everywhere

s o i OZ nued observation of the habits of animals and

B el 12t or celdstruck me that under these circumstances

S ou1 tend to be preserved, and unfavourable ones

o o la.s ) esult would be. the formation of new species. Here
got a theory by which to work; but I was so anxious t<;

avord prejudi i
- prejudice, that I determined not for some tim i
riefest sketch of it,!8 e cven he

It . . e
g \;vzs (lin ;r'lgagmg and criticizing design arguments that Darwi
e tll)l usf-: '1§ _own evolutionary position leading u tarvlvll'n
- 1a}r:, nsight. In 1838, Darwin took notes on John
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of Natural and Revealed Religion (183 7)—a workgtha: f:lotznja(til -
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e o 1\/11321(351(@;1111. }1:4any of the standard design contrivances
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epecifiod] : ple, the camel supposed]
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ions—and their reflection on the sub-optimality of God’s creation.
He stated that the design argument had been “exhausted.” The
hotion that certain plants and animals are created by “the will of
the deity” “is no explanation—it has not the character of a physical
law,” it “is therefore utterly useless.” He levied a critique of the
Bridgewater Treatises, noting that all of them were “simply state-
ments of productiveness” and “laws of adaptation” rooted in dec-
Jarations of final causes. Invoking Bacon’s criticism of final causes
he wrote: “Consider these barren Virgins.”

Darwin filled a number of notebooks on the topic of transmuta-
tion. The range and implications of his materialist position became
increasingly more evident to him. In his M and N Notebooks, he
broached the subject of morality as being culturally relative rather
than ordained by God. Here he challenged Plato’s notion that ideas
of good and evil are determined by the preexistence of the soul—
exclaiming, “Read monkeys for preexistence.” “To avoid stating
how far, I believe, in Materialism,” he wrote at one point, “say only
that emotions, instincts degrees of talent, which are heredetary are
s0 because brain of child resemble, parent stock.” In 1838, he stud-
ied the expressions of monkeys, ascertaining common, universal
characteristics shared by humans and other animals. He even
noted that the “love of deity” was an “effect of organization,” mak-
ing an aside to himself, “oh you Materialist?”? Here he laid the
foundation from which a number of his major works arose in the

ears to COME. '

Following his great insights of 1838, Darwin sat on his theory
letting it mature. For a while he had considered that “saltation-
ism”—abrupt, sudden changes in lineages—might dominate evolu-
tion. However, he soon abandoned this view. Instead, he decided
that evolution proceeds in a slow, smooth, gradual manner, remi-
niscent of Lyell’s uniformitarianism. In 1842, shortly before mov-
ing to the countryside, he finally prepared a 35-page Sketch of his
theory of descent, not intended for publication, outlining natural
selection via the Malthusian mechanism.

e
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January 11, 1844, Darwin confided to Hooker:

I'am almost convinced (quite contrary to the opinion I started with) that
species are not (it is like confessing a murder) immutable. Heaven forfend
me from Lamarck nonsense of a “tendency to progression,” “adaptations
from the slow willing of animals,” & c.! But the conclusions I am led to
are not widely different from his; though the means of change are wholly
so. I think I have found out (here’s presumption!) the simple way by
which species became exquisitely adapted to various ends.2

Hooker encouraged Darwin in his pursuits, and Darwin
expanded his Sketch into a 230-page Essay. But he still did not pur-
sue making public his theory. However, he left instructions to his
wife, Emma, to publish the Essay in case of his own death to ensure
that his discoveries would not be lost.

Darwin was a respected scientist. He had clerical and scientific
friends. He remained anxious regarding the risk of putting forward
his theory. Shortly after he completed his Essay, the anonymous
Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (later revealed to have

been written by-Robert Chambers) was published. It presented an
argument regarding the creation of life and the universe by natural
laws, and argued for the interconnectedness of all life. Although
promoting transmutation, Vestiges was not of the high-intellectual
caliber of Darwin’s work, lacking a firm scientific foundation.
Darwin thought that the geology and zoology within the book was
inadequate. Nonetheless, initially he worried that he may have been
partially scooped on his own discoveries. However, he soon recog-
nized that his own ideas remained distinct and much more rigor-
ously developed. Vestiges shocked British society. The book went
through numerous printings, each time cleaning up mistakes and
Improving its argument. Darwin’s old professor, Sedgwick, a
devoted natural theologian, attacked the book and its notion of

spontaneous generation, insisting that God operated through cre-
ative power rather than transmutation. 3

4

Seeking a sounding board for the direction of this work, onv
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Observing the uproar over Vestiges, Darwin be(fan:iet;(:tl;rllzzzclll

his argument must be impregnable. He recognized ¢ o
" k out some issues. He explained that one issue oV
o t(()1 WZZ “the tendency in organic beings descended. fron,l’ lt)he
oo tw k to diverge in character as they become modlﬁ'ed, ;t
Same:i’ocd that “the solution, as I believe, 1s that the modified off-
. e IZF all dominant and increasing forms tend to become adapt-f
Slc)in?f (r)nany and highly diversified places in the economy ©
e
2924 .
nan;;e.l856 Lyell, although skeptical of Darwin’s. views, er:l;:our-
aged Darw;n to prepare a prelimiflgry paperl::xetl;rclzr;i I}lltlsDa::,z

a com ,
- record.iﬁsir;i:)fff:e::ig::lw;atuml pSelection——originally
'Starte(;i datorg: three to four times the size of what later appearei as
l(r)lte?heeOrigins of Species. He had Thomas Henry Hu)fley,IHol(;3 56;,
ar:Ld John Lubbock read selections from this manuscirlnp(;. ] tn s ;
he prepared a summary of his argument and mailed 1
- 2

Harg::: 21(:2211181:11?: ir? ;?Z work, Darwin had been accumulating

1 tion for
facts and details to demonstrate his own theory of evolu for
wer ong delay was to come to an end. He was

twenty years. But his | me s 1ot
the or);lzi one trying to articulate 2 materialist theory of evo

. .. he
<t Alfred Russel Wallace set out on his expedltlons. tot
I:Z:Z:erllsz)f South America (1848-52) and.the Mala}y A}rl:lgesl;%(;
(1854-62) already believing in trafnsml‘lctatlon. DlljrmgWhiCh o
travels, Wallace published an article, “On 'the” 'aw1855 h T
Regulated the Introduction of' Ne\fv Species, 1nd o
Annals. Lyell, fearing that Darwin might .be SCOOILehS’h old Darien
about the article and continued to urge him to pu e e
blish precedence. On May 1, 1857, ‘Da‘rwm wr ) Waluee
eSta' hpt the two of them had been thinking very much alt
::gt:rlg :0 21he transmutation issue.?® Both D}rlu'wil;1 :md \t];’laelli:g\iz;e:)ef
jonizi ientific thought on _
mOVi'nf g:rﬁnr;::il;;(;mngl %hsec:lechanism, %ut labored to accu-
species.
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mulate a mountain of facts to convince Victorian society. Wallace, 1

although long convinced of transmutation, still struggled to discov-
er the mechanism.
In 1858, Wallace sent Darwin a new paper he was preparing,

“On the Tendency of Varieties to Depart Indefinitely from the
Original Type; Instability of Varieties Supposed to Prove the
Permanent Distinctness of Species.” In it, Wallace presented an
evolutionary theory based on divergence and the struggle for sur-
vival. Darwin recognized that Wallace had seized upon the same
materialist mechanism. Although he did not want to be seen as tak-
ing advantage of someone else’s work, he did not want his own
breakthrough discounted. He consulted Lyell and Hooker, who
convinced him that he should not simply step aside and give all the
credit to Wallace. Lyell and Hooker orchestrated the famous deli-

cate arrangement where an “abbreviated abstract of his 230-page

essay from 1844,” the letter that Darwin wrote in 1857 to Asa Gray

in which he had outlined natural selection, and Wallace’s 1858
paper were all read at the Linnean Society meeting on July 1, 1858,
and subsequently published in the Journal of the Proceedings of the
Linnean Society of London, August of that year.?” Darwin and
Wallace were thus presented as co-discovers of natural selection,
and each was recognized for reaching his insight independently.

At this point, Darwin worked feverishly to prepare an abstract
of Natural Selection, in order to present his theory of natural selec-
tion in full for a general audience. On the Origin of Species By
Means of Natural Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races
in the Struggle for Life was published in November 1859, and
Darwin noted that its success was in part due to being a much
shorter book than what he had been preparing with Natural
Selection.® With the publication of Origin of Species, the domi-
nance of teleological arguments in the treatment of nature, and the
class and religious bases of these, began to collapse. Twenty years
after he had made one of the most profound discoveries in the his-
tory of science, Darwin here finally presented his strictly material-
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metaphor, he wrote of natural selection: “The face of Nature may

B
i3

be compared to a ytelding surface, with ten thousand sharp wedgeg :

packed close together and driven inwards by incessant blows, 3

sometimes one wedge being struck, and then another with greater
force.30

In Origin of Species, Darwin avoided the word evolution, given

that it was then commonly tied to teleological notions of unfoldin 4
and to progressive development. In fact, he only used the word
¢volved once in the first edition of the book, in the final sentence;
“There is grandeur in this view oflife . .. whilst this planet has gone
cycling on according to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a
beginning endless forms most beautiful and most wonderful have
been, and are being, evolved.”

Likewise Darwin as a consistent materialist avoided the notion
that evolution always led to higher forms (“never use the words
higher and lower” he had written in the margins of his copy of the
Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation). But in his attempt to
reassure readers at the very end of his book (in the second to last
paragraph) he observed, in violation of his own precepts: “As nat-
ural selection works solely by and for the good of each being, all

corporeal and mental endowments will te

nd to progress towards
perfection.”!

Darwin’s characteristic brilliance can be seen in his ability to
explain how natural selection led to the adaptation of organisms to
their environments, while excluding all final causes. The condi-
tions of a local environment change, so which organisms are best
able to survive also changes with time. There is no inherent supe-
riority/inferiority in species, determining that they are predestined
to survive. In this, Darwin provided a strictly materialist concep-

tion of nature, expanding the magisterium of science to the entire
physical world.
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Darwin versus Intelligent Design

i influenced Darwin, by his
ost important books that influc . )
o O(fct(})llfnltn was JOI;m Herschel’s 4 Preliminary Dzscours}(i o;z tﬁe
a ) _
ZZZ of Natural Philosophy (1831). Hersche.l was one of :r :n ::21
i Igritish scientists of the age, known for his work 12 as Natur;r}
. raphy, and scientific method. Discourse on the Study of !
g‘;lo_% sol;)h ’ provided a model of the interplay between observatio
o (::rienf,:e) and theory. Herschel insisted that laws govern gatur::,
i)extp these laws are often difficult to determne. Attem.g)tmg ho
ulrllderstand these laws was the ultimate goal of na::llral I;)}tu (f)i(;i)u r};
1 the fundamental truth o
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fxrrlliﬁ::d in a single explanation. In the 0rzgmhodepefites, D?nrz:?
’s scientific method and argu .
to adhere to Herschel’s scientr umer
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: : ©
th?ow some light on the origin of species—that 1;11?istery l(l)errsn,):?r f;l .
test philosop .
1 it has been called by one of our grea The
lelrse’aaésnlatural philosopher who spoke of the “mystery of mysteries
g
Herschel . . '
VVasBute the Origin of Species called mto question wbat had b(:;
known about the living world, arguing tlfl;; speczles v:lelr); 1o
tinuum of life, produce -
immutable and that there was a con oduced by nat
isti i in’s theory of evolution vi
listic causes. In this, Darwin’s : . o
lslfflaezstion challenged established thought, 1nclufhng some (;emz
most prominent scientists who had influenced him. Dfal?vmdmira-
py of the Origin of Spectes to Herschel as a token o1 }115 a e
o i ar
1 ion, Darwin subsequently he
ion. To-his great consternation, : ' that
;iloer;sch(::l hag “called natural selection the law of higgledy-pig
& . .
gle(g‘erschel commented publicly on natural selecn(.)n hHL the lffi(l)
en
edition of his Physical Geography of .the Globe, v'vh’lcthe (;: $ o
Darwin. In a footnote, Herschel questioned [?arwm s theory, e
that it s.uggested that variations could oc.cur in all .dlrectlon‘s,e_nVi-
. s that did not directly help species adjust to their dynamic
one
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ronments. Such variations, in Darwin’s theory, «
of the Creator’s foresight.”

" In sharp opposition to this Herschel
wrote:

We can no more accept the principle of arbitrary and casual variation and

natural selection as a sufficient account, per se, of the past and present

organic world, than we can receive the Laputan method of composing
books (pushed 4 Poutrance) as a sufficient one of Shakespeare and the
Principia. Equally in either case, an intelligence,
must be continually in action to bias the direc
change

guided by a purpose,
tions of the steps of
—to regulate their amount—to limit their divergence—and to con-

tinue them in a definite course. We do not believe that Mr. Darwin means
to deny the necessity of such mntelligent direction. But it does not, so far
as we can see, enter into the formula of his law; and without it we are
unable to conceive how the law can have led to the results.

Although critical and concerned with the implications of
Darwin’s theory—contending that evolutionary changes required
“Intelligent direction” and that a special stipulation needed to be
made for humans—Herschel did note enigmatically
“We are far from disposed to repudiate the view taken
terious subject in Mr. Darwin’s work "5

Responding to Herschel on May 23, 1861—thanking him for
sending Physical Geography and commenting on the reference to
natural selection—Darwin took issue with what he called the

notion of “intelligent Design,” introducing this term for the first
time in its modern sense:

in the end:
of this mys-

The point which you raise on intelligent Design has perplexed me
beyond measure; & has been ably discussed by Prof. Asa Gray,
whom I have had much correspondence on the subject. . . . One cannot
look at this Universe with all living productions & man without believing
that all has been mtelligently designed; vet when I look to each individ-
ual organism, I can see no evidence of this. For I am not prepared to
admit that God designed the feathers in the tail of the rock-pigeon to vary

with

gave no indicatiop, *
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injurious being destroyed.

Darwin insisted that his theory of natl?ral selectlor;rseo‘llllurr:f(lierclz
recourse to “intelligent direction” or a “ngh.er power. ftl foct
i Herschel’s contention that “the higher law o prﬂovl -
a smran ement” should always be noted and Asa Gray’s insis
tleicir(r)a:lngivine guidance of variation, Darwin confided to Lyell on

August 1, 1861:

But astronomers dO not state h C
te that (;Od dlIeCtS the course 0{ eaCh omet
et.— I V1EW that €ac ariation haS p y
& plan t. he 1€ ll variatl beell IOVIantlan
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three stages in the development of knowledge].

. .  Tist theo
Darwin clearly sensed the ramifications of his materialist }tl rr);
5 indi uma
with its tacit recognition of the vast indifference of n?tére dtoDarWin
affairs. Calling into question nature as evidence of God, .

wrote to Asa Gray on May 22, 1860:

With respect to the theological view of the question: Thls 1s' a%wz;lys
i 1 am bewildered. I had no intention to write athelstlca. )lr]
II:JI? ?ﬁv:::l::t I cannot see as plainly as others df)’ and as [ should V:Ii :
to do, evidence of design and beneficence on all sides of us. Therlc; s;l o
: h misery in the world. 1 cannot persuade myse :
o mu:; mnipotent God would have designedly created t?me
lI)e:eﬁcemn?:ilae :)vith tl;le express intention of their feeding within the liv-
chneumo
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ing bodies of Caterpillars, or that a cat should play with mice. Not believ-
ing this, I see no necessity in the belief that the eye was expressly
designed. On the other hand, I cannot anyhow be contented to view this
wonderful universe, and especially the nature of man, and to conclude
that everything is the result of brute force. I am inclined to look at every-
thing as resulting from designed laws, with the details, whether good or
bad, left to the working out of what we may call chance.37

Darwin remained steadfast in his opposition to intelligent

design within the physical world, including all living beings. In a
letter to Julia Wedgwood, on July 11, 1861, he distinguished his
position from advocates of design: “The mind refuses to look at
this universe, being what it is, without having been designed; yet,
where one would most expect design, viz. in the structure of a sen-
tient being, the more I think on the subject, the less I can see proof
of design. Asa Gray and some others look at each variation, or at
least at each beneficial variation (which A. Gray would compare
with the rain drops which do not fall on the sea, but on to the land
to fertilize it) as having been providentially designed.”*

-

The Descent of Man

Following Origin of Species, each of his major subsequent works
~ focused on a specific substantive issue while simultaneously devel-
oping the methodology of his evolutionary theory.’ Lyell and Gray
contended that variation was directed by providential influence,
rather than “pure chance.” Darwin’s The Variation of Animals and
Plants under Domestication (1868) attempted to lay these critiques
to rest by detailing how breeders specifically selected traits from an
array of variations. He argued that the traits selected by breeders
were not preordained for their express purpose: “No shadow of
reason can be assigned for the belief that variations, alike in nature
and the result of the same general laws, which have been the
groundwork through natural selection of the formation of the most
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erfectly adapted animals in the world, man included, were inten-
fionally and specifically guided.”*? BT
Darwin’s work on plants was also an extension o is o
stic theory of evolution, as well as a critique of design. Deilg{r} pthe
o ents proposed that beauty abounded in nature expressly o(ri
golrilght of humans. Darwin opposed this view, and p}:?;;Lalr;e -;I;L
. ' ) ) by which Britis
1 i Various Contrivances 0y
tensive manuscript On the . st
:;L;nForeign Orchids Are Fertilised by Insects (1862) as f;l f:{l:c -
movement” against design advocates. He argue.d that natural s ¢
tion could explain plant morphology and (;;l;lysmlog? f:;h?zasng)er;
idges and horns o
he contended that the ornate ridge " s ¢ . -
“Zdaptations to facilitate reproduction” by their mteraction Wi
insects.*! ,'
mselt was in The Descent of Man (187 1) that Darvsjm first tqok V:,l:;
the critical issue of human origins. When th(;1 OHMgm ct)f f}jl):cg(lz; s
1 nt challenge to
blished in 1859, there was a concurre
5;:3wl(s)f the world ,which, as we noted in chapter 5, I}ljls be'enhcalle;:l1
’ ionin ical time.”#? In 1859 prehistoric huma
the “revolution in ethnologica . : N
refnains were discovered in Brixham Cave near Torquay 1;11 s:)Fth i
western England, providing convincing evidence for thel. rs 1ear
(though Neanderthal remains had been found‘ earlier nti ;
Diisseldorf) that human beings had existed on earth In grezcilt Znhi(i_
uity. The human time line was extended far beyond reco: e i
. ini iew based on the Bible, sacrosanct up u
tory, undermining the view ; | B
i 1 d existed at most only a
that time, that humanity ha @ fow froune
’ ienti 1 hat human beings had €
_Here was scientific evidence t nan b ve
}(r)izsa period of a million years or more. Biologists and (;ge;){loiits
closely associated with Darwin, such as Lubl.)ock aln. iz azf,t
began to consider the question of human evoluFlon, re y(llrz% " 111)686
i he prehistoric record.
hat was being revealed of t ' s
3Vr(1)rvl:s extended the discussion of huma.n s0.c1ety to take ‘I:ild(;
account the longer conception of ethnological time 'and hto pro oo
general theory of human social development, rooting human
a

. o
tory in changing material conditions.

L
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Darwin entered into this discussion, building on his theory of
natural selection. Whereas some had tried to reconcile the argu-
ment in the Origin of Species with religious views, The Descent of
Man shattered such positions, given its explicit materialism,
Instead of invoking the hand of God as an explanation of human

origins, Darwin proposed a materialist approach as the basis for

investigation. In support of science, he noted, “Ignorance more fre-

quently begets confidence than does knowledge: it is those who ]

know little, and not those who know much, who so positively assert
that this or that problem will never be solved by science.” He unit-
ed humans and other creatures via evolution by common descent,
arguing that the same materialistic forces influenced the historical
development of all life. He presented the natural, material origins of
society, morality, and religion, banishing the divine hand from the
world. His discussion of sexual selection—somewhat distinct from
natural selection—was in part a critique of design arguments. For
instance, the tails of peacocks were often seen as “an expression of
divine aesthetics—beauty as an end in itself and incapable of natu-

ral explanation.” In case after case, Darwin sought to explain the

evolutionary emerggnce and development of beauty, as a result of
sexual selection, a strictly materialist process, based on the sexual

displays of animals.*

For Darwin, all animate life was united by a common set of
material relations and evolutionary laws. In The Expression of the
Emotions in Man and Animals (1872), Darwin undermined the
traditional anthropocentric interpretation that divided animals
from human beings. He destroyed the notion that God created the
earth and all of its creatures for humankind. As part of his evolu-
tionary theory, he sought to show the continuity of species and that
“humans are not a separate divinely created species.”#

This work, in part, returned to an issue that Darwin witnessed
in the Plinian Society, when Browne had boldly challenged the
argument of Bell’s Anatomy and Philosophy of Expression, and that
he had written about in his notebooks on animal expressions. Bell
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Darwin and Religion

On September 28,1881 Darwin hosted a group of freethinkers for
n K bl

dinner at his Down House. Edward Aveling (who was later to
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become the common-law husband of Marx’.s dau%ht(.ar gli;a;rllrcl)g
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issue of God. Religion remained an }s:’sue‘, whet ef e e

dercurrent, throughout Darwin’s life. He often c eplated
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so slow that I felt no distress, and have never since doubted even
fora single second that my conclusion was correct.” He referred to
the notion of eternal punishment for non-believers as “a damnable
doctrine.”* Darwin rejected “the existence of an intelligent first
cause” as he put his materialist theory of evolution against religious
Justifications for God. He reflected upon the “argument for the

existence of an intelligent God” that was based on “deep inward
& P

conviction and feelings” that people experience. He explained that

not all people experience the same

inward conviction of the existence of one God. . . . Therefore I cannot see
that such inward convictions and feelings are of ’any weight as evidence of
what really exists. The state of mind which grand scenes formerly excited
in me, and which was intimately connected with a belief in God, did not
essentially differ from that which is often called the sense of sublimity; and

however difficult it may be to explain the genesis of this sense, it can hard-

ly be advanced as an argument for the existence of God, any more than the

powerful though vague and similar feelings excited by music. %

In Descent of Man, Darwin engaged religion as part of the evo-
lutionary development of human societies. He argued that religion
was not innate, given that “there is no evidence that man was abo-
riginally endowed with the ennobling belief in the existence of an
Omnipotent God.” He explained that some cultures don’t have a

concept of God or gods.” He argued that beliefin God was a prod-
uct of culture:

I'am aware that the assumed instinctive belief in God has been used by
many persons as an argument for His existence. But this is a rash argu-
ment, as we should thus be compelled to believe in the existence of many
cruel and malignant spirits, possessing ouly a little more power than mar;
for the belief in them is far more general than of a beneficent Deity. The

idea of a universal and beneficent Creator of the universe does not seem

to arise in the mind of man,

until he has been elevated by long-continued
51

culture.
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Yet, although Darwin remained committed to a mat'er}ilahs:-sckl;
ific. roach to the world, he shied away from outright attac
entlﬁi' o In this respect, Darwin’s approach was widely dlYC_I‘-
- lglOnt-he radical. science activists of his day, such as Aerhflg,
g anato;ny lecturer, and spoke “about . Chrlst?an
v i and the curtailment of civil liberties” in Britain. A\.ze.hng
h};zoairt;); EK)lrefront of protests over Charles Bradlafu(g:h, a mlhstaﬁ:

y ied hi i House of Commons.
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Darwin’s materialist account of evolution by means ofdr:heo
selection, or descent with modification, was a sophlétlca.te y 'e;y
1 scien-
backed a; every point by copious data—one that has inspire sclen

it1 eration
tists ever since. In this respect, it is by no Tlleans an éxta%‘gh raton o

ini ion.” As the geneticis
“Darwinian Revolution. ‘
ok ing in bi kes sense except in
“Nothing in biology make

Dobzhansky declared, . _ oept

the light o? evolution.”® Evolutionary (and proto-evolution ry)




128 CRITIQUE OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN .J§

thought did not of course begin with Darwin. But the Darwinian
theory of natural selection represented a qualitative breakthrough, 3
and evolutionary theory has developed substantially since 7§

Darwin’s time.** It initiated a revolution in how we understand
nature, adhering to an approach that allowed for a rational inquiry
into a dynamic world, while demanding that we explain the world
in terms of itself. In this it banished God from the physical world.
Darwin laid the foundation on which the biological sciences have
built since his time.

Hence, it is only ignorance that allows intelligent design propo-
nent Dembski to declare that “no significant details [in evolution-
ary theory] have been added since the time of Darwin (and, one can
argue, none has been added even since the time of Empedocles and
Epicurus two thousand years earlier).”® Likewise, Wiker contends
that, “We see in this passage [from Epicurus/Lucretius] all the fun-
damentals of Darwin’s account. . . . Darwin followed Epicurean
materialism in eliminating species distinctions, and his account of
natural selection was also an expansion of that which occurs in
Lucretius.”” The strategy of such intelligent design proponents is
to claim that the entre framework of Darwinian evolutionary theo-
ry was already laid in ancient times in the work of Epicurus and all
that Darwin added was questionable evidence. Such views are
absurd, despite the genius often displayed. by the ancient Greek
materialists, since Darwin provided the first consistent theory of
natural selection, as well as the evidence to support it.

Ernst Mayr, one of the most renowned evolutionary theorists of
the twentieth century, notes in his extensive history of biological
thought that although the Epicureans had many important insights
the attribution to them of the discovery of natural selection and a
developed evolutionary theory is a misinterpretation. Furthermore,
in contrast to the state of scientific thought at the time, Darwin’s
evolutionary mechanism of change was revolutionary. “The fixed,
essentialistic species was the fortress to be stormed and destroyed;
once this had been accomplished, evolutionary thinking rushed
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hrough the breach like a flood through a break in a dike.”®’ Dar}virncl1
t ovided a groundbreaking theory that went beyonfi what ha
(r)me before and sounded the death knell to teleological concep-
¢

tions of the world.



7. Freud and the Illusions of Religion

Like Karl Marx, the founder of historical materialism, Sigmund
Freud, the founder of psychoanalysis, was heir to the critique of
religion emanating from the materialist tradition in general and
Feuerbach in particular. As German Catholic theologian Hans
Kiing observed in the first sentence of his Freud and the Problem of
- God: “The grandfather of Marxist atheism and of Freudian atheism
is Ludwig Feuerbach, who was first a theologian, then a Hegelian,
and finally an atheistic philosopher.” “Among all the philoso-
phers,” the young Freud wrote, “I worship and admire this man
[Feuerbach] the most.”!

In the later, scientific-materialist phase of his development,
Feuerbach had given credence to the mechanistic materialism under-
lying the work of such nineteenth-century scientists as Jakob
Moleschott, Carl Vogt, and Ludwig Biichner.? One of Freud’s youth-
ful “idols, associated with the same tradition, was the physician and
physicist Hermann Helmholtz, a co-discoverer of the conservation of
energy. Freud, who early in life was mterested in medicine, neurolo-
gy, and other biology topics, became an exponent of the mechanistic
physiology as propounded in particular by Helmholtz, Emil Du
Bois-Reymond, Ernst Briicke, and others. He was a strong admirer
of British materialists and evolutionary thinkers such as Charles

Darwin, John Tyndall, and Thomas Huxley.
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As Freud shifted the focus of his studies to the mind, he based
the foundations of his psychoanalysis, or psychology of the

unconscious, on rigorous materialist and biological principles,
concentrating on the interaction between physiological and psy- ]
chological factors.® This debt to biological research and theory E
has often been obscured due to Freud’s later efforts to present his \
psychoanalytic theory as having been derived independently as a 1§
“pure psychology,” arising from his fabled “*self-analytic’ path of
discovery.” Nevertheless, the materialist and physiological founda-
tions of psychoanalysis were too essential to the overall structure
of Freud’s thought to be removed. Indeed, the biological influence - §

on his thinking was so strong as to lead one noted biographer to
refer to him as a “crypto-biologist.”* So consistent and thorough-
going was Freud’s materialism that, according to Kiing, it could be
traced back to the tradition initiated in antiquity by Democritus,
Epicurus, and Lucretius, and to Enlightenment materialists such
as La Mettrie and Holbach. Similarly, Erich Fromm observed that
“Epicurus’ [psychological] theory resembles Freud’s in many
ways.” Freud’s deep commitment to materialist and evolutionary
theory, no doubt epcouraged his follower Ernest Jones to bestow
on him the not entirely inappropriate title of “Darwin of the
mind.””

It is customary to see Freud as having “grown up,” as Peter Gay
has written, “with no religious instruction at home,” and as an athe-
ist even prior to his university years. Thus Freud’s early follower
and biographer, Ernest Jones, observed that Freud “grew up
devoid of any belief in a God or Immortality.” Yet, we know that
Freud’s father had been educated as an Orthodox Jew and never
converted to Christianity or completely abandoned his faith, while
Freud’s mother also retained faith in a deity. Freud was thoroughly
acquainted with all Jewish customs and festivals. As a “seven-year-
old boy he was intensely interested in the Philippson Bible, a bilin-
gual edition (Hebrew and German) of the Old Testament prepared
by the Leipzig rabbi Philippson. This was the standard edition of
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the Holy Scripture read by emancip.ated :]ews n thefmgﬁ-:ltjem};
.entury.” Freud’s father gave him an inscribed copy of a Bi e od
lclis thirty-fifth birthday. Although he later frequently character.lze1
himself as a “godless Jew” or “infidel Jfaw,.” Freud ne.ver‘entlr.etir1
threw off his Jewish cultural heritage.” His h.felor.xg fas.cmatlon“v’;r‘lhe
the character of Moses was revealed bo'th in his article on ‘
Moses of Michelangelo” in 1914 and in his ﬁflal work on Moses an
Monotheism published just before his death in 1939. ' t
Nevertheless, Freud’s materialist bent and hlS‘ cor.nmltment do
science, from at least his student days on, made hlr’l’l; El thetvjvo:l ez
of Gay, “a convinced, consistent, aggressive atheist. rnels) (})1 :
wrote, with an implication that Freud would no dou ht a\i
approved, “A skeptical friend of mine once remarked that ¢ }clt onti)j
argument he knew in [favor of monotheism] was a purel).f arit met
cal one: monotheism was nearer the truth because one 1s nearer to
or five.” .
Zer%ﬂ;ﬁr:i}::;ein 1907 in his article “Qbsessive Acltlc}))ns am;il
Religious Practices” Freud showed intere‘st in the paralllelsd c}:]t-vrs:c;o
psychological neuroses and religion, Wth.h eventual.y. e } i~
his theory of the origin of religion, and his larger cnth]l‘lle o oy
gion. In works such as Totem and Taboo (1913) and Moses a :
Monotheism Freud sought to provide a theory of th'e psycliog‘enesm
of religion, drawing on Darwinian and Lamarcklan‘ e\s) utlonzlr'l);
notions, which, although ultimately unsl'lccessful, raise .l.pregn .
questions about the role of religion in Western civi 1z:Lt10n.
Feuerbach in his famous projection theory had argue.d ;l:ath‘umag
beings made God in their own image..Freud went stlll‘ r}t1 e:n aane
sought to demonstrate that human beings made God in the ;) };gis
of the primal father, who had been murder‘ed (and eatlen)( yxuall
sons in a prehistoric acting out of the Oefllpus Complex s(;:that
desire for the mother and hence rivalry w1th. the father),ban :
this had been encoded in the species an'd carr.led forvYard y méarcl) ,
of a process of Lamarckian evolution (involving the inheritance

acquired characteristics).
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Freud’s critique of intelligent design, however, was not limited
to his psychogenesis of religion. He went beyond his specific theo-

ry of the genesis of God as a psychological construction to pro- 4
vide—in works such as The Future of an Illusion (192 7) and in the %
final lecture of his New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis §
(1933)—a general critique of religion as an illusory competitor to §

materialist science.

Along with the notoriety arising from his treatment of neuroses
as rooted ultimately in repression of sexual energy, this critique of
religion has earned Freud the ire of today’s intelligent design pro-
ponents. Together with Darwin and Marx, Freud is thus the third
member of the unholy trinity continually referred to by fellows of
the Discovery Institute’s Center for Science and Culture as person-
ifying a godless materialism, emanating from ancient Epicurean
roots. Intelligent design’s wedge theorist, Phillip E. Johnson, sees
Freud along with Darwin and Marx as constituting the “three
giants of materialism” and irreligion.!! For intelligent design pro-
ponents Donald De Marco and Benjamin Wiker, Freud is one of
the chief modern “architects of the Culture of Death™: “F reud, in
effect, reduced the world of man and all his distinctly human oper-
ations to mere fodder for scientific materialism. . . . Freud entered
into a ‘Satanic pact’and . . . psychoanalysis was its result. Soon after
the pact . .. Freud wrote The Interpretation of Dreams . . . which he
always regarded as his masterpiece.”'? Freud is naturally accused of

having built an analysis of human development around sexual
pleasure, leading to accusations that, like Darwin and Marx, he
contributed to the destruction of the divine meaning of life.!* He
even removed the gods from dreams themselves, making them
utterly material. But the antagonism of intelligent design propo-
nents toward Freud goes much deeper than this, and can be seen as
a response to his well-known materialism and atheism and his cri-
tique of religion as an “illusion.”

By the late 1920s Freud had concluded that religious funda-
mentalism was increasingly taking on the role of aggressor, chal-
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Jenging science in its own domain. He argued ;1 hl; Fzz;zzr:i:{ }zlz:t
Jllusion and his New Introductory Lectures on ‘syc' oah. ly s tha
science could not afford to be put on the defensive in ai is g ptor_l.
Freud was disturbed by the famous 1925 Scopes Tr.1 n ayher,
Tennessee, in which John Scopes, a hlgh. school SCI'ZTCC tela;zd i r;
was charged with illegally teaching evolution. The tI; 'relslltx " o
the conviction of Scopes (later overturned on a tec 'n;::a i\ I})r . ror
Freud “the Americans who instituted the: ‘mor,l,k.ey trial’ at Day o
have alone shown themselves to be consistent™in recognizing ©
absolute conflict between science an(.i .creatlomsm. Progresi) r; :
knowledge required that traditional religion be seelilunO.t as i c
petitor with science in the realm of tru.th, but as an i umzn. N
In order to understand Freud’s critique of religion, an 'espec1he
ly his psychogenesis of religion, 1t is necessary lio r'ecogxslzfr,n z;sd ©
explained in Givilization and Its Dzsconte.nts, that it wa  dimed 4t
“what the common man understands by his religion. ... "Ihe

Providence otherwise than in the fig-

mon man cannot imagine this ‘ -
ure of an enormously exalted father.” Indeed, for Freud this was th

“only religion which ought to bear't‘hat name.” Freu(‘i the:zf:}c;
rejected what he called “a series of pitiful rearguard a}itl?ﬁls, vk
as deism, which all too often attempted to suppor: the 1 usu()) o

religion and at the same time replaced God with an 1;1£e;sutur;
shadowy, and abstract principle.” As .Freud r'loted in The ulure
of an Illusion, a deism or philosophical theism thi.lt. is conl e
“40 a belief in a higher spiritual being, \.zvhose qlt’ahtles ;mim ;
finable and whose purpose cannot be discerned,” may be “proo

against the challenge of science,” but it will lose its “hold on

human interest.”*®

In his university days Freud was influenced .for a t(llme I}y tsl(l)i
philosophical theism of Franz Brentaflo, an ex-priest an prod(i::tin_
of philosophy at the University of V1enr¥a. Brer}tfinacl) was ;1 s
guished exponent of Aristotle, a pioneer in empiric hpsyc. t(;n Cgey,of
strong proponent of the teleologl‘cal argument for t (; exis e o
God, and a no-holds-barred critic of Darwinian evolution.

IR
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considered Brentano a “genius” and a “sharp dialectician” and
took no less than five courses from him. Viennese students were
enamored with Brentano’s lectures in psychology and flocked to
his lectures on the existence of God in ever larger numbers, requir-
ing that he be moved into the biggest lecture hall at the university.

In On the Existence of God: Lectures Given at the Universitics of
Wiirzburg and Vienna (1868-1891) Brentano presented a number
of proofs of the existence of God that he considered valid, the first
and last of which were, respectively, “the teleological proof, from
the rational order in nature,” and “the psychological proof, from
the nature of the human soul.”6 The “teleological proof,” which
most occupied Brentano, argued the traditional position of natu-
ral theology that the appearance of design in nature led upon
examination of the evidence to the proof of the reality of design,
and from there to a designer. Thus, for example, he purported to
demonstrate that it was design that necessarily accounted for

vision in living things. But more important than traditional design
notions, in Brentano’s teleological proof, was his extensive cri-
tique of Darwinian evolution.

Brentano supported the notion of evolution insofar as this left
room for teleological principles (and hence God), but he passion-
ately denied Darwinian natural selection, as the one view most
opposed to a theological outlook. His lectures carried the headings
“Darwin’s Explanation Is Not a Safe Assumption,” “The
Darwinian Hypothesis Is Highly Improbable,” and “The
Impossibility of the Darwinian Hypothesis.” He used a battery of
arguments, such as the criticism of blind necessity/chance; the vari-
ability of inheritance from seeds, supposedly contravening
Darwinian mechanism; the physicist William Thomson’s (Lord
Kelvin’s) calculations (subsequently proven wrong) that Earth was
too young for Darwinian natural selection to account for the devel-
opment of life; the contradictions between Lamarckian and
Darwinian evolution, etc. Brentano’s whole case was that evolution
could not have occurred, contrary to Darwin, without the help of

e
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teleological principles. He repeate.dl‘y locked horns with Hurlnels
alogues Concerning Natural Religion. Brentano was particularly
cDrZiticaglu of all materialist ideas and thl:'lS ‘frequentl?f. tfirgdett(;i
Frederick Albert Lange’s History of Materialism. He cr1t1}<;1ze | the
atomism derived from the ancient Grt?ek mat‘e‘rlahsts. rertltele-
concluded his teleological proof by arguing that “the apl}zlarer:1 el
ology in the world, which obliged us to assu.me‘ a V\{;r -or ehicfgl
intelligence, obliged us also to assume a creative inte cllgenfle wut "
has produced the matter itself, which was to be ordered, o
nOt}Iz/l[r(l)%e important, perhaps, than Brenta'no’s “teleolog}c:ll prootf: :
of the existence of God, for Freud, was'hls “pS}'rcholoch ! prO(})1 3
in which Brentano again took on evolut%onary views. His plsyfc (I)n
logical proof” took the form of an i'ns1stence that the s?u ;nrct)he
which psychological attributes derlve(.i, was separate roethin
body. This led to the view that “what thinks in us 1s r.10t som e %
corporeal, that it must rather be held to be something spn:1 uce.d
This “spiritual substance,” he argued? “ITlllSt”ha.VC be::in é)rg
by a consciously operating creative Prmaple .—1.nde'e ) 1 .t e
In an ancillary argument challenging mater'lahs.t views re 211? e »
psychology, which was no doubt to hz?ve a lasting impact on trczl t(;
Brentano insisted that Darwinian thinkers themselveshpontlhe -
such a separation between body and psyc.he (soul})l. TL us, rcii agn _
“a majority of . . . Darwinians” .(refer}’lng to the .an(;a ciarr
Darwinians of his day) claimed the inheritance of: acqm;e c e
teristics was “possible,” this was viewed as applying ;)n y Fodf)s t_i);l -
ological characteristics, implying that th(? ps’)’fche (soul) was st
from the body after all. “One could point, Brentanq azgl};e; o
the fact,” agreed to by all Darwinians, “that no acquire li-ldr;n o
acquired knowledge, is ever passed on fro;n parents to“‘(; 1h SOl.ﬂ
But this “would have to be called strange; hfat };:dodt:i; iln }:e :itable
ily organ, due to the contrast wi he
Zvlf::a;it::’(i)sctli};.’?lidced, “from the standpoint of all Darwinian fac-

i re is no inheritance
tions,” he observed, “the universal fact that the
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of sense perceptions, cognitive concepts and knowledge” is strictly
adhered to. And this “is the opposite of what one would have to
expect on the assumption that the soul is corporeal.”

Brentano saw this as a deep contradiction in the view of the
Darwinians of his day, who, with few exceptions, believed that
acquired corporeal characteristics could be inherited (adopting
Lamarckian assumptions in this regard), conceived the soul as cor-
poreal, yet universally denied the inheritance of acquired charac-
teristics where higher consciousness was concerned.

There is no doubt that Brentano was confused here about the
underlying logic of Darwinism, since it is one of the defining char-
acteristics of Darwinism as such that it denies the inheritance of
acquired traits (i.e., Larmarckianism). Hence, Darwinism itself was
not in any way challenged by Brentano’s critique related to the
inheritance of acquired characteristics, which only applied to the
Lamarckianized Darwinism then popular.

Still, there is reason to believe that Freud was deeply affected by
Brentano’s argument on the inheritance of acquired characteristics
and the inconsistencies of Darwinism (actually Lamarckian-
Darwinism) in this tespect. The strong effect that Brentano’s argu-
ment in his psychological proof likely exerted on Freud’s thinking no
doubt helps to explain his subsequent radical departure from the
views common among Lamarckian-Darwinian biologists of his day,
causing him to move not toward but away from Darwin. Thus Freud
adopted a strong Lamarckianism, one that supported inheritance of
acquired characteristics not only of a corporeal nature (as Lamarckian-
Darwinists had done), but also including psychological properties.

Brentano’s concerted attempt to use science against Darwinian
natural selection to make the case for the existence of God must
have seemed to the young Freud, with his materialist orientation, to
be an invasion of science by religion.

For a while, caught up in the magic of Brentano’s seductive
philosophical theism, Freud, according to his own testimony, actu-
ally abandoned materialism. He did so, however, without ever
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9
mbracing theism. It was not long before he threw off Brenéan;)hs
e . . L) e
- fluence, and returned to materialism. Brentano’s lectures hn :
11 9 ) X
Existence of God, for all their cleverness, went no furtc}ller t (;m o
1 i i i no dou
kind of intelligent design. Freud,
aroue the case for some igen ubt
wih Brentano in mind, was later to dismmss all such abstract, philo

: 2
i ig) “ d actions
sophical conceptions of religion as mere “rearguar ,

which avoided the real issue: the projection of God in the form of

an exalted father.””

The History of an Illusion

Freud’s first major work on religion was Totem and Taboo;Lpub—
lished in 1913, and his last written work was Moses3 gmf} M(})lnotf :}zls;:é
i ’ is death in 1939. Both o
hich appeared shortly before his : these
;)Vo:)ks wlf):fe concerned with what Freud referred to as ‘the. hl.StOI‘l
cal truth” of religion. The essence of Freud’s v1ew. tl'lat the 1nt1r.nate
relation between obsessional neuroses and religious practices,

which he had detected as early as 1907, had an actual historical

‘point of origin was best expressed in Moses and Monotheism:

uma—defence—latency—outbreak of the neurosis—partial

o e drew up for the

return of the repressed material: this was t.he formula w up or e
development of a neurosis. Now I will invite the reader to take a s eph -
that in the history of the human species someth‘lng ap
pened similar to the events in the life of the individual. That is to s:ay,
mankind as a whole also passed through c9nﬂicts ofa sexual-aggrczssxavret
nature, which left permanent traces, but Wthl"l were for the I}rllos sze
warded off and forgotten: later, after a long Perlod of laten(cjy, tl :izync -
to life again and created phenomena similar in structure and tendency

ward and assume

neurotic symptoms.

I have, 1 believe, : -
’ which bear a strong resemblance to neurotic symp
18

divined these processes and wish to show that

their consequences,
toms, are the phenomena of religion.
To make sense of this we have to recognize th.at Freud wast }?2
strongly influenced by Darw1r}, who none

lutionary views prominent

evolutionary thinker, nfl
less held on to two non-Darwinian evo
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among scientists in his day that were to be discredited in later evo-
lutionary theory: the recapitulation theory and Lamarckian evoly-
tion. The recapitulation theory, most directly associated with
Darwin’s leading German follower, Ernst Haeckel, was the view

that ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny. That is, each individual of

the species in its development passes through (recapitulates) in
telescoped fashion the main stages that the entire species over his-
torical time had previously passed through. As Freud put it in his
Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis (1916-17), “Each individ-
ual somehow recapitulates in an abbreviated form the entire devel-
opment of the human race.”9 ,

Lamarckianism was the notion that evolution proceeded
through the inheritance of acquired characteristics. Frank
Sulloway, in his Freud, Buologist of the Mind, described Freud as a
“zealous psycho-Lamarckian” throughout his career. During the
First World War he even began writing a work in collaboration with
Sandor Ferenczi that was intended as a major contribution to psy-
cho-Lamarckianism and its relation to psychoanalysis (a project
that was soon abandoned, however).

Freud’s adherenge to Lamarckianism was not altogether at odds
with the science of his day. In Freud’s scientific generation, most
biologists, as we have noted, were Lamarckian to a degree. Even
Darwin introduced elements of Lamarckianism into later editions
- of Origin of Species. But in embracing the notion that the internal
needs of organisms and their attempts at satisfying them were the
principal bases of evolution, with the drive to fulfll such needs
resulting in new characteristics encoded for future generations,
Freud adopted the aspect of Lamarckianism most criticized by
Darwin. Darwin called this the “Lamarck nonsense of a ‘tendency
to progression,’ ‘adaptations from the slow willing of animals,’
&c.!” It allowed evolution to proceed much more straightforward-
ly and rapidly than in Darwinian natural selection. 2’

Moreover, Freud held on to Lamarckian evolutionary concep-
tions after their scientific popularity was in sharp decline. Thus in

e
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Moses and Monotheism he commented on scier.lce’s gr‘?wing dlsfa;
vor toward Lamarckian conceptions bx referrmg to “the pre§end
attitude of biological science, which rejects the }dc?a of acq(linre
qualities being transmitted to descenda'nts. I admit, in all mo estyj
that in spite of this I cannot pictu‘re blologlcal”cifvclopment pro
ceeding without taking this factor into account. . .

Both recapitulation and Lamarckianism were integra (;
Freud’s scientific argument in Totem and Taboo and Moses an
Monotheism. Totem and Taboo was subtitlec.l Resemblan.ces Bet?uecin
the Psychic Lives of Savages and Neurotzcs.'lt had 1‘ts bIas1sT;Lr;
insights from Darwin and early anthropological st.uc'heil. n ‘e
Descent of Man Darwin argued that humans were origina dy orga
ized in small groups around a dominant male. As he stated:

If we look far énough back in the stream of time, it is. extremely improb-
able that primeval men and women lived promllscuously together.
Judging from the social habits of man as he no.w e).ﬂsts, and‘ fron;ll most
savages being polygamists, the most probable v.1ew 1s that pnrflev m;n
originally lived in small communities, each with as r.nany wives asd ;
could support and obtain, whom he would have Jcal.ously glllar t;f
against all other men. Or he may have lived with several wives by h.xmse )
like the Gorilla; for all the natives “agree that but one adult male is seen
in a band; when the young male grows up, a contest takes p‘lace for' masl-f
tery, the strongest, killing and driving out the others, establishes himse
as the head of the community.”??

In addition to Darwin, Freud relied on the work of a number of
British anthropologists/ethnologists, Particul?l.rly W. Robertst(;ln
Smith and J. G. Frazer. Smith published his Lec{ures lont 0?
Religion of the Semites in 1889 and was one of the earh y gna }'ftse sshe
totemism (totem means kinship). In t}Te Ii.felzgzon' of the demz. .
focused on the so-called totem feast with its 'sacrlﬁce and eating (z-
the totem animal and the existence of two primary taboos associa :
ed with totemism: the taboo against murder and the taboo aga;reljs
incest, i.c., the Institution ‘of exogamy whereby totem mem
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were only allowed sexual relations outside the totem group. Thig "
analysis was then carried forward by Frazer, author of The Golden
Bough: A Study in Comparative Religion (1890) and Totemism and

Exogamy (1910).23

Based on the clues offered by Darwin, Smith, F razer, and oth- |
ers, together with Lamarckian evolutionary conceptions and
Haeckel’s recapitulation theory, Freud theorized a complex phylet-
Ic past in which the Oedipus Complex in modern children and
adult neurotics could be traced back over the millennia to primitive 4

cultures.

In the final chapter of Totem and Taboo Freud proposed that the
historic event that gave rise to civilization was the murder of the
primal father by his sons. Darwin’s conception of primeval human
societies as small groups ruled over by a dominant male gave rise to
what Freud called the “Darwinian primal horde,” according to
which the lead male ruled over the females of the group who were
his property and consorts. Sexual access to the women in the horde
was therefore denied to the other males, most of whom were the
sons of the dominant male. Those sons that posed a threat to the
father’s exclusive sexual rule were driven out, castrated, or killed.24
If a son rebelled and overthrew the father, he simply ended up
reproducing the same system by assuming the role of patriarch
himself. ,

The historical deed that changed all of this, resulting in the first
step toward civilization, according to Freud, was the formation of a
band of brothers who, acting together, overthrew and killed the
father, and then, “according to the custom of those times—all par-
took of his body.” The patricide gave way almost immediately to
feelings of guilt. The brothers therefore established a covenant
whereby they renounced sexual access to the females in the
horde—turning away from the goal that had motivated their rebel-
lion. The new form of social organization that arose out of the
brother band was expressly designed to prevent a return to the pri-
mal horde by establishing taboos with respect to murder and incest.

CRITIQUE OF INTELLIGENT DESIGNi
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For Freud it was significant that these two @oos corresporllid}?d
«with the two crimes of Oedipus, who slew his father zfnd tooh 1s
mother to wife, and also with the child’s tw9 primal w1sﬁ1es w 1os:
insufficient repression or whose re—awakemng.forms t] 'e.nuc eu

> Freud’s story of primal patricide thus
perhaps for all neuroses y of priml paricide tus
appears to explain at one and the same time the psy tg nesis ofa
child’s primal wishes, adult neuroses, and religious aIl)ra.c ic n -
introduced the Oedipus Complex into psycho?n ys(lis, ESlmi that
term, in 1910. It could now be trac.efi.to a historic dee (,itzse
of the primal father, upon which c1v1hzat101? was erected. —

Totemism, Freud believed, was a umve.rsal stage rPh :1 nen

development that grew out of these tral?matlc evgn}tls?. es lz)ﬂled
feast, in which the totemic animal, the object f)f worship, walt Kl
and eaten, was, in his conception, a symbolic reenact'men o it;
murder and the devouring of the primal fafher. Totemism, wi i
hard and fast taboos against murder and incest, thus constitute

the first religion, arising out of a primeval patricide.

Totemism is followed in Freud’s theory by a }?e}‘lod of 1;el;]g10112
development in which the totem animal, symbohzmg tbe ait fczlri,n
given human form, in the deities am'i heroes of anthult)é hezli tia;gl
eventually to the paternal monotheistic god of the Judaeo- rlss i
tradition in particular, constituting the return of the repre
faLthI(:'his final work, Moses and Mono,theitcm, F r(.euc‘l depllcte.d tﬁe
murder of Moses by his followers as playing a similar role mdtbe
foundation of Judaeo-Christian religion.?® Freud was convmcse lliny
a monograph by biblical scholar and'archaeologlst E;lnsi) e he;
who claimed to have found evidence in the book of t ; dr(;}})) )
Hosea that Moses had been murdered by the people he had libe

rom Egypt. .
ate(;:sr;irl:((ii l:fy Sellii)”faccount, Freud put forward theI con‘]lf:tct;:z
that Moses was an Egyptian, who ha.d 1ntr0du(‘:ed the Israe }i esun
monotheism derived from the Egyptlan.worshlp of Ato? (th (;ewev_
god), and then led them out of Egypt. His adopted people,
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er, ended up murdering him following the Exodus and abandoned
his religion. Yahweh remained the god of the Jewish people for as
much as eight centuries (a period of cultural latency). And then |
there was a “return of the repressed,” as a new prophet arose, who,
assuming the name of Moses from the earlier reformer, reestal.- f
lished the Mosaic religion.?’ In this account, we find once again, as

in Totem and Taboo, that a patriarchal figure (and in this case
founder of a religion) is murdered, and the remorse after a period
of latency results in a return of the repressed, leading to a new
(monotheistic) religion.

One of the characteristics of the Mosaic religion, according to
Freud, was the prohibition against “making an image of God,
which means the compulsion to worship an invisible God.” Since
this “signified subordinating sense perception to an abstract idea;
it was a triumph of spirituality over the senses.” God became
“dematerialized” in the Jewish religion, increasing the Importance
of “their written records 25

Christianity, according to Moses and Monotheism, arose when a

Jew, Saul of Tarsus (Saint Paul), intuitively grasped that the “origi-
nal sin” of the murder of Moses, and before that the murder of the
primal father, lay befond neuroses evident in civilization, He there-
fore founded a dynamic cult based on the sacrificial death of esus,
who had embraced the guilt of the world. “A Son of God, innocent
- himself, had sacrificed himself, and had thereby taken over the guilt
of the world. It had to be 4 Son, for the sin had been the murder of
the Father.” Christ’s sacrifice came to be reenacted in the form of

of the father behind the notion of God is therefore atoned for by the
death of the son, generating a religion of the Son. Christ is thus
both a substitute for and successor to Moses. Christ was at one and
the same time the “resurrected Moses” and the “returned primeval
father.” Representing a step forward in the “return of the

repressed,” Christianity, according to Freud, displaced Judaism,
reducing the latter to a mere “fossil. "2

D ——

5
FREUD AND THE ILLUSIONS OF RELIGION 14
Although religion was always, for Freud, an illusion, i..e:, a sys-
of belief founded on wish-fulfillment, his history of t%ns illusion
Fem?btem and Taboo and Moses and Mono‘thezsm 162(37 him to co}rll-
lrllude that behind it lay a concrete “historical truth.” Thus, as he
c

wrote in the latter work:

I too should credit the believer’s solution [i.e., “the 1dea.01ftanth011)1111);
God”] with containing the truth; it is not, however, the mater‘la dt::to r,tion
a historical truth. I would claim the right to correct a (':ertaln II oo
which this truth underwent on its re-emergence. That is to say} othat
believe that the one supreme great God “exists” today, but [ be ICTIC "
in primeval times there was one person who must needs appear gigan

W .ty fmen.30
and ho, raised to the status of a dei 'y returned to the memory O
bl

Neither the “historical truths” (the pr.imal horde, the k;o@::rllc)
feast) nor the biological truths (recapitulation an(-i Lz}mallirc. anll1 ™)
’ f the psychogenesis of religion
that underlay Freud’s theory o of religion hive
i 1 Both Darwin’s notion o
ithstood the tests of time and science. .
‘wrlitrtrllse\(r)ai horde and Smith’s totemic feast have been questioned, and'
i)heir universality rejected by later anthropology. As Peter Gay notes:

Cultural anthropologists demonstrated that while some totemli tnl})lz
practice the ritual of the sacrificial totem meal, 'most do dno ,t tv: ",
Robertson Smith had thought the ess;;ce of.‘ toteznstr}?e:::ou;):he -
ion. Again, the conjectures of Darwin and o .
;rils::;ip}tlorde ggovemed autocratically by a polygamous z'in;i Ir;lon](:ip:l(;hz-f
tic male did not stand up well to further research, especial y. lt a;:l Wh‘en
research among the higher primates Fhat had not been available

31
Freud wrote Totem and Taboo.

Likewise, Sellin’s argument on the murder of Moses wasdnl())t

well documc;nted (as Freud conceded) and was later abandoned by
i influence.*?

in himself. It no longer has any in . }

Sell\l;\;orls?stiﬂ Freud’s whole notion of the psychogenesis of r;:lht

gion developirig as a result of an unconscious cultural memory tha
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was carried forward in subsequent generations, and that took op

the same form (passing through the same stages) as now evident iy

ad(ljxltL neuroses, depended on the twofold notions of recapitulation
and Lamarckian evolution. More concretely, the proposition that

the childhood Oedipus Complex could be traced back to the over-

throw of the father clan by the brother band due to the desire f

sexual access to the females of the horde depended on this sa .
twofold recapitulation/Lamarckianism. Yet, both recapitul t'me
and L'amarckianism were rejected in twentieth-centur;) bioallolon
removing the scientific foundations of Freud’s theory of the ori o
of religion. As biologist Stephen Jay Gould concluded his asseiurl
ment of what he called Freud’s “phylogenetic fantasy,” “F reudf-
thef)ry ranl‘<s as wild speculation, based on false biolog; and root&-’
ed in no direct data at all about phylogenetic history. Its influ-

ence today has therefore be d
i e, en reduced to that of cultural symbol

The Future of an Illusion

If Freud’s critique of religion had been simply restricted to his
atter.npt. to generate a psychogenesis of religion it might be possible
to dismiss his whole treatment of religion as a fascinating relli)c m tl

?ustory of science. Yet, Freud also engaged in the critique of reli io]r(:
n a contemporary context. His best-known work in this res e%t is
The Future of an {llusion, which appeared in 1997 Here I;jre d
referred back to his special theory of the origin of religion in T¢ tu

m'zd Taboo. But the real thrust of The Future of an Hlusion s o
v&flder Philosophical assessment of religion as an illusion and it:vcas i
flict with science, building on earlier materialist critiques of relj izz-
) T}.LK Fu.ture of an lllusion was concerned with what Freud c%lle(i
'rehglous ideas in the widest sense—in other words . . . in its ill

sions.” Religion, he argued, is a form of wish-ﬁllﬁllmer.lt. :and bs ; It{_
erect(?d on this basis are necessarily illusions, but not’nec N 1(?ls
delusions. Religious teachings are thus belief; that do not erZer;Z

.
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experience or evidence. They do not, as in science, await confirma-
tion, and are “insusceptible of proof,” giving rise to “intellectual
atrophy.” Sacred religious writings, he argued, pointing to the tra-
dition of critique going back to figures like Reimarus, Strauss, and
Bauer, have been shown to be full of contradictions. Hence, the
Christian father Tertullian, in declaring faith in God to be rooted in
the acceptance of the absurd, captured the essence of faith.

“An illusion,” Freud emphasized, “is not the same thing as an
error, nor is it necessarily an error.” Columbus’s journey, he notes,
was based on an illusion, but produced important results. “What’s
characteristic of illusions is that they are derived from human wish-
es. . . . For instance, a middle-class girl may have the illusion that a
prince will come and marry her. This is possible; and a few such
cases have occurred. That the Messiah will come and found a gold-
en age is much less likely. Whether one classifies this belief as an
illusion or as something analogous to a delusion will depend on
one’s personal attitude.”

The irony of religion, and particularly of a monotheistic religion
such as Christianity that promises heavenly salvation, is that it pres-
ents the world and the hereafter (required by the reality of death)
just as we would wish it to be. “We shall tell ourselves that it would
be very nice if there were a God who created the world and was a
benevolent Providence, and if there were a moral order in the uni-
verse and an after-life; but it is a very striking fact that all of this is

exactly as we are bound to wish it to be.”

Indeed, to understand religion, Freud believed, one had to per-
ceive the psychological functions it fulfilled. He depicted God as
performing three functions for society: (1) exorcising cosmic ter-
rors; (2) reconciling individuals to the cruelties of fate; and (3)
compensating for the privations necessary for the workings of soci-
ety. Yet, to demand that God fulfill these functions was to live in an
infantile state. To give way to the illusions of God was to fall prey
to a state of mere wish-fulfillment rather than to rely in a more adult

fashion on cold science.
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' Freud conce(.ie'd that religion had “clearly performed great se
ices for human civilization,” particularly in the moral sphere Butr;,

promoting morality it also promoted immorality. In promising the'

benevolence of God, it also spread the fear of God. “Where ques

tions of religion are concerned,” he wrote, “people are guilty of
every sort of dishonesty and intellectual misdemeanougrl:’l I):'lff'!
Ma,l,‘x, Freud threw scorn on what he called Tertullian’s “(.1es o

ate” attempt “to evade the problem” in his: “I believe becauseIi)te :; /

absurd.”?®

N Peter' Gay called Freud “the last philosophe”—a direct heir to
¢ Enlightenment critique of religion. Science, for Freud

required the direct challenge of the common person’s religi
(promoted by established religious hierarchies) baséd elgl;’}“
exalted patriarchal God. The Scopes “mo;ke triZ;:’ P
Tennf‘:‘ssee, .according to Freud, had shown that AmeZicans alo o
were cons.lstent” in recognizing the depth of the contradictine
between science and religion. Freud was particularly conce 03
by.V\./hat he referred to as growing instances of the ‘}‘Iin 1 mf)
(riehgll)on of the sphere of scientific thought.” There c‘:;slgz nc})’
Sz:)l t t}:‘at he was .g‘larf’ned b}f t%le implications for science of the
refefr(iarslg I::)O?ll::ycfnal'- BuL 1t 1s equally evident that Freud, in
mvasion by religion,” i
Brentano’s stupendous eﬁ"ortsy to cognstr’uczvaa:)l:i(;gzsnﬁi ll)iflk' m
that L?St?d intelligent design arguments to counterrihe aff o
Darwmlfm evolutionism and materialism. elect of
In thls.war between religion and science there was no room f;
compromise. Religion sought to keep the faithful in an “inf. Ht"lo’l;
condition. Yet, individuals could not remain children fan o
?ath;r, they must “concentrate their energies into life on Z;::lff;
Kr;lll M\;V:;) t;l:nfr?n}(j of guoting the German poet (and friend of
ich Heine: “We leave Heaven to the 1
the sparrows.”?” e and
Freud’s general critique of contemporary religion w.
powerfully and succinctly expressed in his ‘Nef/ Intr;'su:;;g
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Lectures on Psychoanalysis of 1933. Here he argued that the
Weltanschauung of religion was being replaced by the
Weltanschauung of science. Religion was more “grandiose” than
science in that the former “leaves no question unanswered.” It ful-
flled “three functions” for human beings (related to the three func-
tions that Freud had already given to the concept of God in The
Future of an Illusion). “It gives them information about the origin
and coming into existence of the universe, it assures them of its
protection and of ultimate happiness in the ups and downs of life
and it directs their thoughts and actions by precepts which it lays
down with its whole authority”” Due to the grandiose way in which
‘¢ fulfills these three functions “religion alone is to be taken serious-
ly as an enemy” of science, while science is hard-pressed to fulfill
the same needs. But religion’s great strength and also its weakness
is that it is “insusceptible of proof.” The scientific Weltanschauung,
in contrast, is a way of employing the intellect that by its nature
awaits, indeed demands, confirmation, and thus progresses in
stages. It tentatively—but with even firmer logic and intolerance—
establishes a “dictatorship in the mental life of man.”*®
Nevertheless, the struggle between religion and science, Freud
argued, persists, since the supporters of religion claim that there is
a realm of supreme knowledge (divine intelligent design) that mere
science can never attain. As Freud summarized these attacks on

science:

The supporters of the religious Weltanschauung act upon the ancient

dictum: the best defense is attack. “What” they ask, “is this science which

presumes to disparage our religion?...Can it tell us how the universe

came about and what fate lies before it? Can it even draw us a coherent
picture of the universe, or show us where we are to look for the unex-
plained phenomena of life or how the forces of the mind are able to act
on inert matter?...It gives us fragments of alleged discovery, which it can-
not bring into harmony with one another; it collects observations of uni-

formities in the course of events which it dignifies with the name of laws
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and submits to its risky interpretations. And consider the small degree of
certainty which it attaches to its findings! Everything it teaches is only
provisionally true: what is praised to-day as the highest wisdom will be
rejected to-morrow and replaced by something else, though once more
only tentatively. The latest error is then described as the truth. And for
this truth we are to sacrifice our highest good!”39

According to Freud, the invasion of science by religion in the
name of creationism/intelligent design, symbolized by the Scopes

“monkey trial,” was nothing but a counterattack of religion against
the inroads of science on what it considered its domain. Religion
claimed on ostensibly empirical, rational grounds that mere science
was forever incapable of grasping the full complexity or the mean-
ingfulness of the world. The explanation for this offered by the reli-
glous Weltanschauung was that the divine was beyond the reach of
the scientific method. Indeed, the whole goal of the religious inva-
sion of science, Freud implied, was to establish boundaries to the
pretensions of the latter. Religion mocked science for its tentative-
ness and its unknowns, claiming that these were indications of
God’s unfathomable purpose.

Freud’s response was that science was still young, and its nec-
essary “dictatorship in the mental life of man” would progress,
uncovering further secrets of the material world by materialist
means. The tentative and uneven, but inexorable, progress of sci-
ence was only just beginning. As evidence of scientific material-
ism’s youth, Freud pointed out that he himself “was already alive
when Darwin published his book on the origin of species,” and the
time that had transpired since ancient Greek materialism was “only
a small fraction of the length of time which anthropologists require
for the evolution of man from an ape-like ancestral form, and which
certainly comprises more than a hundred thousand years.”40

Freud was not above borrowing from the language of religion in
his critique of religion. Thus he declared that his own deity was the
God of “Logos” or Reason. Religion, insofar as.it mattered, that is,
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. <much as it took the form of the worship of an exalte.d. [‘)atr,l’ar—f
lr;flal god, was to be regarded “not as a permanent acquisition }(1)
f;ivilization. The bondage of religion would be supplanted by the

brl
liberation offered by science. “From that bondage,” Freud grandl‘y
1
i our sclence 18
declared to his students, “I am, we are, free. ... No,

i ience
Jlusion. But an illusion it would be to suppose that what scie
noi . et

cannot give us we can get elsewhere.




8. In Defense of Natural Science

The same kinds of attacks on science by religion that Freud
described can be seen today emanating from those who attempt to
use rational, empirical arguments {0 demonstrate: the limits of rea-
son and science; the reality of design in the universe; and the neces-
sity of a religious Weltanschauung. Insofar as materialist-scientific
understandings are rooted in notions of contingency, evolution,
and emergence—as materialists since Epicurus have argued—intel-
ligent design proponents insist such views are based on “mere
chance,” and are incapable of comprehending an irreducibly com-
plex world arising from a higher intelligence.

Marx, following Hegel, ironically observed that though tradi-
tional theology saw the divine world in the form of innumerable
supernatural accidents or miracles emanating from God, natural
theology rejected accident in favor of a pervasive intelligence,
which was then taken as evidence of God.! In line with this, propo-
nents of natural theology and intelligent design throughout history
have decried the role of chance and contingency in materialist
thought, arguing that it is insufficient, even when combined with a
process of natural selection, to explain the organization of life.?2

Darwin’s theory of evolution overthrew the devout contempla-
tion and divine wonder of special creation, offering in its place a
means to understand the material world in its unfolding grandeur

s
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by stlfd}.ring its historical patterns and natural mechanisms. Thi
materialist revolution challenged theological claims that th: it
of God pervaded the universe, that morals and values were iSplrlt
and sacrosanct, and that faith and scripture rather than reaso nnat:;

empirical evidence are the basis for establishing truth. S r arfli
@owledge retains a radical dimension stemming from -thi: lf)r;::nc
. . ? )
;)r:((g) u(}))ni};et world.to hun'lan inquiry. In contrast, intelligent design
p s are in an inherently reactionary position, offering

supernatural “design” as the ulti i
. : ultimate explanation for
placing faith before science.? ’ the world

The Logic of Design'

IThe l(()lglc of t.he intelligent design argument is straightforward
ersltStia- of seeking to Provide a wealth of answers of scientific inter:
“ d, 1.t ;s r;(})lncernf:d with promoting a single design inference: “God
¢ ]1) 7 The demgr% hypothesis, as biochemist and senior fellow of
L eh iscovery Institute’s Center for Science and Culture, Michael
“Ief ;, e(jl(plams, tells one nothing about actual natural me(:hanisms
the designer was in fact God,” he writes, ¢ '
,” he writes, “then there 1s good rea-
f)(:; todsupI’);se t}tlaf the mechanism of design will forevfr remain
ond us.” Further, if God 1s the desi
. , gner, Behe observes, a di
miracle may be presumed; b 1 i et oan
; but the intelligent desi
: : . gn argument ca
.saz' E-Othmi about the miracle itself. The only positive ;gesult of thz
intelligent design argument is therefore the i
llige the inference of intelli
design itself, behind which i o
ich lies an Intelligent Desi
nothing about either the desi ; csigner ot
I sign process or the designer other than
| The whole .p(.)int,.moreover, is to single out the agency of a
des%gner, a‘s distinguished from mere natural laws, viewed as
I - . K
Ce;llgned. A_s soon as design is located in natural laws,” Behe’s
) etague Wllllham Dembski acknowledges, “design beo;omes an
empty metaphor. . . . a superadded princi 7 1
n a: principle devoid of empirical
content.” Only by pointing to a designer (and not simply lavff)s th:t
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are designed) is it possible to build a “hridge between science and
theology.™
Specifically, intelligent design proponents argue that many fea-
tures of the natural world, particularly biological structures, are too
complex to arise from naturalistic causes. “Intelligent design,” In
the words of Stephen Meyer, program director of the Center for
Science.and Culture “holds that there are tell-tale features of living
systems and the universe that are best explained by an intelhgent
cause.” He notes that DNA is like a software program or “an
advanced form of nanotechnology” and must have had a program-
mer/designer. Given that it holds information, something with
intelligence must have played “a role n the origin of DNA” In fact,
“we know from experience that systems possessing these features
invariably arise from intelligent causes.” Meyer is thus content to
assert as a scientific argument that “intelligent design,” which ttself
is beyond explanation, “pest explains the origin of molecular
machines within cells” He concludes: “living organisms look

 designed because they really were designed” by a designer.®

In this way, intelligent design supporters attempt to present their
thesis as an answer to scientific questions. Yet, the key proposition
of intelligent design Lies outside the realm of scientific inquiry, since
it cannot be adjudicated with empirical evidence. As David Hume
stated in his critique of natural theology in his Enquiry Concerning
Human Understanding (as noted in chapter 4 above), to argue n
this way is to “embrace a principle, which is both uncertain and
useless. It is uncertain; because the subject lies entirely beyond the
reach of human experience. It 1s useless; because our knowledge of
this cause being derived entirely from the course of nature, we can
never, according to the rules of just reasoning, return back from the
cause with any new inference.”® Indeed, not only are intelhgent
design proponents unable to provide convincing scientific evidence
that a given phenomenon must have been designed, the mere asset-
tion, on their part, creates a “houndary condition” to science and

therefore inhibits its further progress.”
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Like Meyer, Behe claims that evidence of intelligent design is to
be found in the apparent rational design of natural systems—from
the structure of DNA and the machinery of cells to the integration
of organisms and the harmony of ecosystems. Certain natural sys-
tems can be characterized as “irreducibly complex.” By this, Behe
means that biological systems are composed of “interacting parts
that contribute to the basic function” and operation of the system
as awhole. He contends that insofar as a given system is irreducibly
complex such organization cannot emerge directly from “succes-
sive modifications of a precursor system,” because if any of the
parts are missing from such a system it would cease to function.
Therefore, he infers, design is necessary to create such functional,
irreducibly complex biological systems.?

Intelligent design proponents like Behe and Meyer marvel at the
wondrous information DNA contains, noting how it operates like a
computer, processing information, maintaining the needs and
operations of living systems. They contend that too much informa-
tion is contained in DNA for it to have developed by blind forces,
or chance, just as they insist that parts of organisms, such as the
bacterial flagellum, the human eye, and the human brain, are too
complex to have been designed by the piecemeal tinkering of natu-
ral selection.

Referring to cells and DNA this view takes the same general
form as the classic argument from design, assuming the complexi-
ty of life is beyond materialist explanation, while at the same time
pretending to engage in serious scientific investigation/inference.
Although the intelligent design textbook Of Pandas and People
presents some new-fangled creationist ideas in which evolution is
denied altogether and “change is limited to variation within exist-
ing groups of plants and animals,” today’s newfangled intelligent
design creationism is typically more subtle.® They do not necessar-
ily deny evolution entirely, or insist on the rigid separation of
species and the notion that no intermediaries are possible. Instead,
they concentrate on finding just a few irrefutable examples of “irre-

ducible complexity, ‘
flagella. Intelligent design p'roponents
down, giving way to evolutionary theo
sions,
ary theory cannot acco
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» the best-known example being the bac.terlal
thus refuse to be pinned
ry on innumerable occa-

but looking for some critical complexity gap that evc')lutlon-
unt for, operating under the assumption that
.. ” .
this is all that is needed to make the “design inference Plaumblec.1
As John G. West, associate director of the Center for Science an

Culture, has written:

. N .
n is not “anti-evolution. 1t does not

. ing intelligent desi
Strictly speaking intelligent desig » nor does it deny

challenge the idea that living things “chanse over time, A deny
that Darwin’s mechanism of natural selecu.on can prodlfc.e ¢ a}?ges i "
ing things. It is not incompatible with the idea .that. all llﬁng t mgst e.xntel-
from a universal common ancestor, although sc1fantlsts who supPor 1SUCh
ligent design differ on whether the scientific evidence substanltlatles.m "
a conclusion. Intelligent design does oppose the central clai

¢ highly specified complexity in nature

ini ion that all of th
Darwinian evolutio i in

can be accounted for through an undirected process suc

. . 10
selection acting on random variations.

According to this view, the i‘nt'elligenF design alrlg}lmtc;‘r:ltc ;:s(t)sf
simply on countering the Darwinian claim t.hatd a mslutionary
complexity in the natural world can .be explaine h1ndevfo ionary
terms. In this way materialist science 13 placed on t“e efen yeand
forced into the position of Eﬁrpelugllyl lojfiil;nfsiﬂusrteostg:genc f;ttlo

s in current knowledge. .
Ezzésaﬁ:oﬂtgi;)every gap in evidence 1s treated as an absolute vic-

- - n
tory for design. Even on these terms, however, the theory lias bee

an abysmal failure. Its focus, particularly in the work of Behe, on

“irreducibly complex systems,” such that t}ﬁe rem.oval ((i)fa goarilre1
i fail, has again an
t/function would cause the system t9 , 1
. o be empirically and logically 1nadequate', since the real
the critique of natural selection, is whether such
uld have originated through nat-
d (such as the bacterial flagella)

proven t
point, in terms of
“jrreducibly” complex systems co
ural processes. In each case raise

R
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evolutionary paths have been demonstrated in the scientific litera-
ture.'? In his self-criticism Behe has admitted to this failure, calling
it the “asymmetry” of his argument, which fails to make a case for

its primary inference: that evolution could not generate instances of '}

“irreducible” complexity.'?

In his latest book, The Edge of Evolution, Behe has shifted his
argument to focus more on the random nature of mutation that pro-
vides the raw material upon which natural selection operates.'* He
argues that random mutation simply does not provide sufficient
variation to allow for dramatic evolutionary change, although it
may account for minor modifications of organisms. Instead, it is an
unspecified designer, acting as a genetic engineer, who orchestrates
the processes giving rise to new species. In this unsupported con-
tention about mutation, Behe contradicts the scientific consensus
based on the research of a long line of mathematical geneticists
(some of whom, such as ]. B. S. Haldane and Richard Lewontin,

were influenced by the historical materialist tradition), which has
clearly established that the rate of naturally occurring mutation

exceeds that which is necessary for natural selection to produce the
full range of organisms we observe.

Irreducible Complexity and Design

Intelligent design proponents have focused much attention on bac-
terial flagella—*“propellers” on some bacteria that are used for
mobility. It is claimed that these propellers are too complex to have
been produced by evolutionary processes, given that they involve
separate parts that need to be assembled to fulfill a specific collab-
orative function. This argument in many ways is logically similar to
the one that has long been raised against the evolution of the
human eye, which has been shown to be invalid. Behe touted bac-
terial flagella at the 2005 Dover trial as an example of irreducible

complexity that could not be accounted for except through' the
actions of a designer. This has been thoroughly refuted in the sci-
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w W 1 ial in the
ntific literature and was shown to be false during t}'lli: trial in o
X Vi ientists, 1 1 iller, a protes-
] y entists, including Kennet y .
testimony of several sc1 S, In¢ : h M .
or of biology at Brown University. The design argume.nt, wh hf
sn i 0
insists upon the creation of separate flagellins (separate lineages .
1 w impli w ds or even mil-
ia Wi lies “there were thousan il
pacteria with flagella), imp . ' o
1 indivi tion events, which strains Occam's razor to
lions of individual crea ‘ an 1
v tes that natura
1 int” In contrast, evidence indica
the breaking point. ‘ ce e
1 the variety of distinct flagelins—in 0
selection has produced fl S h i
words, “the highly diverse contemporary flagellar system: hav
’ »15
volv estor. .
evolved from a common ancestol . )
Unwilling to acknowledge this contrary evidence, Behe, pe.lrtl
1 1 er
ularly in The Edge of Evolution., asserts that an Intelligent Des1grtl
\¢ v 1 volutionary _to produce the
1 the evolutionary process
must have intervened in ‘ h—
y w 1 to chance or ran
1 hich cannot be attributed
myriad forms we see, W : o chanee o
+on.16 Yet, one of the key points he properly to
dom mutation.” Yet, falls propery ™
i is undoubtedly aware of 1t, 1s hat natu
appreciate, although he 1s ungou . : »
selection, not random mutation, 18 the creative force in Darwinian
2

ion 1 ded as
* evolution. Although mutation in many ways may be regar

is anythi : it serves system-
random, natural selection 1s an thing but random; 1t serves ’ -
atically to preserve genetic mutations that enhance the rep oduc
v I nisms.
tive success of their host orga . : _
William Dembski, who next to Behe is the most important pro
1 ] argue
ponent of intelligent design’s science argument, attempts t‘(‘) ! sglu
y 1 the gn
I Tity of certain chance results makes he “d
that the improbability o ce
inference” more likely.!” These contentions, however,) are basedt.on
l ike the rolling of dice) with contin-
i like the rolling of dice ith
the confusion of pure chance ( . ) . o
ney based on evoluti W d interactions. By p
gency evolutionary pathways an : y
. avSe '] ical, reductionist form, and
1 ionary theory mna mechanical, re
senting evolutionary t : e - "
1 i 1 of organic evolution depend on t
alleging that its explanations ' d ! d h
1 I ts misconceive
1 telligent design proponen :
action of pure chance, In ] o
science and make their arguments for design seem I{lOI‘C plaus tbt
y etter.
[ i ests, though he shou ow better,
hus Dembski repeatedly suggests, e h. d ktn " -
1 ing logically and materially mn between. pu
that there is nothing . . b  pure
chance, e.g., the rolling of dice, and design. “What laws canno
K 5

e
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do,” he writes, “is produce contingency. . ... If not by means of laws,
how then does contingency . . . arise? Two and only two answers
are possible here. Either the contingency is a blind purposeless
contingency, which is chance; or it is a guided, purposeful contin-
gency, which is intelligent causation.” What Dembski’s “two and
only two answers” leaves out, of course, is that contingency, distinct
from pure chance, operates along historically and structurally con-

ditioned pathways, i.e., the reality of material evolution, the hall-
mark of the modern scientific perspective. '8

Structure and Dialectics: Necessity and Contingency

Marx’s dialectics of nature and society continues to serve as a pow-
erful base for a critique of intelligent design. It includes a commit-
ment to a materialist conception of natural and social history—and
thus to the interaction of necessity and contingency. From this tradi-
tion, which influenced noted scientists such asJ. B. S. Haldane, ]. D.
Bernal, Joseph Needham, and many others, in the 1930s and *40s,
and Stephen Jay Gould, Richard Lewontin, and Richard Levins,
among numerous others in more recent years, we can gain insights
into the dynamic development and interaction of society and
nature.'® Evolutionary theorists have developed explanations of how
evolution can produce forms that superficially appear irreducibly
complex through the operation of purely materialist forces. The
 structuralist tradition in biology, although it has often been invoked

by intelligent design proponents in support of their arguments, pro-
vides concepts that, when infused with dialectical insights, com-
pellingly explain how many complex features are evolved.

The argument about bacterial flagella—raised at the Dover
trial—is part of the more general challenge to evolution that has
been raised by creationists since the publication of the Origin of
Species. 1t is the problem of Incipient stages—i.e., how integrated
complex structures evolve when less complex versions of them
appear not to serve the same function to some degree. Since natu-
ral selection is a “blind” process, with no foresight, it does not con-
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struct features of organisms with. a goal in mind. Rgther, n;t}llxlrlasll
selection preserves chance mutations that enhance trlle.ss.h o ar;
pased on a superficial assessment, 1t seems hard to explain o e
integrated complex structure can evolve, unless its nascent step
i lves adaptive. -
w Ilglat'}\:v?:iild subseI:]uent Darwinians have provided comgelrlrl‘;l]g
explanations for how a variety qf co.mplex featur.es 7evolvci:m;atio:l
basic argument is well illustrated in Rlchar(.i Dawkins s:cp nation
of the vertebrate eye: nascent features can indeed provi eha.l h}:he
advantage similar to the more complex structurfs m’fohwt cll(; ! no);
may later evolve, although to alesser de.:gree. An. eye” that dc ot
allow one to focus may still be useful in detec.tmg changes in lig !
and movement. Dawkins writes, “Vision‘ tha-t is b per <.:ent as.tgli)(r)l d
as yours or mine is very much worth having in compaf'ls((l)n wi h
vision at all. So is 1 per cent vision better than total blin dness. "
6 per cent is better than 5, 7 per cent better than 6, an S(z1 (;Etei
the gradual, continuous series.”® Cases where'na'scent anh er
mediate stages provide adaptive advantage 'su'mlar to lt e '
evolved feature are fairly easily understood within an evolution ;y
framework, since it is easy to see how a complex ‘structure f(f:n Sse
built in steps by natural selection when each step improves fi (r:llzar.
However, when the adaptive advan.ta%e of a nascent stage 1s unclear,
explanations are required.
mm:l(ilj:a1 brrll(c;re IZomplex line of argument, wbic}:’ addres.se.s th;:]se;
more difficult features, invokes “functional shifts, refzogmzmg tha
over the course of evolutionary history the‘ use to w%uch a strqcf)l;r(;
is put may change. Thus, nascent and intermediate s(tiagcitfsferem
structure may have been selected fo'r be(fause t}ley selrve vt
purposes at different points in time in a lineage’s phy’ ogenybaCk "
tionary history). Although this is an 91d argument, gonfl%he ok to
Darwin, it was conceptually enriched in the latter patzfI o he tenr
tieth century, particularly in the wc?rk of Steph.en_.]a}}: ou ane s
close colleagues, who drew extensively on the insights coming
the structuralist tradition in biology.

e
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Gould points out that organisms are not mere putty to be
sculpted over the course of their phylogeny by external environ-
mental forces, but, rather, their structural integrity constrains and :
channels the variation on which natural selection operates.?! In §
this, Gould challenges the notion that phenotypic variation is |

1sotropic, equally likely in all directions. Although mutation pro-

duces genetic variation that is random relative to selective advan-

tage, this does not mean that phenotypic variation is not more like-
ly in some directions than in others. Gould notes that the structur-
al nature of the development of an organism throughout its life
course (ontogeny) limits the types of phenotypic variation that are
possible, because changes at one stage of the developmental
process have consequences for later stages. Therefore, many char-
acteristics of an organism cannot simply be modified without hav-
ing substantial ripple effects throughout the whole organism. The
inherited patterns of development, therefore, do not readily allow
for all types of modification. Hence, the evolutionary process is a
dialectical interaction between the internal (inherited structural
constraints) and the external (environmental selection pressure),
Just as the ontageny (development over the life course) of individ-

ual organisms is a dialectical interaction between their genes and

the environment. Such an understanding helps restore the organ-

ism as a concept in biology—*“an integrated entity exerting con-

straint over its history” while being situated in a specific environ-
mental context.??

The structural nature of development has consequences for
patterns of change. To illustrate this point, Gould makes use of a
metaphor: Galton’s polyhedron.?* As he frequently does, Gould
draws upon the arguments of various historical figures involved in
evolutionary debate to build his own. Francis Galton, who was
Darwin’s cousin (Erasmus Darwin was grandfather to both) and is
regarded as the father of eugenics, was deeply impressed by his
cousin’s work on evolution, but he disagreed with Darwin’s
assumptions about the nature of variation. He developed a

.
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metaphor to challenge aspects of Darwin"s conceptif)n of naturai
selection and the nature of change.. Adf)ptmg Gal't(?n sfconcciptt.ua
insight, Gould explains that in the idealized Darwinian oznlu a 1I:)irC1
species are metaphorical spheres that roll freely on any p }Zf og}el
course through morphospace that the exFemal .world pushes t CT
along—i.e., they do not have a structural 1_ntegr1ty that oﬂ'e}llfs resllls -
ance to pressure from the external env1r0nm'ent, and t us they
move readily wherever environmental forces direct t;hem via (rilatu—
ral selection. Alternatively, in the metaphor. of G;%lton s polyhe r({)ln,
species are polyhedrons, multi-sided solid objects that haven. at
faces (such as dice), whose structure pre.ve1.1ts them fromhro ing
freely when only slightly perturbed and limits the paths t eirdca;n
follow after receiving a sufficient push from Fhe’ e.xternal world. In
other words, “change cannot occur in all dlrectmns? or with any
increment.” Polyhedrons can switch the fa(':e‘t on which they rest;
but they cannot simply rest in any given position (e.g., they Fa}? res
on a face but not on a corner). In contrast with a.sphefe, W}‘IIC may
roll smoothly with a light tap, the polyhe.dron.wﬂl resist minor Il)er-
turbations, but, given sufficient force, will switch facets abrupt y};—
potentially generating changes “that reverberate thr(.)ughou? t e-
system.” Thus species cannot perfectly tra'ck changing environ
ments because of the structural interconnections the?f deve.lop over
the course of their phylogeny that limit and, potentially, direct the
hat is possible.
typ;;icliifnig:sitght ofll))arwin was that §tructural constraint,lrther
than being God-given and immutal')le, is the product of evo ution-
ary history. Gould emphasizes the importance of both rec}c:gmz}llrilsg:;
the reality of structural constraint and also thz?t structures havef >
torical origins.2* This perspective helps unite .the nsig] tls ro
both sides of the age-old debate between functlnonahst bio ogl?s,
such as Darwin, Lamarck, and (’}eorges Cuvier, an(.i forr.rllaa ist
(structuralist) biologists, such as Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hi an:,
Richard Owen, and Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. Whereas the

functionalists emphasized that features of organisms existed for
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utilitarian reasons (e.g., they were adaptations to their environ-

ments), formalists emphasized the structural unity of type common

across similar organisms. Formalists, like modern-day creationists, 4
typically denied the possibility of evolution because they believed §
that only superficial change was possible, not fundamental change §
of underlying structures. Thus, intelligent design advocates §
Benjamin Wiker and Jonathan Witt draw upon the arguments of
prominent eighteenth- and nineteenth-century formalists (such as §

Owen and Saint-Hilaire) in making their argument for the Impossi-
bility of evolutionary change in the structural features of organ-

1sms.” However, these arguments were undermined by Darwin -1

and subsequent evolutionists, who recognized that structures had
evolved, although after their emergence they may indeed constrain
the evolutionary pathways available to organisms (as the metaphor-
ical polyhedron comes to rest on a particular facet). Thus, as Gould
notes, Darwin fundamentally reoriented the functionalist-formalist
debate, by adding a new dimension to the functional (active adap-
tation) and formal (constraints of structure) dichotomy: history
(contingencies of phylogeny).26 Intelligent design supporters have
obviously missed the innovation, and continue to expound views
that have long been superseded.

Based on his recognition of the importance of structure, Gould
explains how the structural nature of organisms provides one of the
keys to understanding the emergence of many complex features. In
a famous article, Gould and Lewontin introduced the concept of
spandrels, a term borrowed from architecture, as a metaphor for
structural elements that exist for nonfunctional reasons.?’ In archi-
tecture, a spandrel is a space that emerges as a consequence of the
meeting of two different structural elements of a building, such as
the triangular spaces that appear where an arch is set within a rec-
tangular feature. The spandrel serves no function and is not creat-
ed for a purpose—it is simply the side effect of combining different
structural elements. Applying this metaphor to biology, Gould and

Lewontin note that many features of organisms do not exist for a
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Jirect functional reason, but rather emerge as a side fonsequenc?
of the structured nature of developmer.lt. One of the c ela(;est elx;?n;

ples of a spandrel can be found in snail shells. A‘s Gould exp altn ;
«Snails that grow by coiling a tube .afound an axis must ge:eg:; ; '
cylindrical space, called an umbilicus, a!ong the batx1ts. Some
species “use the open umbilicus as 2 br‘oodlng cham ::on pbilical
their eggs,” but the substantial majority does not. [ Jm hea
brooders occupy only a few tips on distinct and late-anasllng -V:ilfn
of the [snail] cladogram [evolutionar?f tree], not a C‘CntI.‘ p;)lmt o
near the root of the tree,” an observation c%early mdlcatlr‘lg t2 :Th

umbilicus did not originate as an adaptation for brooding. a‘i
umbilicus, therefore, clearly appears to be a spfmdr'el—a struci;;r

side effect of a growth process where a tube 1s C(Z.tlled arozn t‘ar;
axis, not a feature directly crafted by natural selection for adaptiv

reasons.

Another important
concept, introduced by
Gould and Elisabeth S.
Viba, that helps us to
understand how com-
plex features evolve is 4 o
that of exaptation.29 A pendentive, or three-dimensional spandrel (left), form

ily tri here a round dome
i as a necessarily triangular space W :
Exaptatlon refers to the meets two rounded arches at right angles. “Classical,” two-

utilization of an exist- dimensional spandrels (right), form as the (rlli}c‘esrs:z:i); m-
1 fe ovel angular spaces between rounded arch.e.s and the gu
5 feature for a o lar frame of surrounding walls and ceilings.
functional purpose.

The feature may either have originally evolved via n:iltural se:lectlovri
to serve as an adaptation, in which case the co-optation f(;)r the n:n_
purpose represents a functional shift, or the feature may be a sp1 -
drel that did not evolve as an adaptation, bu‘t was ra'lther simply .
structural side effect. The umbilical brooding snails men}t)l.(;r::1 :
above represent a prime example of the latter, where the u@ntl ;fter
did not originate for adaptive reasons, buF was at some p(j; after
its origin utilized for brooding—a functional purpose. A p

e
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example of the former is the shift in the primary function of feath
ers in the bird lineage from thermoregulatory to aerodynamic.%® Ay
any one time organisms have a vast “exaptive pool”™—i.e., many fea.
tures, both those that evolved under natural selection for the func.
tion they serve (adaptations) and those that are nonadaptive struc:
tural side effects (spandrels)—from which evolution may draw to
craft new features as changing conditions dictate. Thus, structural
forces can generate features, such as the umbilicus of the snail, that
potentially provide well-formed starting points for the develop-
ment of new adaptive traits. Functional shifts and the exaptation of
spandrels thus can explain how the incipient stages of a feature may
develop without serving the function to which they are later put.
Many features of the human mind illustrate well both spandrels
and exaptation.’! Undoubtedly, the mind has been shaped by nat-
ural selection to serve key functions. However, in the process, such
a complex feature inevitably contains many spandrels that provide
a vast exaptive pool. For example, just as a computer designed to
perform mathematical calculations has the potential to be co-opted
to produce video games, the human mind has the potential to per-
form many tasks that natural selection did not directly sculpt it for.
We have the capacity to read and write, present mathematical
proofs, and construct beautiful cathedrals, even though these
capacities clearly played no role in the origin of the human mind
and were not even actualized for the vast majority of human histo-
ry. Complex features, like the mind, are inherently ripe with poten-
tial and have innumerable emergent properties. Features nearly
always can be used in ways other than that for which natural selec-
tion produced them. When we recognize this structural point, and
appreciate the theoretical importance of spandrels and exaptation,
intelligent design arguments disintegrate and the material origins of
life become apparent.
With an appreciation of the role of exaptation in evolutionary
history, Mark J. Pallen and Nicholas J. Matzke clearly show how a
feature as complex as the bacterial flagellum could evolve.? They
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9. Replaying the Tape of Life

n movement is committed to interpreting the
record of the history of life on Farth as showing signs of 2 design-
cr. In the most obvious effort to find design in history, intelligent
design supporters have tried to make much of the “sudden”
appearance of new species in the fossil record, which creationists
for the divine creation of species.
More sophisticated versions of this doctrine will accept some
level of evolution, but insist that God intervened at various points
to direct evolution. The most sophisticated (and least falsifiable)
of theistic interpretations of history do not invoke divine inter-
vention after the initial creation, but argue that creation was
rigged from the start to lead to the inevitable emergence of
humans or some other intelligent being. These theistic perspec-
tives are deeply committed to reading the patterns of history in a
certain manner to fit their worldview, and thus the nature of his-
tory has long been a focus of intellectual battles over evolution.
The materialist-dialectical ¢radition associated with Marxism has
much to say on this topic, since from its inception it has been
concerned with patterns of history and the tempo of change. In
this chapter we discuss how material processes alone explain the
patterns of history, including the apparently sudden appearance
of species in the fossil record. History teaches us that the world

The intelligent desig

e



170 °
CRITIQUE OF INTELLIGENT DESiq

was not predetermined b
‘ ut rather emerged i
tion of chance and necessity. e throvgh the interae

Punctuated Equilibrium and Contingency

Th d' 1% M 22
¢ discovery of “deep time” by geologists and of organic evoly

tion ists 1 i

undezi I116.:1Ct1u1t';1ll;sts in thej eighteenth and nineteenth centuries -

undermined 1Fe([:)eertsp(-:f:tl.ve favored by creationists, who were :

ommitted fo a ece al}l on}g;;m of Earth and saw order in nature that -

e s e alt)il c a}rige (e.g., species themselves did not -

i . ough some may come and go at God’ |
» although 1t was occasionally reshuffled by divine intervenf

tion (e.g. ’ 1
b ((;ega t,.Noa}? s ﬂood): Commitments to the fundamental stasis of
- ion vl;ath oc'casmnal changes brought about by divine act
gave Of); hto th.e notion of: slow, continuous change that was a kceS
et ot ;e]tp mkl.r;g of nineteenth-century scientists, reflected ir);
s uniformitarianism and Darwin’ al
: ‘ nist arwin’s gradualism.!
e rx(i)slinctznng b.oth t};e creationist view and the gradualist view, the
nception of history is that chan. ,
: on of | ge, governed b
SOE:;SSCS alonf;; 1s inevitable, but that it is not,typically stor;itur?il
uous, rather,often occurrin i o
. g very rapidly followi 1
e ‘ ‘ y following period
o Csllrsl (tempox'*ary periods, of indeterminate length, of %c)purl;lt(t;r;a(l)f
el tﬁ opposing for'ces leading to relative stability)’. Naturall ]
ferd }:3. 1;C,‘rraduahst view of steady slow change nor the Marxia}r,,l one
o sab ;llty followed by occasional bursts of rapid chan eO r;e
ebeolut t}}; :tokt;re(lrlt; the complexity of human and natural historfl ha:
cnsured ( Cha:g types o}i .change occur. (It goes without saying that
€ 1s not binary, either n 1 1
et o ‘ nary, ecessarily rapid o
b }l]la ri{us dflchotomy is heuristically useful.) Furthennl())re tliigr:ftual,f
e of any particular phenomenon 1 ’ di
' is a factual 1 1
can'rrl‘(;lt be determmed without empirical evidence auesion, anc
historizatlméﬁzitglzn' of tgarwinian and Marxian materialist views of
m the natural world i 1 1
pisor 1s exemplified 1
hist:)e g:fand SFephe.n Jay Gould’s argument that gle evolﬁii(fllles
ry of organisms is best characterized as “punctuated equ'l';)l iy
ilibri-

REPLAYING THE TAPE OF LIFE 171

am”—long periods of stasis, punctuated with (geologically) brief
Jeriods of change.? This is based in part on a literal interpretation
of the fossil record, which generally shows fossils of a species
remaining quite similar over extended stretches of time, being sud-
denly (in the geological sense) replaced by a substantially different,
Although apparently related, type. Their argument is in no way a
rejection of Darwinism in general, only 2 challenge to Darwin’s
strong preference for gradualism. Eldredge and Gould invoke no
special mechanisms for change. Rather, they argue that specia-
tion—the emergence of a new species—typically happens when a
subset of a species becomes isolated. In a small isolated population,
mutations can spread rapidly throughout the gene pool of the pop-
ulation, and the rate of change can be further accelerated if the pop-
ulation faces different selection pressures than the parent species.
In large populations that are geographically widespread, although
connected through breeding, mutations diffuse slowly, and any
mutations that are favorable to organisms in one part of the range
are not necessarily retained, since they may not be favorable to
organisms in another part of the range. For these reasons, Eldredge
and Gould proposed that widespread species will generally change
little over most stretches of time, but may change rapidly around
the point of speciation, when a subpopulation becomes isolated.
The theory of punctuated equilibrium inspired a vast amount of
research in paleontology, genetics, and other fields related to evolu-
tionary biology. This work established that Darwinian processes
can and do indeed produce new species in geologically brief peri-
ods (e.g., tens of thousands of years), which will typically appear in
the fossil record as Instantaneous. The theory of punctuated equi-
librium and the work 1t inspired undermined the creationist claim
that the “sudden” appearance of new species in the fossil record
contradicted evolution. Given that intelligent design proponents
regularly argue that the gaps in the fossil record are evidence of
intelligent design—suggesting divine intervention (a position
known as “gap creationism”)—they clearly recognize that the theo-

e
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the evolution of species. Given that environments change in unpre-
dictable ways, sometimes rapidly, the future history of life is unpre-
dictable. Lineages that over the long haul of evolutionary history go
extinct and those that survive are not typically distinguished from
one another in a systematic way. Rather, historical contingency is
capricious; and nature is indifferent. Consider, for example, the
asteroid or comet that collided with Earth 65 million years ago at
the end of the Cretaceous period, causing the extinction of
dinosaurs. Dinosaurs had survived alongside mammals for nearly a
hundred million years before this and dominated most terrestrial
niches. Clearly, in no way were mammals out-competing dinosaurs
as a general rule—if anything, it was the other way around, as
dinosaurs had reigned supreme over the inconsequential ratlike
ancestors of mammals. It was only the chance event of the impact,
driven by celestial mechanics independent of the happenings on
Earth, which, by wiping out the dinosaurs, opened the way for
mammals to thrive and helped establish the world in which we live.
In contemplating the extinction of dinosaurs, as it relates to the
prospects for the longevity of our own species, Gould notes:
“Dinosaur should be a term of praise, not of opprobrium. They
reigned for 100 million years and died through no fault of their
own; Homo sapiens is nowhere near a million years old and has lim-
ited prospects, entirely self-imposed, for extended geological
longevity.”

Similarly, trilobites, which were one of the most common crea-
tures in the Paleozoic era, were wiped out in the still unexplained
mass extinction that occurred at the end of the Permian period, 250
million years ago.® Before this great extinction, which plowed
under well over 90 percent of all animal species then extant, there
was no sign of trilobites waning—indeed, they appeared to be a
remarkably successful lineage. Evolution clearly has no direction or
ultimate purpose. Rather, evolution wanders across a terrain of
contingent pathways, constrained by the day-to-day demands of
natural selection and periodically jostled by unforeseen events.
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Once the fundamental importance of contingency is properl
appreciated, we are left with the deep recognition that humanz
were not somehow meant to exist, that evolution does not
“progress,” and that there is no general tendency for evolution to
produce intelligent beings such as ourselves.
D.eveloping the generality of his arguments about the nonpro-
gressive nature of evolution, Gould takes on the emergence of
complex life-forms in his book Full House (the British edition is
ttled Life’s Grandeur).” He notes how people commonly assume
that evolution has a tendency toward producing more complex
creatures, because the most complex creature of any particular
era tends to be more complex than the most complex creature
from a previous era. Gould reveals how this misconception is
rooted in a misunderstanding of statistical processes. He explains
that, emerging from chemical constituents through the physics of
self-organizing processes, life necessarily started at the simplest
level: the humble single-celled organism.® After its origin, life-
'forr‘ns were free to vary in many ways. However, by a point of def-
inition they did not have room to become much less complex
since to do so would mean they would no longer be alive and’
therefore, would not be counted in our assessment of life-forms.’
In ac'lapting to their local environments, there was not necessarily
a um\('ersal drive to complexity, but since chance variance on the
simplicity-complexity continuum was censored on the simplicity
end, variance could in effect only go in one direction. Thus
although simple single-celled organisms remain by far the mos;
common form of life, the further we move in time from the origin
of life to the present, the more opportunity there has been for
cha.nce variance in the direction of increased complexity to occur.
This creates the pattern where the most complex life-form pres-
ent at anytime is typically more complex the closer we are to the
present.
' 'To retain a historical and biological perspective, Gould empha-
sizes that throughout all of history, the humble bacteria has always
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been the most common life-form by any meaningful measure—i.e.,
the typical life-form has become no more complex over time. It is
jmportant to note that by saying increases in complexity occur by
chance, Gould is not arguing that evolution itself is a process of
chance—a point of confusion among intelligent design supporters.
Natural selection is very definitely an organizing force. Organisms
have good “design” because of natural selection (and structural
forces, as discussed in the previous chapter). However, there 1s no
general reason why it is advantageous to be more or less complex
in any particular environment. Thus, although in any specific
instance the development of a complex feature may be driven by
natural selection, there is no overarching push for complexity in
general. That is to say, once we move away from the simplest end of
the complexity continuum, any particular species is just as likely to
become less complex as more so at any given time as it adapts to its
particular environment. For example, many species that took up
the role of parasites became less complex as they adapted to and
- created the parasite niche.® Thus, there is no general drive toward
complexity. Highly complex organisms emerge due to a process of
diversification in the level of complexity rather than a trend in cen-
tral tendency. Gould makes this point in part to undermine the
human arrogance that leads to foolish ideas that the world was
made for us and that our emergence was the point toward which all
history has striven.

The famous evolutionary theorist (and socialist) J. B. S.
Haldane is (perhaps apocryphally) said to have once responded to
the question, “What has the study of the creation taught you about
the Creator?” with the quip “He has an inordinate fondness for
beetles” This comment reflects perhaps one of the most striking
observations in natural history: well over a quarter of the million-
plus species of animals that have been identified are beetles (where-
as less than one-half of 1 percent are mammals). Clearly, if there 1s
a creator, His creation is far more about beetles than about humans.
Extending the point even further, Gould notes that we have never
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lived in the “Age of Man” as commonly professed. We are now and ]

always have been in the “Age of Bacteria.”10

Emergence in the Dialectical World

N atun'a is often viewed in simplistic terms: either it is designed for i
a specific purpose or it is determined by an inherent order. In this 1
our understanding of the world is imprisoned, as Epicurus noted,
b).f the bonds of fate and determinism. As a result, nature is imbued’ ]
w1'th p.rogrc.:ssive properties and an ultimate purpose that under- ‘?
mines inquiry 1nto the physical world. This approach also misses 4

the grandeur of natural history. It proposes a retreat to the confines
of faith, a closed system of revealed truth opposed to open inqui
about the natural world. !! ’ Py
Evolution is not an unfolding process with predictable out-
comes, but a contingent, wandering pathway through a material
world of constraints and possibilities. The contingent improbable
character of evolution is for Gould evidence that ,it is histo
(whfather natural or social) that is the real designer, the real forz
behllnd how the world is organized. It is misleading to look for ideal
design, whether as’proof of evolution or as divine conception. As
Gould explains: “Our textbooks like to illustrate evolution v;fith
examples of optimal design—nearly perfect mimicry of a dead leaf
by a butterfly or of a poisonous species by a palatable relative. But
1deal design is a lousy argument for evolution, for it mimic;. the
postulated action of an omnipotent creator. Odd arrangements and
funny solutions are the proof of evolution—paths that a sensible
God would never tread but that a natural process, constrained b
history, follows perforce 2 ’ ’
In replying directly to Gould’s criticism in The Panda’s Thumb
that “(?dd arrangements and funny solutions” point to the reality of
eYolutlon, intelligent design proponent William Dembski outd)(’)es
h%mself in launching one sortie after another on Gould’s position
First of all, “the design theorist,” he tells us, “is not committed t(;
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every biological structure being designed.” Some, even most (if not
quite all), can be evolutionary adaptations. Second, intelligent
design should not be confused with “optimal design.” The notion
of optimal design, Dembski claims, robs design of all “practical
significance.” Hence, an Intelligent Designer could produce “sub-
optimal design”—the kind of quirky results pointed to by Gould.
Third, “not knowing the objectives of the designer, Gould is in no
position to say whether the designer has come up with a faulty
compromise among those [various conflicting] objectives.”
Fourth, Gould like others—such as Lucretius and Darwin before
him, who had pointed to malformations or cruelty in nature as
indicating the absence of divine providence—contflates science
with theology by ignoring the problem of evil. There is no valid
reason, Dembski states, to assume “a God who is omnipotent and
benevolent in the face of evil.” Hence, intelligent design could take
the form of a “torture chamber” Indeed, “a torture chamber
replete with instruments of torture is designed, and the evil of its
designer does nothing to undercut the torture chamber’s design.”
However, this is not, we are informed, a problem that science itself
can address, since “the problem of evil is a theological problem,”
not a scientific one.

By the end of this enormously convoluted series of attempts to
refute Gould’s position by every means he can think of, Dembski
has undercut still further intelligent design’s already extremely
dubious claims to scientific argument. Design, we are informed, 18
“actual,” but apparently it is to be inferred only in rare cases.
Intelligent design is normally suboptimal (making it hard to detect
what is designed). It is not directly recognizable to human reason,
which cannot apprehend the full purposes of the designer. It can
manifest evil as well as good and hence can lead to irrational and
horrible results. Indeed, as Dembski exhorts: “This is a fallen
world. The good that God initially intended is no longer fully in
evidence. . . . More often than we would like design has gotten per-
verted.” Only theology can “discern God’s hand in creation despite
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the occlusions of evil.” Teleology itself is subverted by its alter-ego
or “dysteleology,” that is, the purposiveness of evil.

What emerges from this type of convoluted argument is some-

thing that appears to confirm the wisdom of the early Church
father Tertullian in declaring that faith is the acceptance of the
absurd. Such a call for the acceptance of absurdity on the grounds
of faith is the only possible “rational” defense of a creationism that
seeks to reduce nature to divine teleology (including “dysteleol-
gy”)- It provides no basis to understand or investigate the world
and its history. An evolutionary perspective, in contrast, since it
rejects design, has no need for the concept of “a fallen world” to
explain why “God’s design” has frequently been “perverted.”’3
Evolutionary theory at its best focuses on the complex and con-
tingent paths that characterize nature in all its diversity. A historical
and materialist approach to evolution, emphasizing a dialectical
view that focuses on constantly changing relations and processes,
offers powerful insights into the emergence and evolution of life, as
well as its complexity. Thus Richard Levins and Richard Lewontin
contend that the larger, physical world in which all life is situated is
filled with its own contingent history and structural conditions. In
other words, the world “is constantly in motion. Constraints
become variables, causes become effects, and systems develop,
destroying the conditions that gave rise to them.” The universe is
one of change due to existing and evolving tensions, which force
transformation in the conditions of the world due to “the actions of
opposing forces on them, and things are the way they are because
of the temporary balance of opposing forces.”!*

This approach builds on evolutionary theory, embracing
chance and necessity, contingency and emergence. In this, natural
history is situated within a world consisting of a multitude of forces
and pathways. As noted in the previous chapter, structures influ-
ence, in part, the course of natural selection, while at the same time
the processes of life transform them. Understanding this, the
organism is a site of interaction between the environment and
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genes. In this dialectical relationship the organism .and‘env1r;)n-f
ment exist together, in tension, given that the organism is part o
Lature. The former is dependent upon the latte}r for its ex;ls.teng:e;
and both realms are transformed throughout their relationship, bu
«do not completely determine each othe'r.”15 o
At the center of Levins and Lewontin’s anaIYS}s is a focus on
interaction, transformation, and histori.cal cor'lstramts. Life 1s ntot
simply a free-flowing, hodgepodge series of 1nde}I:endent (ral\;cz:ni:
Instead, it emerges from the complex interactions that a}r)c? cct) stane
ly taking place. An organism 1s bot‘h a subr]ect and objec ,anisms
dialectical approach illuminates the interaction between org N
and the environment. In day—to-d'ay operations, any xll)um eran-
materials (rocks, water, etc.) exist in the enwro-rlmerfi;bluf tohrgS -
isms interact and utilize a small portion of.what is aval he.7 du el_
their patterns of life they determin.e what is relevant to their Ic:ust
opment. In the process of obtaimng sustenance, orgamsr;ls wt
interact with their environment, and in so doing the).' transh orm :
external world—both for themselves and f)ther species. E e? cor;f
sumption of parts of the external WOI‘ld‘1§ also the pro uc 10nent
new environments. Of course, the COIl'dltIOI’.lS of the environm o
are not wholly of organisms’ own cho9smg, given that the?e arle r;iv_
ural processes independent of a particular species. P.rc;ivmuss ); w
ing agents have historically shape‘d nature, and coexisting sp
are also engaged in altering material conqmons. N
The “traits” selected in evolution are 1nﬂuenced .by the yr‘lz; v
ic organism-environment relationship. “Neither trz:uftil rll(')r (:nv(l;1 "
ment exist independently,” thus what becomf.:s uscful is a fl ¢
quence of a long historical pfocess——.one thaF is subject to';: a:ﬁ;e;
An organism is the result of complex interactions betwt}ilen its gnism
and environment, as well as its own.structure, }ivhere lt e orlgaiChe
takes part in the creation of its environment, its ecological niche,

. . o of
and its own construction. In this, 1t sets—1n part—the conditions

. . o ia
its natural selection, by being both the object a}nd subject, 1r
world indifferent to the success of any given species.
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Multiple pathways or channels exist, in relation to the structurg]
Integrity (organization) of organisms, for evolutionary processes—in
fact, they are part of what created life and makes its continuance posg-
sible. Even when the external conditions are fixed, multiple pathwaysg

exist, as organisms interact with opposing forces while obtaining the ‘8
needed materials for survival. What survives is not necessarily due to

inherent superiority, but has much to do with contingent events
given the multitude of influences that shape the world.

Both emergence and contingency are foundational concepts for
analyzing a dynamic world. Change is the rule of life. Organic
processes, since they are historically contingent, defy rigid univer-
sal explanations. Both the parameters of change and the nature of
transformation are subject to change given the ongoing develop-
ment of life.'s In such a materialist-dialectical view the notion of
“Intelligent design” (and an Intelligent Designer) is superfluous,
necessarily empty of all genuine scientific content. It is a dead con-
cept meant to displace reason with the deus ex machina of an

omnipotent God. Instead it promotes a notion of God that is itself
redundant.
*

The world of the present, in both its social and natural aspects, is
only one of the many worlds that are possible. Gould makes this
point with a powerful metaphor.!” He argues that due to the innu-
merable contingencies that shaped life’s history, if we were to
“replay the tape of life” a different history would unfold, one almost
certainly without the appearance of humans or any creature much
like us. Such an alternative history would appear as sensible and
“inevitable” as the history of the world in which we live. This argu-
ment challenges intelligent design on the most fundamental level,
because it even denies theists refuge in a2 God who designs only at
the start rather than Intervening subsequently. The history of life
does not suggest the unfolding of a plan. It does not represent a
foreordained order. Just as we make our own, history—as Marx
claimed—nature makes her own history as well,

DD——

10. The End of the Wedge

Both Darwin’s evolutionary theory and intelligent design Cfatlo?-
ism have relied, but in entirely different ways, on 'the metaphor fr ;
wedge. In conceiving his theory of natural selectlf)n Darwin I;r;n o
duced a powerful metaphor of a log or ot.her sohd ar(}ala CI‘E med
with wedges, some of which were being driven home, thereby

* ing out others. “Nature,” he wrote,

may be compared to a surface covered v&fith ten thousand sharp :z.vedgde;pj
many of the same shape, and many of different shapes re.pr;:)ser} mgsam
ferent species, all packed closely together and all driven in by mces.
blows: the blows being far severer at one time t}?an at another; somztl’me](s1
a wedge of one form and sometimes anot.her being struckf; the one mrilt\;:d
deeply in forcing out others; with the jar and shock often trans

. . 1
1 1 rection.
very far to other wedges in many lines of di

The wedge metaphor had originally been introduce}cj ‘Ln
Darwin’s notebooks at the very time (Sept'ember 1838.) a}tl w 1c0;‘
under the influence of Malthus, he had discovered his t 'eor.yt of
natural selection. Darwin subsequently WOI:de on perfelctln;gi ;t o
his later (unpublished) book Natural fS'electuzzt, and er’r’lphoye e
well, in a more compressed version, in the “abstract” that w

become the Origin of Species. As Stephen Jay Gould explained:
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Nature, Darwin believed, is full of species (“a surface covered with ten
thousand wedges. . .all packed closely together”). All potential addresses
are occupied, but new challengers continually arrive to compete for
space. They can succeed in a full world only by driving other species out

in overt competition for limited resources (“the one driven deeply in
2

forcing out others™).

Given the fame of Darwin’s wedge metaphor, which came to
stand for the force of natural selection, it is curious and ironic that
intelligent design proponents have themselves adopted a wedge
metaphor—albeit of a sharply different character. As Phillip E.
Johnson put it: “A log is a seeming solid object, but a wedge can
eventually split it by penetrating a crack and gradually widening the
split. In this case the ideology of scientific materialism is the appar-
ently solid log.”® Here the aspect of competition between different
wedges (species) is missing, and instead the goal is the destruction
of the environment (the log) itself and all that goes with it. Rather
than Darwin’s wedge of natural selection, the aim is the artificial
wedging in of a creationist theological and moral order at the
expense of the entire scientific-social-cultural environment. The
term wedge, according to William Dembski, “has come to denote
an intellectual and cultural movement,” a definite “strategy for
unseating materialism and evolution.”*

The single wedge of intelligent design is viewed here as the
wedge of God or Logos, directed at materialism and evolutionary
science. The metaphor takes its significance in this case from the
fact that though the thin end of the wedge is intelligent design
dressed up as science (and is referred to by intelligent design pro-
ponents as “scientific renewal”), the thick end of the wedge 1s fun-
damentalist Christian theology and morality (or “cultural renew-
al”).? It 1s the hammering in of the wedge to the point that the thick
end enters in, splitting the material surface below that intelligent
design proponents see as its object. The fact that the image is
almost exclusively one of destruction (the splitting of the log of

THE

terialism) fits well with :
Ionfathe end of the world and the Second Coming.

made the far-reaching objectives O
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fundamentalist Christian eschatology

1 2) Johnson
i Wedge of Truth (as noted n chapter 2
I bis book The P f the intelligent design move-

ment’s wedge strategy exphcit:

The Wedge of my title is an informal movement of like-minded thinkers

in which I have taken a leading role. Our strategy is to drive the thin edge

of our Wedge into the cracks in the log of naturalism by bringing long-

i 1 i blic
Jected questions to the surface and introducing them into pu
deh 1 is not the whole story because

debate. Of course the initial penetratio : '
the Wedge can split the log only if it thickens as 1t penetrates.

intelli 1 ement thus has a thick
The wedge of the intelligent design mov el

and a thin end. At the thin end intelligent design 15 t
troduced in the guise of 2 “scientific” theory to counter
1 e
Darwinism. This initially takes the form of an assaul? a;)n slc;enc
- trial mn Dover,
jon 1 I Is. as marked by the 2005
education in public schools, : the ver
Pennsylvania, where intelligent design creatlomsrx(ll was pfreser:lte‘ s
3 inj lution. As the wedge 1s forced 1n,
an alternative to Darwiman evo wedge '
iti the realms o
i tique of materialism 1n
widens and becomes a larger cr1 nat o
itics, givi theology an expan
] tics, giving Christian
society, culture, and politics, givin 2y an expane
ed mo;al role in society. The leading figures of mz?terlahsm nt -
ly Darwin, Marx and Freud (and before them Epicurus)—are to
] 9 . .
displaced by the new prophets of creationism. 5 o
This was blatantly expressed in the 1999 We;igef So?um Lo
e
1 - e’ Center for the Renewal ol Sc1enc
the Discovery Institute’s ‘ 5 e
Culture, which explained that the ultimate goal of cult.u;al fenees
2 ' ‘ c
al” was to ensure that design theory penetrated the social sciences,

. IR T £ “ngy-
humanities, and culture 1n general, namely the disciplines of “psy

. s hilosophy in the humani-
chology, ethics, politics, theology, and philos PerViews of “abor-

ties.” This included plans to alter contemporary * >0
tion. sexuality and belief in God.” To achieve this 1t was nec&;s lry
10 . - . eS
t 1;ndermine the views of materialist “thinkers such as Char

0
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Darwin, Karl Marx, and Sigmund Freud” who “portrayed hum
not as moral and spiritual beings, but as animals or machines a}’: X
mhabite.d a universe ruled by purely impersonal forces.”’ e
The intent of the intelligent design movement is thf.:refore onl
iuperﬁmally to counter evolution and to present an alternativy
science.” Rather, as its own documents make clear, its dee .
purpose is to demonstrate that “design points to a knoxjvable pz
order” ruled over by the Intelligent Designer.® If Darwin userzot;
wedge metaphor to explicate the role of natural selection in nat .
(.thereby reinforcing materialist views of the world), today’s inrlie
ligent design proponents use it as a device to split ;naterz;lism f;;

culture as well as science ’
. »and to open the way once agaj ’
dominion. ’ g0 Gods

The Thick End of the Wedge I: Theology

Intelligent design proponents present their analysis as science, not
thef)log)c Yet their intent is not to advance science. but to us o
entific claims as a wedge for theological arguments.’This was cel: .
ly (%emonstrated in William Dembski’s 1999 book Intells ar;
Design: The Bridge Between Science and Theology. Dembski sof eﬁt
throughout his book to draw a sharp distinction between int gll'
gent design and creationism. “The most obvious differefl .
bet.w'een the two,” he wrote, “is that scientific creationism has riii
rehglf)us commitments whereas intelligent design does E t.”
Int.elhgent design has less religious “baggage.” It is Deml;) kl
Clalrr{ed,. compatible with a much larger playing field thaI; Christisan
creationism, as much at home with Plato and the Stoics as with
young-earth creationism. “Intelligent design presupposes neither
creator nor miracles. Intelligent design is theologically minimali tal
.It det.ects ntelligence without speculating about the nature of tllsl '
mtelligence.” Dembski asserted that British natural theology of the
.seven'teenth to nineteenth centuries was a precursor t0g>t’ (()i ’e
mtelhgf:nt design perspectives, but made the mistake of mixio’ i
ence with theology, deriving conclusions about the nature 0? %;)3'
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The new intelligent design movement, he contended, is free of such
errors, creating a firewall between science and theology. It provid-
ed a bridge to the latter without itself crossing the bridge, remain-
ing on the grounds of science.’

Nevertheless, Dembski, as one of the principal proponents of
intelligent design, could be seen in the same book and often in the
same chapters repeatedly crossing the “bridge” from theology to
science and science to theology. “Intelligent design,” he stated at
one point, “is just the Logos theology of John’s Gospel restated m
the idiom of information theory”'® The Intelligent Designer in the
form of God, Christ, and Logos permeates his work. References to
design in nature are accompanied by references to scripture.
Science is seen as incomplete and “deficient” without Christ. A
series of quotations from Dembski’s Intelligent Design will suffice
to show the bridge between “science” and theology promulgated

by his thought:

*  The temptation to worship and serve the creature rather than the cre-
ator is ever present to us. It happens when we lose sight that this is
God’s world and that nothing happens apart from his consent.

e Ifwe take seriously the word-flesh Christology of Chalcedon (i.e. the
doctrine that Christ is fully human and fully divine) and view Christ
as the felos toward which God is drawing the whole of creation, then
any view of the sciences that leaves Christ out of the picture must be

seen as fundamentally deficient.
e Christ is also the incarnate Word who through the incarnation enters

and transforms the whole of reality.

*  The point to understand is that Christ is never an addendum to a sci-
entific theory but always a completion.

*  Christology tells us that the conceptual soundness of a scientific the-
ory cannot be maintained apart from Christ. . ... Christ is the light and
the life of the world. All things were created by him and for him.
Christ defines humanity, the world and its destiny. It follows that a
scientist, in trying to understand some aspect of the world, is in the

first instance concerned with that aspect as it relates to Christ—and
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this is true regardless of whether the scientist acknowledges Christ.
Christ is indispensable to any scientific theory, even if its practition-
ers don’t have a clue about him. . . . [T]he conceptual soundness of
the theory can in the end only be located in Christ.

The language that proceeds from God’s mouth in the act of creation
is not some linguistic convention. Rather as John’s Gospel informs

us, it is the divine Logos, the Word that in Christ was made flesh and
through whom all things are created.

Theology gets its data from Scripture, science from nature. Nature
may therefore testify to God in ways quite distinct from Scripture.

To say that God through the divine Logos acts as an intelligent agent
to create the world is only half the story. . . . In addition, the world is

mtelligible. . . . God, in speaking the divine Logos, not only creates the
world but also renders it intelligible.

Theology has traditionally been called “the queen of the sciences.”!!

In this way Dembski makes clear that the end of the argument
from intelligent design is to provide a bridge from theology, which
derives its knowledge of God through scripture, to science—and
from science back again to theology. In this respect, intelligent
design has the same objectives, despite his protestations, as the
British natural theology of the seventeenth to the nineteenth cen-
turies. Indeed, nowhere in Paley is the connection between nature
and scripture made so evident. '

Intelligent design proponents thus reject the notion ofa conflict
between science and theology, and also the alternative view that sci-
ence and religion can be treated as different compartmentalized
areas of human interest (such as Stephen Jay Gould’s NOMA, or
“non-overlapping magisteria” of science and religion). Rather, they
portray science and theology as “mutually supportive,” in
Dembski’s words. For example, “the theologian may learn from the
physicist that the universe began as an infinitely dense fireball
known as the Big Bang, whereas the physicist may learn from the
theologian that God created the world by means of a divine logos.”
Intelligent design, we are told, merely points to design, giving the
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. he-
Designer a foothold in the world of science, whereas the t}:;xsk ((;)f :1 ef
1 0

Jogy 1s to connect this to the God of scripture. th tPeil 'H.o o
. 1 1 s Philip E.

i ' d constrains science.
cripture also informs and cc science. ihp B
;ohrlzson put it, the problem with Darwinism 1s 1tS 'cor:fl?ct with
. .
Christian scripture: “the Darwinian theory of evolu?(();n 18 .unf: :
i i j k of Genesis, bu
«contradicts not just the Boo is, I
ceptable because 1t “con not b
evzry word in the Bible from beginning to end....Inthe begld Wisg_
as the word. In the beginning was intelligence, purpose, an
w .

dom. The Bible had that right. And the materialist scientists are
om.

deluding themselves.”"?

) ) .
Hence. it is affirmation of Christ and his effects rather th;\fl :hl
’ . - e ~
development of science that constitutes the main purposcz1 ) mt :
1 advocates.
I i ionism—as propounded by 1ts main
ligent design creationism—as p nair s
Tghe Discovery Institute’s 1999 Wedge Docu‘ment 1ns1steli1 I(:t e
1ali i ith * conso
t science with “a science
need to replace materialis I ! Wodes
isti isti ictions.” According to Jay
Christian and theistic convi ' ' y West
Richards, writing in 2001 in Signs of Intelligence (co-edited by
b

" Dembski and James Kushiner), intelligent design “is a valuable

1 itl intelli-
resource for Christian apologetics. Positively, not only cantl nel
i 1 ent, bu
1 — tension—an apologetic argument,
ent design become—by ex : : L bust
§150 proposes a view of natural science compatible wit
isti 1 tion.”" ‘
Christian doctrine of crea . ' . i
Although proponents of intelligent design claim the logt
. .. DO-
independence of their design argument from reh}%loulsl pres }I)l];s
jon that the inconsis-
il tly fall back on the notion !
sitions, they frequently at the ineonst
1 ir vi ly be overcome, not withi
tencies of their views can only b N
i ithi domain of theology, which supports
of science, but within the . ’ ne
completes’ science. In this sense the thin wedge of1 1ntelfhg "
1 1 or 1
design within science requires the thick edge of theology
completion. . . o N
'TI‘)his dependence of intelligent design creationism on the(()i gt;z
1 ts are made
1 t is clearest where attemp .
to complete 1ts argumen e made 10
reply topthe age-old criticism of the argument from design a oo
atSd with thinkers like Epicurus, Lucretius, Hume, Darwin,
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Gould—that the world exhibits not so much instances of optimal f
design, as suboptimal design. Nature gives rise to all sorts of quirky L
solutions, and real torments and disasters (ants, as Darwin pointed 4
out, that have slaves; floods that kill thousands). How then can this
be inferred as intelligent design? In responding Dembski claims,
on the one hand, that design is necessarily “imperfect” and “con-
strained” (even if intelligent), and, on the other, that such portray-

als of suboptimal design are often pointing to the problem of evil.
“Critics who invoke the problem of evil against intelligent design
have left science behind and are engaging in philosophy and theol-
ogy. . . . Dysteleology, the perversion of design in nature, is a reali-
ty”” Not only does he hint here of a greater, intelligent evil (the
Devil?), but we are informed that “this is a fallen world. The good
that God initially intended is no longer fully in evidence.” To
address this problem of evil, Dembski argues, theology rather than
science is required. Theology’s “task is to focus on the light of
God’s truth and thereby dispel evil’s shadows.” For Benjamin
Wiker and Jonathan Witt, too, the problem of “bad design” is asso-
ciated with the problem of “evil.” Consequently intelligent design
requires the thick end of the theological wedge to complete its
argument, which is not self-sufficient (nor is it intended to be) with-

in the domain of science: either with respect to its teleology or its
dysteleology.14

The Thick End of the Wedge II:
Politics, Morality, and Culture

Evangelical Christianity in the United States is a political as well as
a religious movement. The attack on Darwinian evolution—the
thin end of the wedge of the intelligent design movement—has
understandably attracted most of the attention thus far. But the
intelligent design strategy derives its ultimate meaning from the
hammering in of the thick end of the wedge, represented not only
by creationism as such, but also by an ultraconservative political
thrust that lies at the heart of Christian evangelicalism. It is this
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ve culture, morality, and politics that t}.le wec‘lge of'mt?l-
Conservat'we i rin(;i ally meant to force into society, displacing its
hg?nt - n }f)he fofm of materialist science and philosthy..
Chlfilf‘flzer;zlull)e clearly seen in the writings of 1ead§ng 1r1itelfliger;t
l cul-
design figures, who have taken on th; :vc;cllg:c.ls(:;atti;g?f] (:. }:;als G(? "
olitic
Y ren: Vl:aL” je-\nirrll(;t:)ir:;:pllslsif the Wedge Document'and asso(i
a%ltho(rlﬁf;tzrogf the Discovery Institute’s Center fo? Sc1;Ince gr; !
(éitliure. In his 2007 book, Darwin Day in A;mi;zc;;e ]\(;;Ume .
Politics and Culture Have Been Dehumizzz; n:anization” e d
Science, West depicted the cor}temporary be1 . ueducation o
aspects of criminal justice, social wel‘fare, public ducace :) puman
i d life and death as the direct result of the n1 .
ie? uarl;;};:‘:i]illism He traced materialism to the hGrf;:k atom;)s(::,t
euc nocri icurus, and the homan
ieuczfizzs;v}?jz (;fer lzlllasi;nirclld“sfzia human beings and t’}’lz f;&;:esi
o , indless collision of atoms.
natrr?a?iss,tli)fl(;;l;l :;Zp(;)fe;}rl:dlil; the scientific revolution of the si;rlerilr—1
wenth 1 ies. and indeed were instrumen
ife:nt}'l ;Zigfg:;gg::;?éﬁ?: z’nd subsequently gaining theél}“1 n;(l)::
oot ' ientific adherent 1 Gha
impoftar‘l‘tl)::vr::rte}?;g:; (::::rlllsrf}(f)rrs;lc 1nelaterialism froma fantast%c tal.lg
It?)?:l“l’)l; .El few thinkers on the fringe of society to a.hal(ljzwed Sl():l:rr::,lin
ic principle enshrined at the heart of mod.ern sclence. .h.t.to o
hljls] helped spark an intellectual revolution that sro}l;lgis o appYy
Ertlaterialism to nearly every1 area oé hl:fxzrcllartlhznjzzzzr.span o e
ly ‘scientific’ materiahsm afiected o
?:E: Zconomics and politics to <‘3ducat10n an.d th;1 zl;tiss.e —
West’s first two chapters critically exploring o
1 lemented later by a chapter attacking S0% y
Darwinis o hich George W. Bush was praised, alc.)n'g wit
Darwmlgﬁd(;? avrrd Newt Gingrich, as an anti-social D‘ar.wmlst, grll)d
ii:(i)zlgi;s were presented as co‘nsummaFe social Dz;rlvsv:;nls[:sz }?:CO X_
two chapters defending intelligent design creatio

e
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text of current controversies. Among his accusations was the claim
that evolutionary theory had been used to promote gay rights in
science classrooms. 6
The larger purpose of West’s analysis, however, was to upend
the materialist bases of contemporary philosophy and culture,
arguing that under its corrupting influence (1) criminal justice
denied the existence of free will on the part of the criminal, “turn-
ing punishment into treatment”; (2) welfare emphasized eugenics
and other “scientific” techniques rather than moral principles; (3)
the “science of business” viewed human beings as subjects for
manipulation through advertising; (4) sex education in the schools
had been used to promote free sexual activity, and to attack absti-
nence education; and (5) the Christian sanctity of life had been
- transformed into a culture of death through the promotion of abor-
tion and euthanasia. Darwin Day in America concluded with the
argument that the renewal of science under intelligent design “will
likely have as dramatic an impact on the politics and culture of the
future as scientific materialism has had on the politics and culture
of the past.”

Intelligent design, was thus seen as the thin end of the wedge;
and with the further hammering in of the wedge there would be a
“cultural renewal” along Christian evangelical lines.!” “[F]or the

' first time since the materialist onslaught,” thanks to the intelligent
design movement, West wrote in his article “C. S. Lewis and
Materialism,” “we have an opportunity to bring about the collapse
of materialism and to re-found both science and culture along the
[Christian] lines envisioned by C. S. Lewis more than half-a-centu-
ry ago,” including the overturning of the “modern welfare state”
and “materialist social science.”!®

In his Moral Darwinism: How We Became Hedonists, Wiker
argued at length that modern materialism, including Darwinism,
grew out of Epicurean materialism, which was “designed to
destroy all religion” and was long viewed as the chief nemesis. It

was on Epicurus, and after Epicurus on Darwin, Marx, and Freud,
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hat the blame was to be Jaid for materialism’s “larger Pack.age” c?f
E‘Saocial Darwinism and eugenics. . - - libertinism, abortion, infanti-
! ing”—in short, “hedonism.”
ide, euthanasia, cloning”—in short, .

; In Architects of the Culture of Death, Donald De l\:{arco an<i1 Wﬂt:r
ronounced that materialism was “culture of death” oppose tod e
«culture of life” of Christianity. Separate chapters were devoted to
attacking Karl Marx, Charles Darwin, Sigmund VF\;r;a}llldl, A;guz}tle
i de Beauvoir, Wilhelm Rewch,

Comte, Jean-Paul Sartre, Simon ‘ n '
M(;Irrzgareg Mead, Margaret Sanger, and Jack Kevorkla;ln fo(; ﬁthess;:llfe

1 ’ d and man that denhne
Ned edlipse of the true sense of Go

Véilliure ofI') Death.” In his Ten Books That Screz.ued. ti.w World, and
Five Others That Didn’t Help Wiker dedicated 1nd1v1(‘i]ual cjlapters
iccold . velli. Thomas Hobbes, Jean jacques

to attacks on Niccold Machiavell, : » Jeoqed

1 .edrich Nietzsche, V. L. Lemn,
Rousseau, John Stuart Mill, Frie L
] 1 __all of whom were accused of embracing
Kinsey, and Betty Friedan—a : dofembractis
1ali jecti ist] ality, and contributing

terialism, rejecting Christian morality, :

IZ: i other works by intelligent design propone‘nts, Darv&fln s eYI(l)
_ lutionary theory was portrayed as leading to Hitler. In discussing

the Nazi Holocaust Wiker stated, “One cannot help but be remind-

ed of Darwin’s Descent of Man>"

The thick end of the wedge with respect to s?c}:llal sc1:31§1:e, (i:l;l-
ture, and human civilization equates deSIng V;’lt mst;a i (%, e‘.,eI;
God’s Logos, and materialism .w1th mear‘nn% 1;jss‘ne e
nihilism (if not evil itself). For Wlke.r and Wltt., picu e
vided the prototype of the meaningless umverse—}ghisto , o
erned by chance, purposeless.” Over thf course of . Ofrl);,lateri—
argued, “many springs and riv1'xlets” fed ‘the great r;v o
alism/relativism/nihilisr(ril, bl‘lt smc;,/I the i\S/':Icltor:rllrzl er a’bOVS v

‘butaries are Freudianism, Marxisim, » abov
tlglat)rl:vtinism.” Freud reduced ev?fyl\flhing “t((l)utcv;fz)1 Zr::)eil;’f}?i[r.l]gt‘l‘lteoffﬁz
of death and the desire for sex.” Marx TeCHEH g 10 e

1 ovings of human beings vanousl_y relate
Iriistl;rﬁs;;issgf pro%luction, caught and defined in every thought

and deed by the shaping force of class struggle” And Darwin
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reduced all to the animalist “desire to survive and propagate.”
None of the great materialist thinkers, we are told, left room for
meaning or Christian morality.20

Nietzsche’s nihilism was depicted by these thinkers as a logical

outgrowth of such materialism as was Sartre’s existentialism and
Derrida’s extreme relativism and deconstruction. Sartre,
Nietzsche, and Derrida were accused of “suffocating [culture] in
the materialist darkness, where all meanings are mere human fabri-
cations” as opposed to Divine Logos. Derrida was specifically crit-
icized for having advanced “a view of language that is pure misére,
unmitigated nihilistic darkness, a language of unmeaning fit for a
meaningless world. In this, Derrida has inédvertently done us an
invaluable service . . . for he has traced out the mmplications for
meaning in a world without God: by removing the Author, the
materialists created a meaningless drama.” Indeed, “when moder-
nity adopted Epicurean materialism as its scientific foundation and
reality filter,” Wiker stated in Moral Darwinism,

it simply reinstated the ancient belief in the amorality of nature. The
intrinsic purposefulness of nature, which was the foundation of moral
claims according to the Christian natural law argument, was given the
coup de grice by Darwin. . . . Whatever a particular materialist may hap-
pen to desire morally, it is simply an incontrovertible fact that, with the
increasing secularization of the West, the repugnance toward abortion,
infanticide, eugenics, euthanasia and sexual libertinism, which had its
theoretical and historical origin in Christianity (stretching back through
Judaism), has given way to acceptance. The cause for this moral reversal
is secularization, and as we have seen, the cause of secularization has

been the rise of Epicurean materialism as culminating in moral
Darwinism.?!

Counter to this was the “meaningful world” of Logos, which
intelligent design proponents present as the social counterpart of
design within nature. “The Divine Logos....identifying logos as
the Son,” Wiker and Witt wrote in Tke Meaningful World, “is par-
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ticular to Christianity; but the und.erstanding that natu}ie revea(l):,ld
the logos—was not. It was found, in one form or zinother,sar:ics%‘
many Greek and Roman philosophers, 1n particu ar t eG o an.d
The goal of materialism, they st.ate(‘l‘, was to re;rll)ov;:1 o
enthrone chance,” thereby removing the reaht)'f of both go nd
evil,” i.e., God’s Logos. Yet, without God neither meaning

morality was possible.”

God as Superfluous to Science and Human Freedom

Epicurus, in Marx’s words, insisted that “the world must ll)g .dzszl-
lusioned, and especially freed from fear of gods, ff)r the world is m)i
friend.”® The gods were seen as having no relation to the matfemat
world, and humanity was freed from the bonds of fate 'to cFon rt(;lr}s
the physical world and their own fref':dom and morta.h;y. or (1) ?
reason, Epicurus’s philosophy was viewed as the chie enedmlyter
the argument from design first introduced by S(')crates., and la N
adopted by Plato, the Stoics, and early Christianity. Epicurus w;

" the chief enemy not only of Christian teleology but also of the

world alienation characteristic of Christianity from the time of the
urch founders. ‘ '

earlylr(ll };harp contrast to “the world is my friend” o’f Eépl.cillru(s),f
Christianity historically embraced the New Testament s plls le o
St. James: “Whosoever . ... desireth to be a friend of the WOI‘" 1sth
enemy of God.” Indeed, the world was Charact.erlzed‘ as “ear y}
animal, devilish.” As Helen Ellerbe has noted in a discussion Zs
Christianity’s “Alienation from Nature,” “Natur.e was . f .P‘seenthe
the realm of the devil. The Chgrch cbose the image o fa(ril, he
Greek god of nature, to portray the devq. The horned, hfoo -T-t’ aﬁ :
goat-legged man had been associated with a num.ber of ferti 11 y {gl_
ures and had previously been deemed essentla:l to rural Wle -
being. . . . His name, ‘Pan, meant ‘all’ and ‘bread.’ But, par}tllcq ad
ly after the turn of the millennium \.)vhen the Church ault( (lrlz:; i
specific portrayals of the devil, the vilified Pan came to evoke ter

; »24
or ‘panic’ as the image of Satan.
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ChTh'ls deep antipathy to .the material world characterizin
r1st1.a¥1 thought was exemplified in the mid-twentieth centu bg
the writings of C. S. Lewis, who has since been adopted a:ythy
patron saint of intelligent design proponents. Lewis’s anti-materiale

/ K

Just because the Naturalist thinks nothing but Nature exists, the word
Nature means to him merely “everything” or “the whole show”’ or “vvvvl(l)rt
fever thereis.” And if that is what we mean by Nature, then of course nozl:
ing else exi?ts. - .. If there is nothing but Nature, therefore, reason must
have come into existence by a historical process. And of C;urse, for the

N . . .
aturalist, this process was not designed to produce a mental behavior
that can find truth. There was no Designer.2”

» rIlnS Th_e Ab{)lzt?on of M‘m?, Lewis suggested that to view human
. ”g pnmanlly in materialist terms was tantamount to the “aboli-
tion (Tf humanity, i.e., dehumanization and loss of moral and spiri
al certitude. In his fictional space trilogy—Out of the Silent }I’)l;nu:
Perelandfa', and That Hideous Strength—he carried this fu t}?e ,
characterizing the Planet Earth as the “silent planet” (removedrfro(:
1I\J/Iogos) and ruled l.)y Satan and his materialist followers. The planets
ars and Venus, in contrast, were the realm of angels. The “sil
planet” was a fallen world, awaiting regeneration thr(;u h C:l .
Hence, to seek its material transformation was a dangeroug; ut o
(even.Satanic) delusion. In “Funeral of a Great Myth,” Lev;is 1:11')1&3
lun.SthHS abou.t the validity of evolution (at least in it; more m ;lsl(;-
.OgIC?ll p.ropj?rt{ons),_ which he saw as mainly impressing the )‘f‘folk
;I;:;gfl(l)l:ttl}(;: Wltl}(l1 th’; myth of progress. God was an absolute neces-
. the world. lie concept of evolution was doubly suspect
b cause it arose in the “Revolutionary period” of modern politics. In
"Two Lectures,” Lewis suggested that just as a rocket has a desi '
so must nature. At another point in his work he wrote: “If thegllll:l:irj

verse 1s not governed by absolute good
goodness [ab
all our efforts are in the long run hopeless.”2[6 shevlent God] then
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Such hopelessness in the absence of a benevolent deity, howev-
er, is obviously not characteristic of materialism, which places its
hope in homo faber. (When God was dethroned by materialism,
Lewis complains, “Man ascended his throne. Man has become
God.”)?” What is truly objectionable about the materialist bases of
science from the intelligent design standpoint is not the rejection of
God (atheism), which 1s hardly ever the point, but that materialism
removes the earthy need for God, who becomes superfluous in
accounting for the world and human freedom.

Indeed, scarcely less objectionable than outright materialism
from an intelligent design standpoint is the work of American prag-
matists like Charles Peirce and William James, for whom God
became something of a pragmatic, psychological necessity—but one
that had no direct relation to the material world or science. As Peirce
(who counted Epicurus among his major influences) once noted:
“To the mind of a physicist there ought to be a strong presumption
against every mystical theory; and therefore it seems to me that
those scientific men who have sought to make out that science was

not hostile to theology have not been so clear-sighted as their oppo-
nents.” For Peirce the only religion easily tolerated by science was
that which propounded a deity the form of an abstract “Supreme
Ideal,” such that it was “repugnant to its real existence.” In other
words, such a deity would have to be superfluous to the material
world, which must be understood on a purely material basis. The
turning of the entire magisterium of nature over to materialism did
not in Peirce’s view eliminate the possibility of a religious morality
or belief in God. But he argued, like Epicurus, Darwin, Marx, and
Gould, that God (or the gods) had no connection to the magisteri-
um of science, which encompassed all of worldly reality. Dialectical

materialists, such as Marx, went one step further, arguing that God
was not merely superfluous but a manifestation of an inverted
world, and was thus an alienated human product.”®

All of this helps us understand more fully the extremely viru-
lent attacks by intelligent design proponents on all varieties of

e
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materialis.t thought, most notably Epicurus, and the mod
urfholy t.rmity of Darwin, Marx, and Freud. Phillip E JO}(I) o
rails against Spinoza’s God, Einstein’s God, and Hawki‘n ’ Igon
as mere abstractions, since the material world has been i\ig o
entirely to materialism. For Johnson, Gould’s NOMA ?s rf ntl(i'ver
more .than a “power play” that “bars religion from claimiri) tixng
the.re 1s a supernatural creator (much less one who was incfrn "
ed in Jesus), a c.livinely infused soul, a life after physical death E:)t-
:a source of divine revelation such as inspired Scripture. This i;
separate but equal’ [of the magisteria] of the apartheid variety”
G(.)d is left with “no cognitive status.” “Accommodatio ”rlet}"
scientific materialism, he adds, “doesn’t work since relf1 1 Wlt'h
acce'ptab'le to materialists only as long as it stays in the rlegzilon li
the 1magmation and makes no independent claims about lr)n .
tive reality.”? o
‘ .leew1se Wiker claims that the materialist approach, even wh
it aims at a kind of perpetual cease-fire, as in Gould’s N E)MA ives
to rihglon’s magisterium the “morality of morals” but insisgsgg’les
the ant}.lropology of morals” belongs to science. This, howe e
a deceptl?n since materialists from Epicurus to the pres’ent (iniji(is
ing Darwin, Marx, and Freud) have sought to reduce all morality t -
the anthropo.logy of morals, discounting foundationalism Zns
be‘r‘l?e God’s intelligent design of the moral world. As Wiker put
it, fac.tual conclusions’ about nature entaii, of necessity, that t}I:u :
'conch.lsmns be applied to human nature, and that mear}:s mat f:sle
1st science cannot and will not honor the terms of this e; 11a _
peace.”SO Of course, the point of Gould’s distinction is to ahSe
size that, just as there are no divine answers to moral uzntl'p .
nz;lture does not provide us with such answers either. Ql?estisolnosns’f
Evutatthv;r; Zl;g:(::ﬁ do (the morality of morals) are indeed important,
: ave absolute answers—they can only be answered
by people in the context of their times. ’ -
'Natural'scientists, along with their social science counterpart
typically reject arguments that suggest the world is predetermri)z::;,
K
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teleological, or governed by miracles and divine intervention. The
resurgence of intelligent design is thus nothing less than an attempt
by theistic thinkers (predominantly fundamentalist Christians) to
reclaim a hold in the material world, from which they (and their
God) were largely excluded following the Enlightenment and the
Darwinian revolution. Intelligent design is thus first and foremost
an attack on materialism-humanism and its conception of historical
emergence in the natural and social world.

This struggle between materialism and creationism (intelligent
design) has now lasted for thousands of years, from ancient Greece
to the present. Like the natural theologians of centuries past, the
claim of today’s intelligent design proponents is that they can pro-
vide evidence of design (or Logos) in nature that supplements rev-
clation/scripture. Counter to Marx’s critique of heaven as the basis
for a critique of earth, intelligent design offers a teleology of earth
(natural and social) as the proof of a teleology of heaven.

Sociologist of science and intelligent design defender Steve

. Fuller has gone so far as to declare on quasi-pragmatic grounds

(though far removed from American pragmatism) that divine tele-
ology is a superior ground for science. Accusing Darwinism of nar-
row adherence to materialism, Fuller asserts that “the general evo-
lutionary perspective that Darwin ultimately championed . .. tend-
ed to discourage systematic scientific inquiry, stressing instead the
need to cope with our transient material condition in an ultimately
pointless reality” In contrast, “Intelligence design theory,” he
claims, “provides a surer path to a ‘progressive’ attitude to science
than modern evolutionary theory,” precisely because of the teleo-
logical, anthropocentric, hierarchical views embedded in its “fun-
damentally religious” perspective, which is focused on “the enno-
blement of humanity, the species created in God’s image.” Fuller
asserts that the belief in intelligent design produces superior results
for science—quite apart from 1ts inherent truth value. Yet Fuller’s
quasi-pragmatic argument for religious teleology is largely shunned
by intelligent design proponents, who claim direct religious‘ truth
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p . Sy
(?(1; ‘thelr view, which is aimed not at advancing science but at
viding evidence for an Intelligent Designer.3! o
Intelli i .
. nte(ihgent d_emgn’s wedge strategy constantly tries to reduce
o understanding of the world to a choice between the roll of the
ice 1
o (pu;e‘ chance) and God, suggesting that only the latter can
GO(}; explain real v;orld complexity. On the basis that nothing but
can account for “irreducible complexity,” si
‘ : plexity,” since pure ch
1s ruled out as insuffici ’ e noed 1o
ent, we are led to believe th
e ‘ at we need to
: opt lthe whole regressive culture of fundamentalist Christianity
serv. ' :
revelaltif(:) ;(;latlo(ril to C;od, tlheology (based on biblical scripture and
, and such cultural and politic '
al accompani
attacks on homosexualit i : relsre soria
y, abortion, women’s rights, welf: i
: are
planning, democracy, progress, etc. - o
Materali .
o at:nah;t and evolutionary approaches to the world, in con-
Cont; gue for th.e complexity of natural/material processes, i.e
: , Le.
conts genctl evolutionary pathways that are not predetermined and,
. .
cn > Ol;ne e:st(z}:)d f(:lllly by replaying the tape oflife. Here the world
n to the full wealth of nature and hi
he ' 1story, as an ongoin
S'rocils.s of med?atlon, contradiction, and change. Darwin opf;goseg
mtelligent design” (a term that he was the first to use in its mod
ern . . . i
- s:nse’)’,(by replacing it with the contingent world of “natural
ection,” (a term we also owe to hi 1
o him). His wedge h
natural selection dramati ot e el
ized not only the force b
fae on d ly e but the endless
¢ rllge and diversity that characterized the natural world. The
0 . 3 :
) r dlls n(l)t a functional, mechanical entity like Paley’s watch, but
n endlessly varied process of evoluti ,
olutionary change, with ivi
" ' R out divine
purpose, but not without human-generated historical meaning

As Stephen Jay G 5
y Gould wrote of 5 . )
Ever Since Daraoin: rote of Darwin’s evolutionary theory in

] beh i i
. cve that the stumbhng blOCk to 1ts aCCCptaHCe dOeS not lie in any SCi
Cntlhc i y i
: dlﬁicult 'y but rather mn the radica.l philosophical content Of
arwin —in 1 VV -
D w 5 message 1n 1ts challenge to a set Of entrenched estern attl

tudes th :
at we are not yet ready to abandon. First, Darwin argues that evo
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n has no purpose. Individuals struggle to increase the representation

lutio
.. Second, Darwin

of their genes in future generations, and that is all. .

maintained that evolution has no direction; it does not lead inevitably to

higher things. Organisms become better adapted to their local environ-
ments, and that is all. . . . Third, Darwin applied a consistent philosophy

of materialism in his interpretation of nature. . ...

Yes, the world has been different ever since Darwin. But no less
exciting, instructing, or uplifting; for if we cannot find purpose in nature,
we will have to define it for ourselves. . . . I suggest that the true
ur depleted world by denying favorite

Darwinian spirit might salvage o
have control and

theme of Western arrogance—that we are meant to

dominion over the earth and its life because we are the loftiest
32

product of

a preordained process.

Likewise Freud insisted that the replacement of the religious
Weltanschauung by the scientific Weltanschauung offered the pos-
sibility of liberating humankind from its own illusions and repres-
sions, creating a wider human freedom.

To make space for materialist explanations of society as well as
nature, and to advance human freedom, Marx engaged in a cri-
tique of heaven and a critique of earth. The critique of heaven, in
this view, was a necessary but not sufficient condition for over-
coming worldly alienation, which also required for its fulfillment

the critique of earth and real-world social transformation.
Inspired by Epicurus, Marx emphasized contingency in the natu-
ral world, which served as a prerequisite for freedom in the social
world. This is why the battle over the natural world was so
important. Human society was not abstracted from nature within
Marx’s dialectical theory. “To say that man’s physical and mental
life is linked to nature,” he wrote, “simply means that nature 1s

linked to itself, for man is a part of nature.”® Indeed, Marx, like

Darwin and Freud, saw the relationship of nature and society as

one of coevolution.
Because of this consistent materk
m 1n particular has remained a crucial social found

alism, Marx’s historical materi-

alis ation from

L
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which to engage in the critique of intelligent design. It resolute}
brings a non-mechanistic, non-reductionist, materialist dialectic to
the analysis of both nature and society. As Harvard biologist and
geneticist Richard Lewontin, building on both Darwin and Marx

(if not Freud as well), has written of this uncompromising material-
ist-scientific viewpoint:

We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its
constructs, in spite of its failure to fulfill many of its extravagant promis-
es of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific community
for unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we have a prior commitment,
a commitment to materialism. It is not that the methods and institutions
of science somehow compel us to accept a material explanatfon of the
phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a pri-
ort adherence to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation
and a set of concepts that produce material explanations. No matter how
counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover,

that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine foot in the
door.?*

In Marx’s view (as in that of Darwin and Freud, Gould and
Lewontin), it was crucial to combat all attempts to wedge the
“Divine foot” in the natural and physical world. But the same
applied as well to the socio-historical world, which is equally a part
of the magisterium of materialism-humanism. The first principle of
all true science was the overcoming of religious alienation, helping
dispel illusion by enhancing human knowledge of the material
world. Just as Lucretius wrote “things come into being without the
aid of the gods,” so for Marx all human history, including the devel-
opment of human nature and capacities, the formation of new
needs, etc., is made by human beings as self-mediating beings of
nature, who exist “without the aid of the gods.”* If there is evi-
dence of design in history, it is because it has a designer—humani-
ty itself, as a result of the unending, historically contingent struggle
for development and freedom—in a continual metabolic inter-
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1 as
hange with the natural world. We can know human hlStO.I'}.f,
Ve t—if not always under conditions

i 1 use we have made i er condit
Vo within limits, a

£ our own choosing. Our relation to nature 15 also,
( .
atter of our own choosing.
i To turn to “the will of God,” in a desperate attempt to af:c?‘u}rllt
. . .
for the world around us, as Spinoza wrote, 1 to take refuge in “t

i d our
sanctuary of ignorance.” It 1s to deny human freedom an

responsibility to cach other as social beings—a}t}long rvith ouErl
ibili Le.. life itself. “Philosophy, as long as
nsibility to nature, i.e., life itse :
ileri)poof bloo}(; shall pulse in its world—subdul.ng and absolute:ly fr.ee
heaft » Marx declared, “will never grow tired of answering gs
adveljsaries with the cry of Epicurus: ‘Not the man who denies tde
d by the multitude, but he who affirms of the gods

99336

ods worshippe : rms of the
%Vhat the multitude believes about them, 1s truly impiou ;
nc
Indeed. reason, science, and human freedom only truly commence,
9

I iqui t been
as Epicurus recognized in antiquity, once the gods have at las

banished from the earth.
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