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INTRODUCTION

Amici curiae are scientists who oppose any attempt to define the nature of
science in a way that would limit their ability to follow the evidence wherever it
may lead. Since the identification of intelligent causes is a well established
scientific practice in fields such as forensic science, archaeology, and exobiology,’
Amici urge this Court to reject plaintiffs’ claim that the application of intelligent
design to biology is unscientific. Any ruling that depends upon an outdated or
inaccurate definition of science, or which attempts to define the boundaries of
science, could hinder scientific progress.

INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE

Amici are professional scientists who support academic freedom for
scientific research into the scientific theory of intelligent design. Some Amici are
scientists whose research directly addresses design in biology, physics, or
astronomy. Other Amici are scientists whose research does not bear directly upon
the intelligent design hypothesis, but feel it is a viable conclusion from the
empirical data. Finally, some Amici are skeptics of intelligent design who believe
that protecting the freedom to pursue scientific evidence for intelligent design
stimulates the advance of scientific knowledge. All Amici agree that courts should

decline to rule on the scientific validity of theories which are the subject of




vigorous scientific debate.
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Courts are ill-suited to resolve debates over the validity of controversial
scientific theories. In particular, the scientific theory of intelligent design should
not be stigmatized by the courts as less scientific than competing theories. The
advance of scientific knowledge depends on uninhibited, robust investigation
seeking the best explanation. Over time, new evidence and new perspectives on
existing evidence may require the modification of existing theories or even the
abandonment of previously accepted theories that have lost their explanatory
power.

The method of identifying intelligent causes is well established in many
scientific fields.” As a result, Amici assert that the hypothesis of intelligent design
can be an appropriate topic for discussion in a curriculum that addresses biological
origins as well as for investigation in the laboratory. Efforts to ban the scientific
theory of intelligent design from the classroom, whether by a narrow definition of
science or by a discriminatory attack on the personal motives of the scientists
conducting scientific research into intelligent design, should be rejected by the

Court.

? Id. These areas include archaeology, and the Search for Extra-Terrestrial
Intelligence (SETI) Project, which seeks to detect intelligently designed radio
signals coming from space.




Finally, litigation should not usurp the laboratory or scientific journals as the
venue where scientific disputes are resolved. Doubts as to whether a theory
adequately explains the evidence should be resolved by scientific debate, not by
court rulings. Amici urge the Court to avoid a ruling limiting the nature of science,
as it would have far-reaching detrimental effects beyond the schoolhouse doors and
into the laboratories and careers of many legitimate scientists

ARGUMENT AND CITATIONS OF AUTHORITY

I. THE NATURE OF SCIENCE IS NOT A QUESTION TO BE
DECIDED BY THE COURTS.

Intelligent design, while admittedly a minority view, is currently being
vigorously debated by scientists. For example, Cambridge University Press
recently published a volume entitled “Debating Design,” in which scientists on
both sides of the issue stated their respective cases.” Whether or not intelligent
design is ultimately widely accepted as the most persuasive explanation for
particular scientific phenomena, design theorists have formulated their theory
based upon a scientific evaluation of the empirical evidence. The current
formulation of intelligent design theory by its proponents, and its application to
recent scientific discoveries, 1s still in its youth compared to many other scientific

theories. For that very reason it is premature to conclude that one side has

* Michael Ruse and William Dembski, eds., Debating Design (Cambridge
University Press, 2004).



triumphed and the other has lost. Simply because one group of scientists favors
one interpretation, we must not relegate the other side to a category of “non-
scientists” who are ineligible to state their case. Amici strenuously object to
appeals to the judiciary to rule on the validity of a scientific theory or to rule on the
scope of science in a manner that might exclude certain scientific theories from
science. These questions should be decided by scientists, not lawyers.

II. SCIENTIFIC PROGRESS DEPENDS ON AN UNINHIBITED
SEARCH FOR TRUTH.

a. Dissent within Science is Healthy.

The scientific enterprise advances when scientists make new discoveries
cotrecting or overturning previously held theories. Scientists in many fields
operate under a “paradigm,” an overarching theory that provides a framework for
interpreting data, performing experiments, and doing further research.” Paradigms
are typically unquestioned by most scientists and reign over thinking in scientific
fields much like established law reigns over a society.

The history of science is replete with examples of novel ideas which were

given birth when scientists realized that the empirical data conflicted with reigning

* Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (2nd edit., 1970,
University of Chicago Press).




paradigms.” Scientists who observe data that conflicts with popular scientific
paradigms form innovative theories to explain the new data. Scientists
propounding these new theories often experience sharp opposition from their peers.
It is crucial that advocates of the new scientific theories be granted freedom of
inquiry to question reigning scientific ideas if scientific progress is to be possible.

b. Existing Scientific Establishments Are Sometimes Unable to
Admit Possibility of Error.

The history of science also reveals that novel scientific theories, even those
that prove successful, are often resisted by an “old guard” that defends the long-
standing paradigms. Philosophers of science teach that scientists committed to the
reigning paradigm engage in “normal science” where scientific dogmas are not
questioned.® Those practicing “normal science” typically close their ears to
dissent:

No part of the aim of normal science is to call forth new sorts of

phenomena; indeed those that will not fit the box are often not seen at

all. Nor do scientists normally aim to invent new theories, and they
are often intolerant of those invented by others.’

> Id. For example, Einstein’s theories of relativity helped explain why Newton’s
classical laws of motion made inaccurate predictions when dealing with objects
moving at very high speeds.
14

Id.
"1d. at 24.







