Big Change or Little?

by Creatorworship
On June 23rd Louisiana Governor Jindal signed into law the Louisiana Science Education Act (LSEA).  The law says in part, “The State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, upon request of a city, parish, or other local public school board, shall allow and assist teachers, principals, and other school administrators to create and foster an environment within public elementary and secondary schools that promotes critical thinking skills, logical analysis, and open and objective discussion of scientific theories being studied including, but not limited to, evolution, the origins of life, global warming, and human cloning…  A teacher shall teach the material presented in the standard textbook supplied by the school system and thereafter may use supplemental textbooks and other instructional materials to help students understand, analyze, critique, and review scientific theories in an objective manner, as permitted by the city, parish, or other local public school....  This Section shall not be construed to promote any religious doctrine, promote discrimination for or against a particular set of religious beliefs, or promote discrimination for or against religion or non-religion.”
How big of an effect will this have on science education in Louisiana and across the nation?  It will certainly set a precedent for other states like Michigan considering similar legislation.  On the other hand many like John Timmer are saying, “The bill has been opposed by every scientific society that has voiced a position on it. American Association for the Advancement of Science CEO Alan Leshner warned that the bill would ‘unleash an assault against scientific integrity, leaving students confused about science and unprepared to excel in a modern workforce.’"  I believe instead that it will open up the possibility of intellectual integrity in studying science theories and evidence in the classroom.  Look at the evidence and decide which theory best explains it.  This will increase students’ interest in science rather than reduce it, because many students already reject macroevolution as the total explanation, dismissing science as irrelevant.  Others blindly accept what they are told without questioning, that is, without critical thinking.
What could be the problem with increased interest in science, critical thinking, and intellectual honesty?  A comment on a blog about the legislation quotes from an article called “LSEA: Innovative Idea or Threat?” concerning what the science establishment fears and then the blogger responds:  "’Opponents fear that Louisiana teachers are now free to present evolution and other targeted topics as matters of debate rather than broadly accepted science, and could have national implications.’  ...Ignorant statement.  The author commits the fallacy of equivocation [purposely misleading].  Micro-evolution (adaptation and variation within and at the species level) is well accepted and there is no debate.  There is widespread debate on macro-evolution (changes above the species level).”  Is the assertion by this blogger true?  Do creationist’s and Intelligent Design adherents accept microevolution?  Yes, they do.  But is there scientific evidence that macroevolution (change resulting in new species) does not occur?  There is.  A number of years ago I discovered that evolutionists were some of the best sources of information on the difficulties with evolution.  I was writing a paper for a graduate course on why cells could not evolve from non-living precursors.  Almost all of my quotes came from evolutionists explaining why others ideas didn’t work.  It seems that evolutionists admit to severe shortcomings of their theory to each other, but close ranks and want to disallow open discussion with the public, creationists, or students.   They claim that there is no debate on this “broadly accepted science” and therefore any dissenting voice is a “threat”.  I would agree that it is a threat to the science establishment even as Galileo’s ideas were a threat to the natural philosophers of his day, but it is not a threat to science.  As John West of the Discovery Institute asked, “Why is it unconstitutional for a teacher to point out that mutations are almost always harmful and in just a few cases neutral, which poses a huge problem if you believe all the major innovations in life were driven by a blind process of natural selection and random mutations?  That answer is, it’s not unconstitutional.”  Nor is it anti-scientific, but it could result in the big change of rescuing science from the dogma of evolution.  I applaud the Louisiana government for attempting to fortify real learning and think that it is past time other states like our own follow their lead.
