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Methodological naturalism is a guiding principle imposed on scientific methodology that limits
science to the consideration of natural causes alone where “natural causes” explicitly means “notsupernatural causes”. Its principle role is to protect the teaching of biological evolution in public
schools from challenges posed by evidence of design in nature where, under the scrutiny of
methodological naturalism, all such evidence is defined as “religion, not science”. However, an
objective consideration of the fundamental reasoning involved in scientific methodology leads to
the conclusion that the meaning of “natural causes” must be based on what a natural cause is, not
on what it is not. This observation leads to the surprising proposition that both law and design must
be viewed as natural causes. Further, law and design should be accepted just as we find them in
nature where it is evident that they are unified otherwise the world would be completely chaotic. If
law and design are unified in nature, they must also be unified in the natural sciences. It then follows
that if law and design are unified in the natural sciences, they must also be unified in science
education in public schools. We conclude that methodological naturalism has a legitimate role in
its oversight of the methods of science, but that oversight must be limited to the methods themselves,
not the metaphysical implications that might arise as a result of those methods. Otherwise,
methodological naturalism functions as metaphysical naturalism which is in violation of the First
Amendment of the US Constitution.

Methodological naturalism is a guiding principle imposed on scientific methodology that limits science
to the consideration of natural causes alone. This means that science cannot appeal to the supernatural in
explaining natural phenomena. This seems entirely reasonable, at least on the face of it.
I first read about this concept over twenty years ago while researching the extraordinary design-like
features in biology discovered during the last half of the twentieth century, the challenge those discoveries
presented to Darwin’s theory of evolution and the controversy over the teaching of biological evolution in
public schools. My personal perspective on these matters is probably aligned pretty much with that of most
Americans who believe that our existence is the result of the creative work of a loving God. We are here
by design, not as an accident of nature.
While the idea of teaching a naturalistic scientific account of the origins of mankind in public schools
as an alternative to the Genesis creation account may be offensive to the religious sensibilities of many
parents and students, it is nevertheless a legitimate area of investigation for the natural sciences. However,
if public education does instruct schoolchildren in such a theory, then it must be taught objectively in
accordance with the highest standard of intellectual and academic integrity.
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But “intellectual and academic integrity” is not what we find. The standard for intellectual and academic
integrity as applied today concerning evolutionary biology as taught in public education, is set so low that
no amount of adverse evidence can bring it into question. It is in effect, unchallengeable. It is dogma.
Clearly, there is more going on here than science education.
Supposedly, the purpose of methodological naturalism is to make sure that we do not entangle theistic
religion with scientific methodology such that the methodology is skewed to favor the religion. Fair enough,
but how do we know that methodological naturalism, by claiming to protect science from the prejudices of
theistic religion, is not in reality imposing the prejudices of atheism on scientific methodology?
It was obvious to me that this was precisely the case. Given the extraordinary discoveries during the
last half of the twentieth century of the design-like features that pervade all of biology, along with an
obstinate fossil record that refuses to conform to Darwin’s description of the history of life2, it was clear
that evolution, as a scientific account of the origins of mankind, was overwhelmed with insurmountable
problems. Darwinism was in trouble. It needed a “protector”, a god-father of sorts, a “fixer” that could
intercede on its behalf. Methodological naturalism serves as Darwin’s “fixer”.
Thus, there is a legitimate concern that America’s schoolchildren, under the province of methodological
naturalism, are being indoctrinated into a naturalistic creation story that undermines the foundations of
Christian faith. While it establishes its authority in the name of science, its actual scientific status is at best
that of a speculative hypothesis propped up with mountains of circumstantial evidence, endless “just-so”
stories, and censorship of any scientific evidence that might challenge its central premise: the natural
origins of mankind.
Evolution is the central dogma of all modern naturalistic religions. There is the appearance that public
education in effect serves as the evangelical arm of Humanism and other such naturalistic religions. For
example, Humanism3, recognized by the courts as a religion4, explicitly incorporates evolution as central
to its doctrinal system. Further, evolution is given favored treatment where it is protected by the courts5
which have consistently held that all challenges to evolution, regardless of the scientific merits of those
challenges, are religiously motivated and are therefore unconstitutional. In effect, through the machinations
of the U.S. Supreme Court, evolution has been institutionalized as the official creation story of America.






What is meant by natural causes is central to understanding the role of methodological naturalism in
the natural sciences. Without exception, relevant literature on this subject makes it clear that what is meant
by a “natural cause” is a cause that is explicitly not supernatural. For instance, see Alvin Platinga6, a
conservative Christian who offers a critical perspective, Barbara Forrest7 and John Rennie8 who champion
the “official” view and Iris Fry9, a committed naturalist who openly admits that …
Asserting the metaphysical neutrality of science is considered an ‘essential strategy’ in order not
to antagonize the majority of Americans who are believers and to win them over to evolution.

While I have always suspected that there was something deceptive about the way methodological
naturalism was applied in public education, I had to admit that on its face, it sounded reasonable and it was
years before I finally saw the problem. It had been sitting there the whole time “hidden in plain sight”. What
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I discovered was that methodological naturalism is based on a metaphysical definition of what a natural
cause is not, not a scientific definition of what a natural cause is. This framed the question regarding the
teaching of biological origins within a metaphysical context rather than a scientific context. This realization
then led to the obvious question: “If we reject the metaphysical definition of a natural cause based on what
it is not, what then constitutes a scientific definition of a natural cause based on what it is?” This question
is fundamental in that it serves as the pivot point by which we change the nature of the debate from the
metaphysical realm to the scientific realm. That changes everything!
Having finally come to an understanding of the nature of the problem, the way ahead became clear. I
am now able to make my case. We start with a brief review of the fundamental precepts of science which
is required to set the broader historical and philosophical context for that which follows. This context is
fundamental to my line of thinking. It cannot be ignored.






Modern science arose in Christian Europe in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, there and nowhere
else . It was the rational Christian doctrine of a knowable created order that made this possible. No other
philosophical or religious system of thought expressed a worldview that permitted the unique mindset
necessary for science to emerge. This does not mean that modern science literally emerged from Christianity
itself in terms of its doctrines and teachings. It just means that certain premises are required for the
development of modern science and those premises were preexistent in the Christian view of the world,
namely …
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We have our existence in a created order.
There is an objective reality that exists independent of the opinions and preferences of man.
The rationality of the mind of man and the rationality of the natural world are the same rationality.
Man and nature have the same rationality because they have the same Author.
There is a direct correspondence between that which the mind of man perceives and that which
actually exists in the external world11.
The universe is intelligible to the mind of man thus science is possible.
Science seeks to discover “what is”, not “what should be”.

While the intelligibility of the natural world is a great mystery for naturalists, for the early Christian
natural philosophers it was a self-evident truth. They not only held that the natural world was intelligible,
they believed that it invites exploration. From the moment of creation, it was meant that mankind should
come to an understanding of God’s created order. The driving force behind their exploration was the
conviction that by gaining knowledge of the created order, they were gaining knowledge of God.
Today the natural sciences affirm the basic premises of the teleological view of the world, its realist
epistemology and the observational, experimental and inductive methodological tradition of Francis
Bacon12. Nevertheless, even in the face of the extraordinary success of science under the teleological view,
and in the face of overwhelming evidence of design in nature, naturalists doggedly hold that there is no
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guiding intelligence behind the natural world and no scientific basis for believing that there is any ultimate
meaning and purpose to our existence. We must accept that these things are all illusions, the result of a long
chain of unguided chance processes, just another “quirk” of nature. What then, constitutes a scientific
meaning of natural causes?






The cause-and-effect interactions that continually take place throughout the universe, from fundamental
particles to atomic and molecular structure, to galaxies and galactic structure and everything in-between,
are virtually without number. The causes at work in these seemingly endless chains of cause-and-effect
interactions are observable in nature and thus by definition are regarded as natural causes. In such
interactions both cause and effect are observable. A meteor impacts the Northern Arizona desert causing a
great crater. The meteor was the cause, the crater was the effect. Lightning strikes nearby and a few seconds
later we hear deafening thunder. Lightening was the cause and thunder was the effect. Examples are endless.
We make a distinction however, between these natural systems of observable cause-and-effect
interactions and the underlying physical laws, regulating principles, and causal mechanisms that govern
their interactions. It is these underlying laws, principles and mechanisms that are the concern of science at
this most fundamental level of the natural sciences and it is at this level that we seek an understanding of
what is meant by natural causes. To gain such understanding we must look, as Bacon said, to the natural
world itself.
We routinely refer to these underlying laws, principles and mechanisms as “causes” but it only takes a
cursory examination to show that physical laws and regulating principles alone cause nothing. It is
mechanisms that are the causes of physical phenomenon, and it is an understanding of those mechanisms
in terms of the physical laws and principles that govern their actions that constitute scientific explanations
of fundamental phenomena in the natural world. As for these causal mechanisms, they are due to the
existence of potential energy fields (like gravity) and the forces that arise from those fields. The spatial and
temporal manifestation of these forces in atomic and molecular structure, along with the properties of spacetime itself, account for the observed properties of matter and the behavior of the natural world. We may
rightly call them “natural” forces in that they are not only resident and operative within the natural world,
they are “written” into nature as integral parts of the natural world itself.
No one questions the ability of these natural-law-based systems to account for the mechanics of the
nonliving world, but are they sufficient in and of themselves to account for life and things like
consciousness, mind and self-awareness? How does science explain intelligence and reason, and the higher
things of mind like purpose and meaning, the sense of good and evil, right and wrong, love and hate, joy,
wonder, truth, and faith? And what about free-will? Is free-will just an illusion? Are such things simply
emergent properties of the natural world?
The naturalistic view holds that life and mind and all that mind entails are natural phenomena since
they of necessity emerged from matter and as such are (so they say) simply a result of our evolutionary past
and fully explainable in terms of unguided chance processes alone. The monotheistic view of the world
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would simply say that these things were preexistent in the mind of the Creator and are an intrinsic part of
our being because we are created in the image of God.
Rene Descartes described mankind in terms of a mind-body dualism13. The human body is made of
material nonliving substance that has (so far as we know) no innate capacity for consciousness, selfawareness, sensation, and reasoning. Mind, which is immaterial, not only inhabits the body, it possesses
the body giving it consciousness and life. However, if mind arose from matter through natural means, then
what is the nature of that connection between mind and body? How does inanimate matter take on
consciousness?
The naturalist rejects Descartes’ mind-body dualism and assumes that there is nothing in the natural
world, including living organisms, that can be equated to anything more or anything different than the sum
of its parts (the reductionist view). Whatever the material constituents may be that make up a living
organism, it is a given that those constituents were present in the material world before that organism was
formed. Materially, nothing new or different has been added, and nothing has been taken away. Over time
(so they say), complexity of arrangement developed and from this complexity, life emerged. Naturalists
know that this is true because it has to be true. The alternative is unthinkable.






While it may be true that observability and testability are the crucial activities that underlie scientific
methodology, and while it may be true that science cannot observe supernatural causes, it is also true that
there are essential aspects of nature which themselves are nonmaterial and therefore cannot be directly
observed by science—for instance, things like physical laws, principles and causal mechanism. These laws,
principles, and mechanisms not only exist as abstract conceptions of the mind, they are also present and
operative in the natural world. They do not just appear to be laws, principles, and mechanisms. They are
laws, principles, and mechanisms, and scientifically they are treated as integral parts of the natural world
because they are operative within the natural world. We know they are operative within the natural world
because we observe their effects in the natural world.
Further, the behavior of these laws, principles, and mechanisms are rigorously described in abstract
mathematical terms where the parameters and functional form of the mathematical equations—which
themselves are nonphysical and can only be “observed” and understood within the realm of mind—are
deeply embedded in physical reality. But if we cannot observe the laws, principles, and mechanisms that
govern the operation and behavior of the natural world, how then is science to proceed?
Causal mechanisms and their governing laws and principles are inferred through observation of the
effects they produce in the natural world. We don’t see the laws, principles, and mechanisms themselves;
we see their effects and from those effects we infer their existence and their properties. Neither do we
observe the mathematical equations of physics in nature. Rather, we observe relationships between physical
parameters that can be described mathematically, and from those observations we infer the mathematical
form of these relationships and the values of any physical constants that may arise, all determined through
observations in which physical parameters are quantified through carefully designed experiments.
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Science observes effects and infers causes.
Newton’s law of gravity is an example of a physical law. Conservation of energy is an example of a
regulating principle, and the attractive forces between bodies resulting from their gravitational fields is a
mechanism that acts in the natural world. Through this kind of reasoning, we conclude that all observable
natural phenomena have natural causes. They are natural causes because they are present and operative in
the natural world, and we know that they are present and operative in the natural world because we observe
their effects. So, when it comes to the fundamental laws, principles and mechanisms of nature, it is in this
sense and only this sense that we can say that science “observes” causes in nature. We conclude that …
Every natural effect must have a natural cause where the
nature of the effect reflects the nature of the cause.
So again, what do we mean by natural causes? Let us proceed by agreeing that we should assume a
model of the natural world as a closed, self-contained system of cause-and-effect relationships that operates
moment-by-moment on its own without intervention from outside that system by a transcendent intelligent
agency. This closed self-contained model of the natural world also provides the appropriate framework for
an understanding of scientific methodology. Accordingly, a definition of natural causes that “fits” that
framework and which is constructed independent of, and without reference to, any metaphysical
assumptions is …
Natural causes are those causes that are present and operative in the natural
world that produce observable effects that can be subjected to scientific study.
This rational definition of natural causes makes no judgment one way or the other about the
supernatural. If a cause is present and operative in the natural world such that it produces observable effects
that can be subjected to scientific investigation, then scientifically it may rightly be called a “natural cause”.
Natural causes so defined are restricted to the narrow question concerning the operation and behavior of
the natural world and make no reference to the broader ontological questions concerning the ultimate cause
or nature of the natural world. The ultimate cause behind these natural causes, whether it be material or
supernatural, is forever beyond the reach of the natural sciences and consequently forever off limits to
methodological naturalism. Methodological naturalism can only go where science can go and science
cannot penetrate the transcendent realm. The legitimate concern of methodological naturalism is scientific
methodology, not the ontology of the natural world.
Scientifically, this understanding of natural causes is consistent both with the views held by early
Christian natural philosophers who believed in God, and present-day naturalistic scientists who do not. We
can accept that in principle methodological naturalism is a metaphysically neutral concept but only if: (1) it
employs a scientific definition of natural causes based on what a natural cause is rather than what it is not,
(2) it is restricted to the narrow questions concerning those things which can be observed by the methods of
science, and (3) it is indifferent to metaphysical implications that may arise from scientific observations,
even if they are teleological in nature. Otherwise, it functions as metaphysical naturalism.
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How then should science treat the design-like features observed in biology? It turns out that biologists
provided that answer many years ago. In the face of evidence that simply could not be ignored, scientists
in cellular biology set aside whatever antagonism they may have had toward the idea of design in biology
and chose to get on with the science. Because evidence of design in biology was so pervasive and so
compelling, they had no choice but to follow that evidence, and it led them to an extraordinary new field of
research called systems biology.
The field of systems biology that emerged in the biological sciences during the 1990’s was founded,
not on chance-based Darwinian principles, but on design and information principles taken from the wellestablished fields of systems engineering and information theory. It may be that many of these scientists
give a metaphysical nod to Darwin but in their science, they follow design principles (reverse engineering)
and no one calls them heretics because they do. Today in the biological sciences, systems biology is where
the cutting-edge research is performed. It also provides a de facto admission that design is present in the
natural world.






Reason tells us that whatever the ultimate cause of the universe might have been, the universe itself
will reflect the nature of that cause. The material world will testify as to its true ontological nature:
meaningful or meaningless, purposeful or purposeless, teleological or materialistic. It is what it is. We
cannot force it to be other than that which it is no matter how abhorrent the ontological message of the
universe might be to some.
Here at the boundary between the material and nonmaterial realms, between the natural and the
supernatural, between the universe and its cause, between life and its cause, and between mankind and his
cause, science encounters its limitation. That limitation is defined by what science can and cannot observe.
This boundary is like a veil, a veil beyond which science cannot see. We may make inferences about that
which might lie beyond the veil based on what we observe on this side of the veil, but scientifically, that is
as far as we can go. Here, on this side of the veil, science, under the watchful eye of methodological
naturalism, may make discoveries that have teleological implications, but methodological naturalism has
nothing to say regarding those implications. Its license pertains only to scientific methodology, not the
metaphysical implications of its findings.
This is where the deception takes place today. Methodological naturalism pretends to guard scientific
methodology when in reality, it guards naturalism from the threat posed by evidence of design in nature. It
poses as a methodological device but is exercised as a metaphysical weapon.
Our expectation is that there will be a deep coherence between what we observe on this side of the veil
and that which lies beyond the veil. If “nothing” lies beyond the veil, then we might expect that there will be
nothing on this side of the veil to give evidence that there is something “over there”. We can never directly
confirm this coherence in a scientific sense because scientifically we can never look “over there” to see what
is there. But it is reasonable to believe that it might be true. If there is “nothing” beyond the veil then
naturalism must be true and the natural world can have no ultimate meaning beyond itself. However,
logically, if the world has no meaning, we could never know that it has no meaning. As C. S. Lewis noted,14
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“If the whole universe has no meaning, we should never have found out that it has no meaning; just as, if
there were no light in the universe and therefore no creatures with eyes, we should never know that it was
dark. Dark would be a word without meaning.”
If naturalism is true, how could we know it is true? Naturalism would be a word without meaning, yet,
here we are talking about it as if it has meaning. Lewis’ reasoning compels us to conclude that naturalism
is a meaningful concept and therefore cannot be true.






The ultimate origin of the physical laws we see at work in the natural world are generally of little
concern to the normal practice of the scientist and more a subject of interest to philosophers and theologians.
But all—scientist, philosopher, and theologian alike—should be quite interested in the obvious: the
existence of physical laws in nature infers the existence of a law-giver. As argued by William Paley15, the
existence of a watch necessitates a watchmaker. Likewise, the existence of law necessitates a law-giver.
Even Einstein embraced this view. In a letter16 to M. Berkowitz in 1950, he wrote “God is a mystery. But
a comprehensible mystery. I have nothing but awe when I observe the laws of nature. There are not laws
without a lawgiver …”.
Today naturalistic scientists reject the idea of a divine law-giver for purely metaphysical reasons while
accepting the place of physical law in the natural world quietly assuming that since physical law is a
“natural” phenomenon, then its ultimate origins must also be “natural”, i.e., “non-supernatural”. But such
reasoning is non sequitur. One does not necessarily follow the other. It all depends on what is meant by
“natural causes”.
Design is also an abstract conception of mind. In fact, design and law are of the same cognitive category.
Why should design be treated differently than law? Is design, like law, a real part of the natural world that
is present and operative within the natural world that produces observable effects that can be subjected to
scientific investigation? We accept the concept of “law in nature”, why can’t we in the same way treat the
concept of “design in nature”? Everyone agrees that there are natural laws. Why not natural designs?
Transcendent design—assuming there is such a thing—entails the specification and ordering of the
natural world. It is supposed that this specification and ordering is comprehensive, uniform and fixed having
been predetermined and imposed on the natural world from the beginning thereby providing the framework
within which universal and unchanging natural laws and principles operate. These laws and principles
regulate and control the physical processes that take place in the natural world. From the teleological
perspective, while the functions served by law and design in nature are different, they are interdependent,
working together to serve an intended end, that end being our present world.
Naturalists say that trying to blend the scientific (law) with the teleological (design) is nonsense, like
blending science and religion. However, it is self-evident that law and design are similar in important ways.
Both are abstract conceptions of mind, both are of the same cognitive category, the effects of both are
observable, and both are subject to the observational, experimental and inductive methodological tradition
of Francis Bacon. And yes, both point to intelligent agency. So, it is reasonable to suppose that law and
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design, in respect of their similarities, should be treated the same way in the natural sciences. That would
also require that they receive the same treatment under methodological naturalism and in public education.
But they do not. Given that they are of the same cognitive category, why is the concept of law permitted
in science education in public schools while design is prohibited? We already know the “official” answer:
“design is religion” and it goes without saying that “law is science”.
These properties concerning the nature of law introduce an interesting dilemma. Given the implications
for a law-giver that arise from the appearance of physical laws operating in the natural world, it would seem
that the scientific establishment would object because of its teleological implications. But the establishment
is understandably silent on this question because science, without physical laws, is stripped of its great
explanatory power. Further, we would find ourselves once again wandering in the wilderness of Aristotelian
natural philosophy17 thereby throwing out the basis for 500 years of spectacular scientific advances. So,
why does the concept of law get a “pass” from methodological naturalism while the concept of design is
fervently condemned?
The concept of law gets a “pass” from methodological naturalism because of its historical association
with the mechanical philosophy18 that emerged in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries from Newton’s
laws of mechanics. While Christian natural philosophers were eventually able to reconcile the mechanical
philosophy with the teleological view of nature, radical enlightenment philosophers adopted that
philosophy as a platform for advancing their naturalistic view of nature. That philosophy, silent and
invisible, lives on today in public education. It was this historical contingency that arose in the seventeenth
century that set the stage for the present controversy.






There is no conflict between law and design in the natural sciences. The conflict is between two
metaphysical views of the world. A naturalistic meaning of natural causes is necessary to the defense of the
naturalistic view of the world and is based, not on what a natural cause is, but on what it is not, where what
it is not is “supernatural”. Its mission is to exclude, not define. A scientific and metaphysically neutral
definition of natural causes must be based on what it is, "an integral part of the natural world that is present
and operative within the natural world”. Its mission is to define, not exclude.
We detect both law and design in nature through observation, experimentation and inductive reasoning,
and both point to intelligent agency. The justification for treating design as an integral part of the natural
world is exactly the same as it is for treating law as an integral part of the natural world. You cannot explain
the natural world apart from both law and design. They are integral parts of a single whole. You may argue
that the appearance of law and design in nature are the result of unguided chance processes alone, but sound
reasoning forbids that you throw out one (design) under the accusation that it is “religion” while keeping
the other (law) under the claim that it is “science”. Likewise, we must conclude that whatever religious
status you assign to design, you must also assign to law. If you say that “design is religion”, you must also
say that “law is religion”. That of course in nonsense. It does however, serve to emphasize the irrationality
of the current paradigm, “design is religion”.
Both law and design are present and operative in nature, and both are nonphysical conceptions of mind
that are unobservable except through their effects. Law points to a law-giver. Design points to a designer.
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Just as we establish that law is present and operative in nature by inference from its effects, likewise we
establish that design is present and operative in nature by inference from its effects. This rational meaning
of natural causes leads to a general principle …
If you can observe it, it is natural, and if it is natural, it has a natural
cause, and whether that cause reflects law or whether it reflects design,
it can be subjected to scientific investigation.
If we are to fully understand the place of law and design in the natural sciences, they must be taken
together, just as we find them in nature, where, from quarks to living creatures to the cosmos, they act
together to account for the order and rationality we observe in the natural world. This leads us to an
inescapable conclusion: law and design are unified in nature. If they weren’t unified in nature, all would be
chaos. Further, the case can be made that because of the extraordinary anthropological fine-tuning19
observed throughout nature, every aspect of the natural world, both living and nonliving, appears to be
“fitted” to conform to a single unifying principle: the centrality of the place of mankind in the cosmos. It
seems that we are what the cosmos is all about. What possible objection could the scientific establishment
have to such a proposition other than the fact that it challenges their naturalistic view of the world?
In his book Nature’s Destiny, Michael Denton20 argues convincingly for the teleological view of nature
and the central place of mankind in the cosmic scheme of things. He also expresses the belief that future
scientific advances would confirm that thesis with absolute certainty. The present argument for the
unification of law and design in nature contributes persuasively to Denton’s thesis.






Any theory about the origins of mankind, whether naturalistic or teleological in nature, goes to the very
heart of what it means to be human. It touches on our understanding of our place in the cosmos, our view
of good and evil, how we should live our lives, how we should treat our fellow man, our view of eternity
and whether there is meaning and purpose to our existence. Darwinism is such an origins story, a naturalistic
creation story, one that reaches far beyond the boundaries of science where its principle effect (whether
intended or not) is the indoctrination of school children into a naturalistic religion that (without saying so)
provides students with a “scientific” alternative to the Genesis creation account. But, it does something else
(also without saying so). It touches (whether intended or not) on our views concerning the proper
relationship between the people and their government, i.e., the social contract, and the political philosophy
on which the terms of that contract are based.
The American founding was unique in all of history. What made that founding so unique was the terms
of the social contract upon which it was based. Our nation was founded on natural law principles that
presuppose a certain relationship between the people, their God and their government. These precepts
derive directly from the Declaration of Independence, namely: the supremacy of the Laws of Nature and of
Nature’s God; the equality of all men in the eyes of God; the natural Rights given by the Creator to all
men; and the place of government ordained by God in protecting the natural Rights of men. The Founders
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believed that it was only through a founding in these natural law precepts that the people could secure and
enjoy the blessings of liberty.
Acknowledgement of God as Creator and Father of all mankind was central to the American founding.
Yet in public schools, our children are being taught a “scientific” creation story about the origins of man
based on Darwinism that explicitly has no place for a divine creator. If Darwin was right, then there is no
place for a creator in the social contract. Neither are there self-evident truths. We have no so-called natural
rights, the state (not God) is supreme, and the principles of justice are established according to the laws of
men rather than the laws of God. Thus, the effect of teaching the Darwinian creation story in public schools
is to undermine both the foundations of Christian faith and the founding precepts of the American Republic,
thus preparing young minds for life in a secular state governed by progressive-socialistic philosophies.
If your objective is the overthrow of the American Republic from the inside out and to then establish a
secular socialistic state in its place, this is where you start: with the children, in public schools where you
teach them about Darwin’s naturalistic theory of the origins of mankind and purposely ban any evidence
that might suggest that there might be a guiding intelligence behind it all. It should be no surprise that after
over thirty years of Darwin-only educational policy mandated by the Supreme Court, such ways of thinking
are now well established in our state and national politics.
The road to socialism is smooth, down-hill, wide, seductive and with a tailwind. And it is one-way. Or,
as blogger Larry Lambert put it21, “The problem with socialism is that you can vote your way into it but
you need to shoot your way out of it”. I might add the footnote, “…assuming you still have guns to shoot”.
Public education officials acknowledge the implicit trust that parents place in public schools that the
classroom will not be used to indoctrinate their children into a particular religious view of the world. That
trust must extend as well to political philosophies, where parents assume that the public school classroom
will not be used for political indoctrination. Nevertheless, in complete disregard of this trust, the teaching
of Darwinism in our public schools as undisputed fact undermines both theistic religious faith and the
founding precepts of the American Republic.






In summary, the case has been made for a scientific rather than a metaphysical meaning of natural
causes based on what a natural cause is, not what it is not. For every natural effect observed in nature, there
must be a natural cause, irrespective of its metaphysical implications. This scientific approach to defining
natural causes leads to the proposition that since law and design are of the same cognitive category, and
because both produce distinctive effects that infer correspondingly distinctive causes (law is inferred from
law-like features, design is inferred from design-like features), then both must be viewed as natural causes.
Further, the extraordinary ordering and anthropological fine-tuning of the universe compels the proposition
that law and design are unified in nature around a single principle: the centrality of the place of mankind in
the universe.
If law and design are unified in nature, they must also be unified in the natural sciences, and if they are
unified in the natural sciences, they must likewise be unified in the teaching of the natural sciences in public
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education. Methodological naturalism may be imposed on scientific methodology, but its legitimate
regulatory function over methodology cannot be subject to the metaphysical implications that might arise
as a result of that methodology. To license such power would constitute imposing a naturalistic metaphysics
on scientific methodology. Methodological naturalism must therefore be indifferent to metaphysical
implications whether they be naturalistic or teleological in nature. These implications may be relevant to a
philosophy of nature and a view of the world, but they are off-limits to science and its methods.
The two great explanatory principles of the natural world are not law and chance but law and design.
In this causal system, chance is still important, but it is axiomatic that in a rational universe chance must
forever be confined to the limitations imposed by the physical laws and principles of the system within
which it operates. Chance, because of its contingent nature, can never be more than a secondary derivative
cause. Further, no rational argument or experiment has ever proven otherwise22.
By all appearances and in light of the lack of any plausible naturalistic account of life, mind, and
consciousness, it is reasonable to suppose that law and design had their origins in a preexisting transcendent
mind with the capacity to create our present material universe according to some master plan that was laid
down before the beginning of time to fulfill an intended end. This proposition arises, not from religious
dogma or revelation, but from natural philosophy alone. The Declaration of Independence was written
under the presumption of this teleological view of the world thus a conclusion of natural philosophy cannot,
for First Amendment purposes, be treated as religion just because it has teleological implications. To do so
would be to say that under the First Amendment, the Declaration of Independence, with its reference to
God and the Creator, is unconstitutional. The fields of natural philosophy and religion may overlap in
important ways, but natural philosophy cannot on that basis be classified as religion 23.
The concepts introduced here concerning our understanding of what is meant by “natural causes”
establishes a completely different framework for thinking about the relationship between science and
religion. It also exposes the fallacy of the superficial reasoning employed by the courts in prohibiting the
teaching of creationism by Edwards24 and intelligent design by Kitzmiller25 in public schools. The great
error of these courts was their failure to distinguish between a theory of science and the religious
implications of that theory. Whether by ignorance or deceit, the net effect has been great offense to the First
Amendment and the religious liberty rights of the American people.
In respect of religious neutrality, students and their parents should be informed of the religious
implications any theory concerning the origins of mankind will have for both our view of nature, our
understanding of our place in the cosmos and the founding precepts of the American republic. Otherwise,
we must assume that the purpose of teaching Darwinism to schoolchildren is to indoctrinate them into a
naturalistic view of the world and a secular progressive-socialistic political philosophy.
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