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A school board in the state of Georgia was recently ordered by a judge to remove from all 
of its biology textbooks a sticker that read,  

 
"This textbook contains material on evolution. Evolution is a theory, not a fact, 
regarding the origin of living things."  

 
The sticker was the school board’s solution to exhortations from proponents of Intelligent 
Design (ID), an idea intended to replace the theory of evolution. Intelligent Design is 
purported to be a scientific theory of the origin of life and thus, its supporters reason, 
should be taught alongside evolution in high school science classes. The apparent 
existence of a scientific alternative to evolution is what compelled the Georgia state 
school board to take recourse to its sticker.  
 
The remainder of this paper will begin by describing the ideas underlying ID and the 
claims made by proponents of ID. Chief among these claims is that ID is a scientific 
theory. This will be followed by popular criticisms of ID and finally, a discussion of the 
judge’s decision to have the school board’s stickers removed.  
 
Underlying ID is the notion that everything in the universe, life in particular, developed 
under the direction of some form of intelligence. Advocates of ID claim that the manifest 
complexity of living things can be adequately explained only by positing an intelligent 
designer.  
 
Supporters of ID claim furthermore that the idea of an intelligent designer is incompatible 
with the theory of evolution, which maintains that living systems have developed under 
the influence only of observable forces.  
 
Most importantly, proponents of ID assert that ID is a scientific theory because it can be 
empirically verified. This is essential to their bid to have ID taught in science classes, 
commensurably with evolution. 
 
Each of these claims is of course systematically refuted by critics of ID. The first claim is 
countered by noting that complexity in no way makes it necessary to invoke an intelligent 
designer. For, even if existing non-ID theories of the origin of life do not adequately 
explain the complexity of living things, it does not follow that no non-ID theory ever 
will.  
 
In response to the second claim made above, opponents of ID maintain that a theory 
involving ID does not preclude a theory of evolution. This claim, they say, places ad hoc 
bounds of what an intelligent designer is capable of. Certainly, a sufficiently intelligent 
designer could arrange to have life develop via natural selection. 
 
The criticism that is meant to send ID furthest into disrepute holds that ID is not a 
scientific theory. Here, critics argue that there is no experiment that could discern 
something that has been designed intelligently from something that has not. This in turn 
is because ID proposes that everything has been designed intelligently. Any experiment 
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meant to test this proposition would, by definition, affirm it. Opponents to ID conclude 
that ID is not scientific because it is not testable, as any scientific theory must be. 
 
In conclusion, none of the central claims made by advocates of ID go without rebuttal 
from opponents of ID. To me, the status of ID as a scientific theory is dubious and so, I 
do not think that ID has any place in a science classroom.  
 
However, I also think that it would be equally as unscientific not to consider scientific 
alternatives to the theory of evolution. My understanding of theories is that they are 
tentative propositions rather than facts and that they cannot in principle be proven. For 
this reason, I agree with the content of the Georgia state school board’s sticker, which 
makes no mention of ID. The school board may do well to place similar stickers on 
science books of all sorts, if only to emphasize that science is dynamic and changes as 
does our understanding of nature. 
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