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by Keith Lockitch

egal and political battle lines

have been drawn across the
country over the teaching of
ointelligent designéifthe view
that life is so complex it must
be the product of a ohigher
intelligence.0 The central is-
sue under debate is whether
ointelligent designd is, in fact,

a genuine scientipc theory or
merely a disguised form of re-
ligious advocacy ficreationism
in camouyage.

Proponents of ointelligent
designo aggressively market
their viewpoint as real science,
insisting it is not religiously
based. Writes one leading ad-
vocate, Michael Behe: 0The
conclusion of intelligent design
yows naturally from the data it-
selffnot from sacred books or
sectarian beliefs.o

Proponents of ointelligent
designo claim that Darwinian
evolution is a fundamentally
yawed theoryfithat there are
certain complex features of liv-
ing organisms evolution simply

cannot explain, but which can
be explained as the handiwork
of an ointelligent designer.6
Their viewpoint is not reli-
giously based, they insist, be-
cause it does not require that the
ointelligent designeré be God.
0Design,6 writes another lead-
ing proponent, William Demb-
ski, orequires neither magic nor
miracles nor a creator.6
Indeed, odesigno apparent-
ly requires surprisingly little of
the odesignerdsd identity: oln-
ferences to design,0 contends
Behe, 0do not require that we
have a candidate for the role of
designer.6 According to its ad-
vocates, the odesigner6 respon-
(continued on page 4)
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by Peter Schwartz

white distinctions, no prm demar-
cation between good and evilFiin

life or in politics. This is the as-

sumption underlying Justice An-
tonin Scaliads recent assertion that
ogovernment derives its authority
from God,6 since only religious
faith can supposedly provide mor-
al constraints on human action.

And what draws people to

this bizarre premisefithe prem-

ise that there is no rational basis

for refraining from murder, rape

or anarchism? The leftds persis-

oes morality depend upon re-

ligion? Most people believe
it does, which is a major reason
behind the appeal of the religious
right. People believe that without
faith in a supernatural authority,
we can have no moral valuesfino
moral absolutes, no black-and-

tent assault on moral values.

That is, liberals characteristi-

cally renounce moral absolutes

in favor of moral grayness. They
insist, for example, that criminals

should not be reviled, but should
be seen as tragic products of their
osocial environmentéfithat teen-

age mothers are just as entitled
to welfare checks as wage-earn-
ers are to their paychecks, and
that to deny welfare benepts for
a child born into a family already
receiving welfare is, as the ACLU
declares, to ounconstitutionally
coerce women(s reproductive de-
cisionsofithat America is moral-
ly equivalent to its enemies, with
our own policies having provoked
the Sept. 11 attacks and our ouni-
lateralisto actions in Iraq being no
different from any forcible occu-
pation of one nation by another.
Repulsed by such egalitar-
ian, anti-Ojudgmentald absur-
dities, many people disavow
what they regard as leftismds
essence: secularism, and turn
to religion for their values.
(continued on page 2)
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by Rebecca Knapp

From the Editor: TUG& mission is
to change the intellectual climate
on college campuses, so we like to
keep tabs on the current campus
culturewhat issues students pnd
important, what opinions they pnd
compelling, and what type of argu-
mentation they use to support their
beliefs. We look both for horror sto-
ries and for instances in which the
ideas we support are taking root.
This column is a way of summing
up those observations and thereby
identifying basic ideological trends

within university circles.

We are always on the lookout
for articles to include in this col-
umniiif you notice something in
your campus paper that you think
we should mention, please write
to mail@the-undercurrent.com.

Religion isbecomingapolitical
issue in the culture at large.
Abortion, stem-cell research,
euthanasia, homosexuality, intel-
ligent designiieven the owar on
terrorofeach of these debates is
linked to religious beliefs. With
the conservatives strengthening
ties to the Christian religion and
a Supreme Court that has become
predominately conservative, reli-
gion is maneuvering its way into
a real position of power within
American politics. We at The
Undercurrent, being staunchly
opposed to every form of mys-

ticism, religious or otherwise,
wondered how religion has been
faring on campus. Hoping to dis-
COver some pro-reason sentiment,
we surveyed a range of publica-
tions at major universities.

To our dismay, we found little
to no criticism of religion any-
where in campus culture. In fact,
many students think that their
peers are not religious enough.
Articles abound to deplore the
commercialism of Christianity,
beseeching students to rediscover
religionds essence. In a Cornell
Review piece subtitled 6Campus
Catholicism missing good old-
fashioned pre and brimstone,6
Jeff Racho writes that religion has
become too trendy and folksy:

0Thereislittle...majesty inthe
Kumbaya Mass at Annabel Tay-
lor Hall. The organ is long gone,
having been replaced by the gui-

tar... Even the traditional wafer
has been replaced by a bite-sized
bit of grainy bread...for which
the Bohemian Bourgeoisie pay a
premium at WWegemands to show
how dgranolad they really are.6
Lucas Kwong in the Yale
Herald agrees, 0What Christi-
anity needs is not an exorbitant
media blitz, but instead a mass
of disciples committed to liv-
ing out the implications of faith
in the 21st century.6
The Emory Wheel seems
promising at prst, with its sarcas-
tic critique of religious websites.
(ONonbelievers are subjected to the
site@s air-tight logicFfor instance,
if someone in the comic is gay or
believes in evolution, that person
is drawn ugly.6) Unfortunately, the
author concludes the diatribe, not
by discarding religion, but by en-
(continued on page 6)

Moral Values
Without Religion

(continued from front page)

But this is a false alternative.
Secularism is simply a viewpoint
that disclaims religion; what it em-
braces, though, may be rational or
not. And the absurdities of the left
stem precisely from its irrational-
ityAits pervasive emotionalism,
its insistence on doing whatever
ofeels right,0 its contention that
there are no pxed truths, its cre-
do that morality is anything one
wishes it to be. The left maintains
that no objective principles exist to
validate moral judgments. From
its multicultural equalization of all
societiesfisavage or civilizedfito
its belief in an indepnable, oevolv-
ingd Constitution, the left rejects
the logic of objective standards
and enshrines the arbitrariness of
subjectivism. Thus, what the leftis
opponents should disavow is not
secularism per se, but rather the
replacement of a religious variant
of unreasonifblind faithAwith a
secular variant: blind feelings.

The real alternative to the left-
ist claptrap is a morality of rea-
son. Such a morality begins with

the individuals life as the primary
value and identipes the further val-
ues that are demonstrably required
to sustain that life. It observes that
manis nature demands that we live
not by random urges or by animal
instincts, but by the faculty that
distinguishes us from animals and
on which our existence fundamen-
tally depends: rationality.

With reason as its cardinal
value, this code of individualism
espouses pxed principles and cat-
egorical moral judgments. It de-
mands, for instance, that the ini-
tiation of forceAthe antithesis of
reasonfibe denounced and that
an unbridgeable moral chasm be
recognized between the criminal
and the non-criminal.

Since life requires man to pro-
duce what he needs, productive-
ness is a moral valuefthereby
making moral opposites out of
the industrious worker and the
parasitic welfare recipient. Since
life requires man to use his own
judgment rather than submissive-
ly accept the assertions of others,
independence is a moral valuefy

making moral opposites out of the
person (or nation) acting on his
own rational convictions and the
one deferring to the consensus of
his neighbors (or the U.N.). Since
life requires the mind, mans po-
litical system must allow him to
use it, i.e., freedom is a moral val-
uefmaking moral opposites out
of America, the defender of lib-
erty, and Americals enemies, who
seek libertyGs destruction.

Amorality of reason counters
the relativism and the undiscrim-
inating otoleranceo of the left.

It also counters a morality of
faith, and establishes a genuine
oculture of life.6 Individualism
upholds your sovereignty over
your liferand refuses to subor-
dinate the preservation of that life

to, say, the preservation of em-
bryonic stem cells in some petri
dish. Individualism defends your
inalienable right to your life, in-
cluding your right to end itFand
evaluates, say, opposition to as-
sisted-suicide as a desecration of
human life, since forcing some-
one to live who wishes to die is
no less evil than forcing some-
one to die who wishes to live.
There is indeed morality with-
out religionfa morality, not of
dogmatic commands, but of ratio-
nal values and of unbreached re-
spect for the life of the individual.

Peter Schwartz is chairman
emeritus of the board of direc-
tors of the Ayn Rand Institute in
Irvine, California.
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by Quinn Wyndham Price

he ongoing controversy over

the teaching of creationism
in public schools is portrayed by
some as a battle between supersti-
tious ignorance and scientipc en-
lightenment. So far, from this per-
spective, the race has gone to the
swift and the battle to the strong:
in the 880s, defenders of evolution
succeeded in outlawing the teach-
ing of ocreation science,6 and in
recent months they prevailed again
in defeating ointelligent designo in
the Kitzmiller vs. Dover decision.

While defenders of science
may have won the latest battle,
they have not yet won the war.
In fact, the conyict between the
theory of evolution and creation-
ism is not fundamentally a scien-
tipc one. It is not ignorance that
breeds creationism, but a basic
outlook about what science isand
why it matters. Defending evolu-
tion requires defending the valid-
ity of science. Yet over the last
hundred years, secular scientists
and philosophers have fought
a battle within their own ranks
over the proper outlook, and too
often, philosophical defenses of
science have proved impotent.
If this continues, sciencefs glory
will prove yeeting.

At the root of this impotent
philosophy of science is a view
about the source of scientipc hy-
potheses. Following the argu-
ments of David Hume and Karl
Popper, most philosophers as-
sume that it is impossible for sci-
entists to conclusively demon-
strate inductive generalizations
like OAIl swans are whited by
observing particular swans. Pop-
per thought scientists could only
ofalsifyd generalizations, say by
pnding a black swan. He thought
that induction, long thought to be
the source of scientipc validity,
needed a replacement.

Popper replaced induction
with imagination. With no ratio-

nal basis, hypotheses would be-
come mere creative inventions
of the scientist. In Popper(s view,
scientipc hypotheses differ from
pseudo-science in that they admit
of the possibility of falsipcation.
Unlike Einsteinds theory of gen-
eral relativity, which ventured a
risky prediction (later conprmed),
a pseudo-scientipc hypothesis like
ocreation scienced can dismiss any
evidence (like fossils) by arguing,
for example, that God planted
the fossils to test us. To this day
Popperts falsipcation  criterion
is widely accepted by scientists,
who invoke it against hypotheses
like intelligent design.

Perhaps intelligent design real-
ly is unfalsipable, but philosophers
now generally hold that falsip-
ability does not demarcate science
from pseudo-science. Thomas
Kuhn and W.V. Quine reminded
us that scientipc hypotheses do
not make predictions on their own:

rule out design on these grounds
alone, arenft they defective?
Intelligent design is a prod-
uct of imagination, on numerous
counts. Consider the argument
from oirreducible complexity.6
Design theorists say that some
biological mechanisms like the
bacterial yagellum are so com-
plex that they could not have
evolved from smaller functional
mechanisms. Defenders of evo-
lution rightly object that this ar-
gument confuses a limitation of
Darwinian explanatory power
with evidence for intelligent de-
sign. But even if these examples
really were irreducibly complex,
and really were positive evidence
for anything, why would they be
evidence of intelligent design?
To wit: why should we expect
that an intelligent designer would
create irreducible complexities?
We know nothing about any de-
signerds purposes on the molecu-

they are more
oholistic,6 requir-
ing the assistance
of dauxiliaryd hy-
potheses (assump-
tions about initial
conditions,
reliability of mea-
surements,  etc.).
Failed predictions
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assume it would
design  certain
elements in an
irreducibly com-
plex manner, but
others in a Dar-
winian manner?
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do not necessarily falsify new hy-
potheses, since these supporting
hypotheses can be altered.

But Kuhn and Quine go fur-
ther and urge that hypotheses may
be retained or abandoned come
what may, simply by adjusting
auxiliary hypotheses in an ad hoc
mannerian easy case to make if
imagination is the only source of
hypotheses. On their view, since
hypotheses are chosen subjective-
ly, only the stamp of peer approv-
al can render them oscientipc.6

It is revealing that the falsip-
cationist and social views presup-
pose that hypotheses are chosen
subjectively, rather than inductive-
ly, from observations. But even if
intelligent design is unfalsipable
and unacceptable to the current
consensus, isndt there an enormous
elephant in the room these philos-
ophers are blithely ignoring? Isnft
the real problem with a theory like
design precisely the fact that it is
wholly a product of imagination? If
these philosophies of science canit

give us some special adaptations,
but not others? Why assume it
even wants to give us any adapta-
tions at all? All of these assump-
tions are the product of wanton
imagination.

Indeed the very idea of a su-
pernatural creator is a product
of imagination. No observations
of the natural world could ever
give rise to the hypothesis of a
supernatural designer (by their
standards, a natural space alien
designer would himself have ir-
reducible complexities in need
of explanation by a higher intel-
ligence). In logic, this hypoth-
esis should be inadmissible from
the start: there is nothing outside
nature, no causal connection be-
tween nature and nothingness,
no inferences to be drawn from
something to nothing, no pos-
sibility of a super-consciousness
dependent on and (prior to cre-
ation) aware of nothing.

The chief problem with intel-
ligent design is its imaginative in-

vocation of supernatural explana-
tion. Interestingly, the Kitzmiller
vs. Dover decision against design
echoes this complaint, but does so
on the grounds that, traditionally,
scientists have invoked only natu-
ral explanations. But science is not
just dwhat scientists do.6 Kuhn and
Quine are wrong: there is more to
science than socially acceptable
imagination. If there weren(t, de-
sign theorists would need only
wait for the scientipc community(s
opinions to change to transform
design into science: religionists
need only shift the Oparadigmo
back to medieval superstition.

Scientists do not invent hy-
potheses out of whole cloth. They
formulate hypotheses which are
already judged as possible by ref-
erence to specipc, independent
evidence. Darwin, for example, ar-
gued for his theory on the basis of
evidence from geology, the fossil
record, and skeletal homologies;
he hypothesized that natural selec-
tion was the cause of evolution by
drawing on his knowledge of Mal-
thusian population studies and an
analogy to artipcial selection.

The problem with pseudo-
scientipc theories like creation
science or intelligent design is not
that they are unfalsipable (though
they may be), but that their hy-
potheses are arbitrary products
of the imagination, with no inde-
pendent evidence to ground them.
The best contrast with such theo-
ries is not Einstein, who claimed
his equations were ofree creations
of the human intellect,6 but New-
ton, who claimed to ofeign no hy-
pothesiso that he could not derive
from his own observations.

To offer a complete alternative
to current philosophies of science,
it is not enough to say that hypoth-
eses must be supported by specipc
evidence; philosophers must also
show that this is possible, that par-
ticular observations can furnish
us with universal generalizations.
Recognizing the inductive crite-
rion for science is now especially
pressing. Todayds dominant phi-
losophy of science will stop neither
intelligent design nor some further
reincarnation of creationism.

Quinn Wyndham Price is a
graduate student in philosophy
at an undisclosed location.
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by Ray Girn

From the Editor: Ayn Rand®
philosophy consists of a broad,
integrated set of ideas that, if
accepted, would make an impact
on all areas of human life, from
how a child should be educated
to how a nation should depne its
foreign policy.

From a historical perspec-
tive, Rand® philosophy is new
to the cultural scene. Atlas
Shruggedfithe book in which the
philosophy was prst presentedi
was published less than 50 years
ago, and a systematic nonpction

presentation of the philosophy
was published only in the early
1990%. Yet those who accept
its philosophic perspectivefiin-
cluding us here at The Under-
currentPare already beginning
to see signs of cultural impact.
The purpose of this column is
to share some of these early signs
with our readers. Each issue, this
column will report on some way
inwhich Objectivist intellectuals
are trying to change the culturef
core values. For a summary of
the Objectivist philosophy, see
aynrand.org/objectivism_intro.

ast December, a Pennsylvania

Federal District court ruled
that the Dover School District can-
not teach ointelligent designoif
the theory that the complexity of
life indicates the existence of a
divine odesigneréifas a scientipc
alternative to Darwings theory of
evolution. Judge John E. Jones

argued that intelligent design cre-
ationism constitutes a religious
as opposed to scientipc idea, and
that by including it in their science
curriculum the school district vio-
lated the U.S constitutional ban
against the advocacy of religion
in state schools.

Watching the case closely
was Dr. Keith Lockitch of the
Ayn Rand Institute, a man who
has dedicated himself to educat-
ing people about the nature of
the intelligent design movement.
Drawing on his extensive back-
ground in both science (he holds
a Ph.D. in physics and has taught
courses on the history of science)
and the philosophy of Objectiv-
ism (he is an instructor at the Ob-
jectivist Academic Center), he has
published articles and lectured
widely on the growing threat of
intelligent design creationism.

One of Lockitchis most pop-
ular and published op-eds 0The

Bait and Switch of éIntelligent
Design,d6 is included in this
current issue of The Undercur-
rent. Readers are encouraged to
refer to that for an account of
Lockitchds position.

Two months ago, Lockitch
gave a lecture to an Orange Coun-
ty audience in which he argued
that the reason intelligent designis
growing popularity is a threat is
because it is one manifestation of
a deeper threat: the growing popu-
larity of religious ideas and values
in general. Local writer Robert
Camp, who attended the talk, took
offense at this idea and published
an impassioned critique in the
Orange County Register (Dec 2).
Camp denied Lockitchis premise
that intelligent designis essential
danger was its religiosity and ar-
gued that the theory should be op-
posed only on scientipc grounds,
without appeal to broader criti-

(continued on page 6)

The Bait and Switch

of 0Intelligent Designo

(continued from front page)
sible for ointelligent designd
in biology could be any sort of
ocreative intelligence6 capable
of engineering the basic ele-
ments of life. Some have even
seriously nominated advanced
space aliens for the role.

Their premise seems to be
that as long as they donft ex-
plicitly name the odesigneréii
as long as they allow that the
odesignerd could be a naturally
existing being, a being accessi-
ble to scientipc studyfthat this
somehow saves their viewpoint
from the charge of being inher-
ently religious in character.

But does it?

Imagine we discovered an
alien on Mars with a penchant
for bio-engineering. Could
such a natural being fulpll the
requirements of an ointelligent
designer6?

It could not. Such a being

would not actually account for
the complexity that odesignd
proponents seek to explain. Any
natural being capable of ode-
signingd the complex features of
earthly life would, on their prem-
ises, require its own odesigner.o If
odesigno can be inferred merely
from observed complexity, then
our purported Martian odesign-
erd would be just another com-
plex being in nature that suppos-
edly cannot be explained without
positing another odesigner.6 One
does not explain complexity by
dreaming up a new complexity
as its cause.

By the very nature of its ap-
proach, ointelligent designo can-
not be satisped with a ddesignerd
who is part of the natural world.
Such a odesignerd would not an-
swer the basic question its advo-
cates raise: it would not explain
biological complexity as such.
The only odesignerd that would

stop their quest for a odesignd
explanation of complexity is a
odesignerd about whom one can-
not ask any questions or who
cannot be subjected to any kind
of scientipc studyia odesignerd
that otranscendsd nature and its
lawsia odesignerd not suscep-
tible of rational explanationfin
short: a supernatural odesigner.6
Its advertising to the con-
trary notwithstanding, ointel-
ligent designé is inherently
a quest for the supernatural.
Only one ocandidate for the
role of designer6é need apply.
Dembski himselfeven while
trying to deny this implica-
tionAconcedes that oif there is
design in biology and cosmol-
ogy, then that design could not
be the work of an evolved intel-
ligence.6 It must, he admits, be
that of a oOtranscendent intelli-
gencet to whom he euphemis-
tically refers as othe big G.6
The supposedly nonreli-
gious theory of ointelligent
designé is nothing more than
a crusade to peddle religion
by giving it the veneer of sci-
encefto pretend, as one com-

mentator put it, that ofaith in
God is something that holds up
under the microscope.d

The insistence of ointelligent
designo advocates that they are
oagnostic regarding the source
of designo is a bait-and-switch.
They dangle out the ground-
less possibility of a odesigner6
who is susceptible of scientipc
studyfin order to hide their
real agenda of promoting faith
in the supernatural. Their sci-
entipcally accessible odesignerd
is nothing more than a gateway
godimetaphysical marijuana
intended to draw students away
from natural, scientipc explana-
tions and get them hooked on
the supernatural.

No matter how fervently its
salesmen wish ointelligent de-
signo to be viewed as cutting-
edge science, there is no dis-
guising its true character. It is
nothing more than a religiously
motivated attack on science,
and should be rejected as such.

Keith Lockitch, Ph.D. in phys-
ics, is a fellow at the Ayn Rand
Institute in Irvine, CA.
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by Gena Gorlin

he buzz about Christian

propaganda couched in
Chronicles of Narnia: The
Lion, the Witch, and the Ward-
robe seems to have subsided.
With the plmds premiere, the
suspense about ideology has
largely been replaced by uni-
versal commendations of its
oenchanting animations6 and
portrayal of ofamily values.6

Secular reviewers pnd the
Christian motifs even less intru-
sivethanin C. S. Lewisfs original
novel, which many enjoyed in
childhood as simply a well-told
adventure story. About Christ-
pgure Aslan the lionds sacripce,
Stephany Zacharek of Salon
writes, 0l think... it speaks to our
capacity for compassion, and if
thatds not nondenominational, |
donét know what is.6 Ty Burr of
the Boston Globe advises: 0Take
a deep breath and relax. Aslan
doesnit spout blood from his
paws or perform the miracle of
the loaves and... pshes.6

Accordingly, many Christian
reviewers qualify their praise of
the movie, bemoaning the dilut-
ed treatment of Lewisd Christian
message. A reviewer for Spiritu-
ality and Health laments that it
oslights the forgiveness theme in
favor of a big battle scene led by
a not-very-Christlike Aslan....0
Jeffrey Overstreet of Christianity
Today admits that Aslan does not
command the same reverence as
Lewisds great lion: 0...the [screen-
writers] consistently skirt the issue
of Aslan(s authority.... Aslan(s fa-
ther, the Emperor-beyond-the-sea
[symbolic of God in the books], is
never mentioned.d

Of course, no one denies
that there is some Christian al-
legory. There can be no mistak-
ing the symbolism of a story that
features the seduction of a sin-
ner (youngest brother Edmund)
by the satanic White Witch, fol-

lowed by his redemption through
Aslanis sacripce. The scene in
which Aslan forfeits his life has
been described as an oanthropo-
morphic PG version of The Pas-
sion of the Christd (Slant Maga-
zine). This characterization of the
movie as a kid-friendly Passion
has cropped up in multiple com-
mentaries (from USA Today to
Christianity Answers). And it was
no accident: the moviefs creators
indicated their intent to attract
Christian audiences when they
appointed Outreach, an evan-
gelical publisher, to promote the
movieds message in churches.

In fearing that the plmds wa-
tered-down religious elements
will dampen its promotion of
Christianity, Christians fail to
realize one thing: the watering-

and most un-Christlike fashion.

Children who stumble into
the pctional world of Narnia at
the urging of their Christian el-
ders do not always know how
to uncouple its lustrous, worldly
delights from Christianityds mes-
sage of self-abnegation. And the
story subtly discourages the kind
of questioning that would assist
them: after all, the ddeep magicé
overrides the rules of logic, even
to the point (as Aslan explains) of
defying death. Within Narniads
universe, the Professords injunc-
tion to the stuffy and logical Su-
san oproveso correct: it Is easiest
not to question, but, like the najve
and wide-eyed Lucy, to believe.
Not only will the sacripce of your
body ensure its safe returnbut
the sacripce of your mind, too,

down works to
their advantage.
In truth, nothing
is more effective
at spreading the
Christian gospel
than this odilu-
tiond of its other-
worldly message
with  enticing,
this-worldly val-
ues. No parents
would take their
7-year-old to see
Passion of the
Christ in hopes
of  convincing
him of his cor-
ruption and his
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will be duly re-
warded.
Christian-
ity has wielded
this deceptively
sugarcoated ac-
count of its val-
ues for centuries.
Heaven, that en-
chanting fantasy
land plled with
harps and an-
gels, has been
dangled before
potential adher-
ents in exchange
for a renuncia-
tion of real re-
wards here on

lifelong indebtedness to the
blood-drenched Christ. Aslan
and the Pevensie kids, however,
are far more palatable role mod-
els. Narnia, after all, is a sweep-
ing adventure, decked with pres-
ents and swords and chuckling
beavers and a picturesque won-
derlandAnot the typical setting
for a crucipxion.

The plm will not necessarily
instill a Christian ethic in every
child who sees it. But it does
make Christlike sacripce look
so friendly and unassuming as
to elude controversy. Rather
than dying for wicked sinners,
Aslan odieso to save Narnia and
its adorable inhabitants from
imminent destructionfand is
promptly reincarnated to slaugh-
ter the Witch in a perce, heroic,

earth. The ovirtue6 of sacripce
has been packaged with com-
passion and benevolencefeven
though genuine good will is im-
possible among men who regard
each other as sacripcial animals.
Faithfthe act of believing
blindlyFhas been equated with
the kind of trust one bestows on
friends and family (as the Pe-
vensies learn to trust Lucy)if
though in reality such trust, far
from blind, must be earned.

It is telling that Christianity
has always relied on such a meth-
od to attract converts. It cannot
brandish its true, unadulterated
message of faith and self-sacri-
pcefbecause the naked essence
of that doctrine is vicious. Fol-
lowed sincerely, Christian mo-
rality demands not kindness to-

wards those we trust, but olove6
for our enemies; it demands not
that we pght for justice, but that
we oturn the other cheeké out of
mercy; it demands not an appre-
ciation of worldly delights, but a
renunciation of wealth and sexu-
al pleasure. In practice, it means
surrendering all one selpshly
lovesfioneds job, oneis time,
oneds choices, oneis mind, oneds
very lifeFout of sheer senseless
duty. To any honest human being
(especially a child), this doctrine
is unthinkable.

That is why Christianitys
advocates must wrap it in a lie:
sacripce now, and you shall be
rewarded for it olater.6

The trouble is, the real world
does not work that way. Those
who stuff themselves with Turk-
ish Delights do not get saved
from the consequences of excess
sugar afterward; and those who
die as martyrs do not get restored
to full health the next day. The
Passion of the Christ is honest
at least in this regard,; it presents
sacripce in its true form: as ugly,
unabated suffering. But suffering
does not sell; battles, Christmas
presents, and cute smiles, do. In
such a form has Christianity sold
its doctrine for ages.

No, Chronicles of Narnia is
not as openly Christian as the
mainstream critics feared. That
is what makes it dangerous to the
uncritical and unsuspecting. In
fact, the plm is a perfect market-
ing toolAjust Christian enough
to hoodwink najve viewers into
developing an interest in Christi-
anity, yet coated with false prom-
ises. Later, they will nurse their
rising guilt and frustration by
watching Jesus suffer for them in
Passion of the Christ.

A movie like Narnia can
easily blind current and future
Christians to the fact that no
amount of sacripce is good; that
it is our human birthright to seek
delicious treats, festive holidays,
heroic victories, and earthly hap-
pinessifand that, if we want to
be regaled with such values, we
must earn them ourselves.

Gena Gorlin is a sophomore at-
tending Tufts University and the
New England Conservatory.



Religious Tolerance
Blight Campus Culture
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treating readers to obreak free of
the corruption, the greed, the bore-
dom, the technology the church is
trying to push on you, and instead
cultivate a one-on-one relationship
with the god you claim to love so
much.6 The article is not anti-reli-
gion, but anti-technology and anti-
consumerismiianother call for re-
newed pre and brimstone.

The Dalai Lama spoke at
Rutgers this fall. The Focus re-
viewed the event with reverence,
describing the 0some 36,000 peo-
ple amassed at Rutgers Stadiumé
who showered the oholy leaderd
with questions 0about ongoing
wars in Iraq and Israel, the prolif-
eration of al-Qaeda and terrorism
in the name of religion, and his
sources of guidance.0 Ashanti
Alvarez gushes, 0His simple na-
ture belied the complexity of his
existence...He spoke of...eradi-
cating all the worldis weapons
and excising the dominant emo-
tions of anger, jealousy, hatred
and distrust.0 Religious zeal is
not constrained to Christianity.

Even ostensibly a-religious
movements, like feminism, seem
to be associating themselves with
mysticism. A Rutgers interview
with feminist poet Alicia Suskin
Ostriker reports the poets senti-
ment that ofeminist writers like

herself have a duty to confront not
only the practical and political is-
sues of the day but also the spiri-
tual issues. 0We have to rebalance
what we conceive of as divine and
godly,dshe says.0 Arecent Rutgers
graduate, interviewed in the same
paper on her choice to pursue a
Masterls degree at Harvardds di-
vinity school, makes a similar con-
nection: oReligion is such a broad
and powerful topic...[nothing] is
more central to my life than the
chance to explore the interactions
between religion and gender.6

On campus as well as on the
political stage, religion continues to
chip away at science and individ-
ual rights. The same conservative
Cornell paper that requested ogood
old-fashioned pre and brimstoned
lambasted the University president,
Hunter Rawlings, for speaking out
against intelligent design. Eliza-
beth Badame of the Cornell Re-
view remarks, 0it becomes evident
that the objective of the State of the
University address was simply to
encourage professors to persist in
their political and religious pght in
and out of the classroom.6

Religiously-motivated politi-
cal crusades such as these may
rage, but the 0Harvard Interfaith
Councild meetsregardless, 0draw-
ing about 100 people to discuss
religion over chocolate fondue.6

Don Larsen, a pastor at a Univer-
sity church declared to the No-
vember gathering, 0The worldds
peace is dependent upon people
learning to respect one anothers
religious peculiarities... Through
meetings like this, people can go
beyond what is comfortable to
explore what may seem alien.6

World peace demands that
we tolerate religion? But the de-
voutly religious are the ones caus-
ing all the trouble! Sri Lanka,
Nigeria, the Balkans, Sudan, the
Middle Eastfreligious persecu-
tion is persecution by religion of
religion. Isnit the reason for such
persecution taught by religion it-
self, in the mandate that those
who deny Godis truth are inpdels
without the right to life?

Sadly, the lone voice against
religion on campus is the stale,
crazed voice of the Communist
students. From an article in the
Daily Pennsylvanian entitled 0A
Specter of Coke and Commieso:

0About 10 people are in the
room. Lines of coke are drawn
on the table for the taking, and
a bowl is slowly making the
rounds...0A specter is haunting
Penn,d[Mao X] says. 6Religion is
the opiate of the masses.iHe takes
a hit has he speaks. 6The pureness
of the white powder helps us ap-
proach our basest, most egalitar-
ian needs...Tomorrow..we Kkill
Jesus...wedll be up at 7:00 am.
to storm the Penn Bookstore. No
capitalist pig is going to get pres-
ents this Christmas.do

Communism, as one can
see, is not much of an alterna-
tive to religious mysticism. The
Communists never sought to do
more than replace the worship
of God with the worship of the
masses (apparently practiced in
a cocaine-induced trance).

University newspapers, and
the campus events that they fa-
vorably review, at worst order
students to return to religious
fundamentals, and at best re-
quest them to otolerated reli-
gion. But now is not the time for
toleration. If American students
want to inherit a world in which
children are taught the differ-
ence between science and fanta-
sy (intelligent design), in which
people have the freedom to do
as they choose with their own
bodies (abortion, euthanasia, ho-
mosexuality), and in which doc-
tors are allowed to do their jobs
(stem-cell research), then they
must not tolerate religion. But
it is only a history of religious
warfare that has given the word
ointolerance6 a violent connota-
tion. To be intolerant of religion
does not mean to attack it blind-
ly, as religious terrorists attack
the West. It means to evaluate
religious agendas rationally, and
oppose them on an intellectual
basis. It means: to think.

Rebecca Knapp is a senior at
the University of Chicago. She is
studying classics and plans to at-
tend law school.

A Man of Science Crusades
Against Intelligent Design

(continued from page 4)
cisms of its religious roots. Lock-
itchds response to this criticism
was unequivocal: 0[T]he view that
dintelligent designd is a scientipc
position, to be answered with sci-
entipc arguments, is...precisely the
view its promoters are desperate
to convey...[O]ne cannot properly
oppose the efforts of fintelligent
designd creationists without reject-
ing their attempt to make the dsu-
pernaturald part of science.d
Lockitch was similarly ques-
tioned about his antipathy to reli-
gion at a recent talk at New York
University (NYU). Kara Zavarel-
la, the President of the NYU Ob-
jectivist Club (which hosted the
talk), commented that 6a num-
ber of questioners challenged the
viewpoint that religion is incom-

patible with science... many were
struck by the way Dr. Lockitch
consistently and adamantly up-
held his position.6

Lockitch does not hesitate to
name what he thinks is the proper
alternative to religion. He argues
that science implicitly assumes a
secular, pro-reason philosophy
such as Objectivism, and that
only by making this base explic-
it can it avoid being undercut by
religion. In his words, 0Randds
ethical systemfiand, more gen-
erally, her philosophy of Objec-
tivismPicomprises the positive
message underlying the ideas
presented at my talk.o

Lockitch promises to continue
his efforts to oppose the ideas of
intelligent design activists. Some
commentators have claimed that

the Dover area Federal District
court ban on teaching these ideas
in science classes, which has set
a precedent for other states to fol-
low, represents the defeat of the in-
telligent design movement. When
asked by The Undercurrent about
whether he agreed with this as-
sessment, Lockitch responded that
he did not. 0The anti-evolution
movement has been around since
the Scopes 6Monkey?d Trial eighty
years ago. It has staggered on de-
spite dozens of lower court rulings
and two major Supreme Court de-
cisions against it. As long as the
religious ideology that drives the
movement persists, it not going
away. The Dover decision was
certainly a major setback, but |
donft think wedve seen the last of
intelligent design creationism.o
Evidence has already substan-
tiated Lockitchds position. Ear-
ly this January, the debate over
teaching intelligent design in pub-
lic schools went to the California

courts for the prst time. This case
presents an interesting twist on
the controversy: a teacher and
ministerds wife in a rural, Fresno
high school has organized an en-
tire course advocating intelligent
design as a social studies subject,
sidestepping the precedent set by
the recently afprmed court ban on
religion in science classrooms.
The case promises to be inter-
esting for another reason as well:
California is Lockitch@ home state.
Lockitch plans to watch the case
very closely, and promises to con-
tinue writing articles and giving
talks on the danger of intelligent
design creationism.. (Readers can
check for scheduled talks on the
0Speaker Eventso page of this and
future issues of The Undercurrent.)

Ray Girn is a graduate of the
University of Toronto, and now
teaches math and science at a
private elementary school in
Orange County, CA.






