Questions received from CSUS students
1. Do you feel that the evidence from your field supports evolutionary or creationist explanations?  
My field is Evolutionary Biology.  I am aware of no substantial supporting evidence for creationism or intelligent design. The evidence for evolution is overwhelming and not controversial among scientists (or about as controversial as theories that purport a spherical shape for Earth, as opposed to flat, or the theory that the sun, not Earth, is at the center of the solar system).
2. Do you believe that Intelligent Design is becoming accepted as a scientific explanation/ theory within your field of Science?  
No.  It is an attempt to take a deeply ingrained and emotionally charged belief in a creator and mask it as science.  Science is not about supporting one's personal beliefs; it requires an honest attempt to pursue truth regardless of where that pursuit leads.  No true science has the goal of supporting evolution by natural selection (the theory that Darwin conceived and which dominates the study of evolution today).  Someday that theory may be superseded by a deeper, more comprehensive, theory that better fits the data as a whole (as Einstein’s theory of Relativity did with Newtonian mechanics).  That is the nature of scientific progress.  However, Newtonian physics has not been abandoned because of relativity or quantum mechanics, it has simply become part of something larger.  The same will be true of Darwinian evolution.  Intelligent design proponents are using scientific techniques and jargon in an attempt to appear rational in supporting a belief that is based on faith. This superficial use of scientific methodology is not true science and will not lead to a deeper understanding of life, any more than a “flat-earth institute” would deepen our understanding of geology.
3. Can you name a peer-reviewed article in which Creationist/ Intelligent Design models have generated a significant discovery within your discipline?  
No.  While there are some people with Ph.D. degrees who do believe they do research on intelligent design.  They are in fact, not doing science (see above).  In the same way a medical doctor who prescribed prayer to treat an infection, when antibiotics are the empirically proven method, would not be practicing medicine by the standards of the profession.
4. If evolution is true, then why are there so many gaps in the fossil record?  Shouldn't there be more transitional fossils?  
It is amazing that there are any fossils at all.  Remember, they have survived thousands-to-hundreds-of-millions of years.  The vast majority of dead organisms leave no trace within a few years.  Fossil evidence is only one type of evidence for evolution.  There is much more.  Biologists stopped trying to refute/prove evolution approximately 100 years ago.  Today, we try to understand better the forces that underlie it.  All controversy within biology as it relates to evolution, is controversy over details.  You may never have heard about the vast amount and variety of evidence because, in this country, students in secondary school are widely denied access to that area of biology due to the ongoing success of the religious groups that oppose it.  This is not generally true of other areas of science and the technologies that are built on science.  For example, imagine a country in which doctors were denied knowledge of medicines within medical school because a religious group believes that doctors should be trained in faith healing instead of using medical technologies (such religions exist).  Imagine an engineering department that taught faith instead of physics to students who would one day be designing sky-scrappers.  Once you let non-specialists decide what constitutes science curriculum you open a Pandora's box of arbitrary beliefs. 
5. Would you agree that evolution violates the second law of thermodynamics? (after all, order cannot come from disorder.)  Why or why not?
I believe that law is incompletely described above.  Order comes from less orderly states on a regular basis.  For example, water crystals form from liquid water and are far more ordered.  I have never heard anyone claim that ice disproves the second law of thermodynamics.  Energy is converted constantly by living things to maintain and create order.  If this violated the 2nd law, physicists would have noted that long ago. Whether metabolism is the result of evolution or intelligent design is irrelevant with regard to the 2nd law. I believe it is the energy added, or removed, from a system that prevent these observations from violating the 2nd law.
 
