First Draft

An Epistemological Approach to Evolution/Creationism Education

The creationists want their paradigm taught along side evolution in the schools. The evolutionists don’t. The evolutionists “don’t want to confuse the students by mixing myth, faith, and religious with science.”

One of the problems with the evolutionists’ approach is that they are missing a great pedagogical opportunity. They are scientists and from their point of view, they want to teach a particular science (i.e., evolution) and “not waste time with psudo-science or religion misquoting as science.”

I am an epistemologist and a research methodologist and I would like to see students learn Science, but more. The biology curriculum is pregnate with opportunity to teach the scientific method, the basic assumptions of science, the mature and design of scientific knowledge and knowledge in general, the limitations on our ability to generate certain knowledge, the possibility that highly improbable things could still be true, how different assumptions can lead deductively to different paradigms or knowledge sets, an understanding of the implicative path to knowledge, on to knowledge, deductive on to knowledge, an understanding of how religion can be signed with science, an understanding of alternative roles God, a creator, a supreme being, he could pay in the creation and op eration of the(supplemental by a historical view of these issues, eg. God causes a must everything to God designed and started the to the concept of natural and parallel universes), {God in the spaces, but science pushes God’s role back and back} {Note the specific theories considered and the assumptions required for each} { To understand what is not science and why is to better understand what science is} {Alternative theories of the origin and operation of the universe} about {the nature of general scientific knowledge and how to determine which science theories are “true” and which are “false.”} This understanding on the part of students would be more general than just an understanding of the science of evolution; it would be applicable to all fields of science, even including the social sciences and mathematics, and non-science, the curriculum which I propose would hypothesize evolutionism, creationism, God controlling all, God the creator, recent (e.g., wi the least second) creation, random occurrence; then consider the assumption, upon which each theory is based.

To understand this, one must under the nature of scientific “knowledge” and how it both is and should be derived. Consider a researcher who desires to study the effect of force on the motion of a bowling ball sitting on a table top. He could set up an experiment in which, on a series of runs, he applies either a constant, horizontal force of 10 Newtons (metric unit of force) or no force at all to a 5 kilogram ball. The motion of the ball is measured on each run and all else is held constant (i.e., controlled). The experimenter would find that, on each run in which the force is applied, the ball accelerates horizontally at a constant rate of 2 meters/sec/sec so long as the 10 Newton (i.e., kg-meters/sec/sec) horizontal force is applied. When no force is applied, the acceleration would be 0.

In working with these data, a theoretician would likely develop the formula F=ma (10=5x2 or 0=5x0=0) to model the data from the experiment and then propose the formula as a theory to explain the relationship among the variables; force, mass, and acceleration.

A causal theorist might say that force causes motion, in accordance with the equivalent formula a=F/m (i.e., 2=10/5=2 or 0=0/5=0).


Based on this experiment, the relationship inferred, (i.e., F=ma) would be far from certain. But, if other, more varied experiments were performed and all results were consistent with the equation, confidence in the equation as a theory would increase.


Over time and after the theory (i.e., a=F/ma) is successfully integrated with other accepted theories, the a=F/m theory might be accepted as a natural law or a law of the universe, raising the confidence in the theory to near certainty.

This is the manor in which most scientific theories are developed by virtually all scientists, i.e., through the use of inductive reasoning. 100,000 out of 100,000 observations are consistent with a=F/m; therefore all observations will be consistent with the theory.


Deductive reasoning could lead to the same result, but with an advantage. Geometry is a deductive, logical construct. It begins with expilicit statements of its assumptions, definitions, primitives, etc. and then uses mathematical proof to arrive at a result.


The advantage of this approach is that all assumptions, etc. are stated and can be understood; questioned; and, in some cases, tested. The result of both inductive and deductive reasoning is not certain knowledge, but deductive logic makes it clear what the veracity of the result rests on; inductive reasoning does not. Hence, scientists should, whenever possible, use deductive logic to develop their theories.


A deductive derivation resulting in Creationism would begin with the assumption that God controlled all or some of the development of the life, the earth, and the universe we see today. A second assumption or constraint is that the development of our world was accomplished in accordance with the accounts recorded in the Bible.


Creationists maintain that the earth is less than 7,000 years old. Based on meriad dating techniques, evolutionists claim that the earth is over 4 Billion years old.


Take carbon dating for instance. Carbon-14 is produced in the earth’s atmosphere by the collision of cosmic rays with nitrogen. In our experience so far, Carbon-14 is produced at a ct rate and experiences radio active decay at a ct rate.

Hence, the ratio of C-14 to non-radioactive Carbon (C-12 and C-13) on earth is approximately ct. at 1 part per trillion. Living things take up and give off Carbon when they are active, maintaining a ratio of about 1 part per trillion while they are alive.

But, when they die, no new Carbon is taken on and the C-14 continues to decay (with a half life of 5730 years), decreasing the ratio of C-14 within the remains. The ratio can then give an approximate date when the organic material died.

This technique can give fairly accurate dates for material up to about 60,000 years ago and results have been found consistent with other dating techniques.

Other Dating tgs.:
Rock strata

Dedrochronology

Glatin

Pole reversal

Cladistics

Pottery

Fluoride


Support for these dating tgs.:

1. X- checks

2. Convergence

3. Mutual support

Other concepts taught:

1. Acoms razor

2. tortured reasoning

3. gerimandered to fit Genisus.

{Present alternative theories, along with the strengths, weaknessing, or required assumptions of each. The curriculum will not tell students what to think it will simply give them the understandings and tools with which to think about the various issues and alternatives.}
1) Creationism: Same basic, general assumptions as evolution, but all secondary assumption are gerrymandered to fit the Bible. Assumes not causality, with God’s periodic intervention.

2) Evolution: Acoms razor. Assumes God doesn’t intervene.

3) God Control:

a. Assumes no natural causation

b. Assumes God causes all behavior (i.e., change)

4) Random

a. No natural causation

b. No God causation

Therefore, all behaves randomly.
Subcategory of 3: The past didn’t happen. The world was created by God 1 billion years ago or 10 thousand years ago or 10 years ago or 1 second ago to look like and feel like there was a previous past. 
Subcategory of 4: least some of the past didn’t happen. 1 billion years ago, 10 thousand years ago, 10 years ago, or 0 seconds ago; highly improbably random occurrences resulted in the appearance of a coherent past.
Conclusion:
This is possible, but it is tortured. Each theory (1-4) is possibly

correct, based on its assumptions. All (1-4) deductive theories, given their assumptions, are observational equivalent.
1. Earth is older than 7000 years because of glacier and other dating, unless God intervened to trick us. Tortured, gerrymandered required. Fitted to agenda (i.e., the Bible)

1. Simplist and most straight forward. No ax to grind. No hidden agenda. Ex: constant C-14 production and yearly glacial rings.
2. Possible, but why would create a world that appears causal and mechanistically ordered, but is not. On the other hand, who knows the mind of God?
3. Very, Very,….improbable. But maybe this is the only one in a trillion trillion… universes that worked out.

