TEXAS SCIENCE TEXTBOOK
CONTROVERSY

* SHOULD YOU BE CONCERNED?
* HOW TLEXAS’ SYSTEM WORKS
*WHAT THE ARGUMENTS WERE
*THE POLITICS AND OUTCOME
*WHAT THE FUTURE MAY,HOLD




WHY CONCERN GOES BEYOND TEXAS

" ADOPTED TEXTS MUST COVER TEXAS
ESSENTIAL KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS
(TEKS)

= TEXAS IS THE COUNTRY' BIGGEST
UNIFIED TEXTBOOK PURCHASER

= PUBLISHERS BENEFIT FROM
ECONOMIES OF SCALE

= TEXAS SELECTIONS AFFECT NATIONAL
AVAILABILITY |




ASK AS STORY UNFOLDS
WHAT.IS GOING ON HERE?

. PUSHING A METAPHYSICAL VIEW?
e FAVORING:INDOCTRINATION:vs. EDUCATION?

OR

« - ADVOCATING SOUND SCIENCE?

OR
e IS THERE A CONFUSING MIX?. =




CONTEXT -1

1981 — TX - ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS (EE's)

1981 — NSCE FOUNDED —Evo Advocacy:

1985 — TEXAS ADOPTS STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES LANGUAGE IN‘EE’s

1987 - LOUISIANA'-'Edwards v. Aguillard —
No parallel creationism to be taught




CONTEXT =2

1995 — TX EE’s ADD “NO FACTUAL ERRORS”
1997 — INITIAL TEKS ADOPTED
1999 - KANSAS-Deletes Evolution Testing

2001 - TEXAS -TEKS CONTINUE
- STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

- NOFACTUAL ERRORS




PRINCIPLE PROTAGONISTS

* AGAINST STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
e NATIONAL CENTER FOR SCIENCE EDUCATION
° TEXAS FREEDOI\/I NETWORK . .
o TEXAS CITIZENS FOR SCIENCE

* FOR STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
e DISCOVERY INSTITUTE
e TEXAS FREE MARKET FOUNDATION |
e TEXANS-FOR BETTER SCIENCE EDUCATION




CONTEXT -3

2003 — TX - BIOLOGY TEXTBOOK REVIEW
o “ERRORS" IDENTIFIED BY:PRO “S&W:
e “ERRORS” DENIED BY-ANTI “S&W”

e RESOLUTION PASSED TO TAMU

o . SOME "ERRORS” CONFIRMED
2005 —DOVER, PA,
o TEACHING ID UNCONSTITUTIONAL

2007 — KANSAS: New Bd. overturns 2005,
directive allowing criticism of evolution

2008 — TEA TEKS DRAFTING BEGINS




MILLER "ONLY A THEORY”
HIS 2008 VIEW OF CONTEXT

EQUATES IDWITH CREATIONISM
ENVIESAD’s POLITICAL POSITION
1D RISKS “AMERICA’s SCIENTIFIC SOUL™

COVERS ALABAMA, ARKANSAS, GEORGIA
LOUISISAN, MISSISSIPPI |

SAYS DOVER, PA, WAS ID’s GETTYSBURG
BUT

ONLY PASSING MENTION OF TEXAS




- NA TIONAL -
ATTENTION BEGINS
- “IN 2008- -

JUNE=NY TIMES EDITORIAL

FIRES THE.OPENING SHOT
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The Cons of Creationism

When it comes to science, creationists tend to strug-
gle with reality. They believe, after all, that evolution by
means of natural selection is false and that Earth is only
a few thousand years old. They also believe that stu-
dents who are taught a creationist view of biology — or
who are taught to disregard the Darwinist view — are
not heng, disadvantaged.

The Texas State Board of Education is again consid-
ering a science curriculurn that teaches the “strengths
and weaknesses” of evolution, seiting an example that
several other states are likely ta follow, This is code {or
teaching creationism.

It has the advantage of sounding more balanced
than teaching “intelligent design,” which the courts have
consistently banned from science classrooms. It has the
disadvantage of being nonsense.

The chairman of the Texas board, a dentist named
Ion McLeroy, advocates the “strengths and weakness-
¢s” approach, as does a near majority of the board. The
systemn accommaodates what Dr. McLeroy calls two sys-
tems of science, creationist and “paturalist.”

The trouble is, a creationist system of science is not
science at all. [t is faith. All science is “naturalist” to the
extent that it tries to understand the laws of nature and
the character of the universe on their own terms, without
reference to a divine creator. Every student who hopes
to understand the scientific reality of life will sovner or
later need to accept the elegant truth of evolution as it
has itself evolved since it was first postulated by Darwin.
If the creationist view prevails in Texas, students inter- !
ested in learning how science really works and what sci-
entists really understand about life will first have to |
overcome the handicap of their own education.

Scientists are always probing the strengths and
weakness of their hypotheses. That is the very nature of
the enterprisc. Bul evolution is no longer a hypothesis. It
15 a theory rigorously supporicd by abundant evidence.
The weaknesses that creationists hope to teach as a way
of refuling cvolution are themselves antiquated, long
since filed away as solved. The religious faith underlying
creationism has a place, in church and social studies
courses. Science belongs in science classrooms.




NY FIMES ARGUMENT
THE PROBLEM 1S “CREATIONISTS”

e THEY STRUGGLE WITH REALITY

e THEY INSIST EARTHAS YOUNG

e THEY BELIEVE NATURAL SELECTION 1S FALSE




NY TIMES ASSERTIONS
ABOUT "WEAKNESSES”

* SOUNDS MORE BALANCED *
THAN TEACHING “ID”

e QTHERS'LIKELY TO FOLLOW

e BUT “"THIS IS CODE FOR
TEACHING CREATIONISM™. *




THE ARGUMENT IS OVER
LANGUAGE IN CRITICAL
CTHINKING CLAUSE

3(A) analyze, review,and critigue

scientific explanations, including
hypotheses and theories, as to

their strengths and weaknesses
using evidence




NY TIMES ASSERTIONS .

“WEAKNESSES” MEANS TEACH CREATIONISM
CREATIONIST. SYSTEM.IS FAITH.NOT SCIENCE
STUDENTS “NEED TO ACCEPT THE ELEGANT

TRUTH OF EVOLUTION AS IT HAS ITSELF
EVOLVED”

(CONTRAST)

(“NEED TO UNDERSTAND HOW THE ELEGANT
STRUCTURE OF NATURE IS COMPREHENDED ”)

OTHER SCIENCES WERE IGNORED




STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

e ELECTED FROM 15 DISTRICTS IN TEXAS
e 4 YR. TERMS, 2 YEAR CYCLE

e 10 REPUBLICANS
- SOCIAL CONSERVATIVES
- PRIOR WINS-ON MATH AND READING

e 5 DEMOCRATS




STATE-BOARD OF-EDUCATION

8 YEAR TEXT SELECTION CYCLE

o INTERACISWITH TEXAS ED. AGENCY
o RECEIVES TEA's STANDARDS DRAFT

e CONDUCTS PUBLIC HEARINGS
e SETS STANDARDS | |
o RECEIVES TEA’S REVIEWS OF TEXTS

e CONDUCTS PUBLIC HEARINGS
o ADOPTS TEXTS |




THE TEXAS SYSTEM

o TEXAS ESSENTIAL KNOWLEDGE AND
SKILLS ESTABLISHED

o TEXTBOOKS REVIEWED FOR
CONFORMANCE

e CONFORMING TEXTBOOKS ADOPTED!

o | OCAL BOARDS SELECT

e PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND PAYS EOR
ADOPTED BOOKS




TEA TEAM sANITIAL DRAET

9/15/08
e Chemistry-- Unchanged.

e 3(A) analyze, review, and critique

scientific.explanations, including
hypotheses and theories, as to

their strengths and weaknesses
using scientific evidence and

iInformation




TEA TEAM sANITIAL DRAET
9/15/08

» Biology = Revised

* 3(A) analyze and evaluate
scientific explanations using
empirical evidence, logical
reasoning, and experimental and
observational testing |




COMPARE "

CHEMISTRY * BIOLOGY

analyze, review, * analyzeand - .
and critique - ‘evaluate scientific

scientific explanations

explanations,

as:to their
strengths and
weaknesses

* using empirical
using scientific revidence, logical
evidence reasoning




IS THERE A'PATTERN HERE?

. NATIONAL CENTER FOR SCIENCE
EDUCATION TARGETED TEXAS SINCE 2003

* NSCE's FOCUS IS EVOLUTION

o NYTIMES FIRES NSCE's OPENING SHO'T

* NEW TEKS FROM TEA DRAFTING TEAMS

* MIRRORS NSCE's FOCUS ON EVOLUTION
*  REVISED BIOLOGY,"NOT ALL SCIENCES




STRENGIHS AND WEAKNESSES
ONLY REMOVED FROM BIOLOGY

DISPARITY REENERGIZES CONTFROVERSY

QUESTIONS RAISED REGARDING SPECIAL

TREATMENT OF BIOLOGY

NEW DRAFT FROM TEA DRAFTING TEAMS

NEW DRAETFREMOVED STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES FROM OTHER SCIENCES




NOVEMBER, 2008,
HEARINGS

o . TESTIMONY FAVORING DRAFT TEKS ARGUES:

e RELIGIOUS BELIEFS WILL BE TAUGHT AS
SCIENCE

e EXPENSIVE LITIGATION WILL' RESULT

e STATEWILL.BE UNABLE TO ATTRACT HIGH
TECHINDUSTRY

* BOARD OBSERVATIONS AND QUESTIONS
e LANGUAGE ALREADY USED FOR 18 YEARS
e NONE OF THESE THREATS MATERIALIZED
e WHAT IS DIFFERENT NOW?




OUTCOME OF NOVEMBER
HEARINGS

e BOARD VOTED 8 to7 TO APPROVE DRAFT

e ELIMINATED " STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESS” FROM ALL SCIENCES

e BOARD SELECTED PANEL OF EXPERTS
TO TESTIFY IN JANUARY

e THREE FAVORING THE NEW DRAFT

e THREE FAVORING STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES




JANUARY, 2009, HEARINGS -1
PUBLIC TESTIMONY

o NSCE PRES. Eugenie Scott.and TEN
e MEANINGOF “WEAKNESSES” CHANGED
e NOW MEANS CODE FOR RELIGIOUS VIEWS
e THERE ARE NO "WEAKNESSES” IN

EVOLUTIONARY THEORY |
o-SUPPORTERS OF "WEAKNESSES®

e ALL THEORIES HAVE WEAKNESSES

o LIMETATIONS.OF EVOLUTIONARY 'THEORY
SHOULD NOT BE HIDDEN '

e SCIENCE ADVANCES BY EXPLORING
WEAKNESSES IN UNDERSTANDING




JANUARY; 2009; HEARINGS -'3
PANEL OF EXPERTS TESTIFY

¢ THREE FAVORING NEW DRAFT LANGUAGE

o David HiIIis', Universi'ty of Texas, Austin

o Gerald Skoog, Texas Tech: University

e _Ronald Wetherington, Southern Methodist

e [HREE FAVORING ORIGINAL LANGUAGE
o Stephen C. Meyer, Dlscovery Institute
e Ralph'W. Seelke Univ. of WISC Superlor

o, Charles Garner, Baylor University




Dr-HILLIS’ TESTIMONY'

 LEADING EXPERT ON TREE OF LIFE

o *Overwhelming correspondence protein to
protein DNA-sequence:«to DNA sequence”

VS

» KEN MILLER’s 2003.Biology Textbook:

o Student Exercise shows
molecular/morphological conflict

e Campbell- Reece 2008 AP Biology
o Figure with molecular vs. morphological‘trees




Dr. HILLIS’ MISFORTUNE

e THE VERY DAY HE e
TESTIFIED THAT
MOLECULAR

PHYLOGENIES
AGREED AND

CONFIRMED:,
MORPHOL OGICAL
PHYLOGENIES

* ' THE NEW SCIENTIST
PUBLISHED>>>>>>




DAWKINS NT‘\N TREC. O 2FE

F




MARCH HEARING RESULTS

* STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
DEFEATED 8to 7

e TWO CHANGES TO DRAFT TEKS 3(A)
ADOPIFED 13-2

e A TEKS PROPOSED ON ORIGIN OF LIFE
ADOPITED 13-2




ADOPTED TEKS

WORDING OF CRITICAL TEKS 3(A)

In alt fields ofsscience,analyze, evaluate and
critigue scientific explanations by using
empirical evidence, logical reasoning, and

experimental.and observational.testing
including examining all sides of scientific’
evidence of those scientific explanations so
as to encourage critical thinking by the
student.




COMPARE 3(A) WORDING

TEA DRAFT

* ;analyze and evaluate
scientific explanations

using.empirical
evidence, logical
reasoning and
experimental-and
observational testing

ADOPTED VERSION

analyze, evaluate and
critigue scientific
explanations

using empirical
evidence, logical
reasoning and
experimental and
observational testing

examining-all sides of
scientific evidence of
those scientific
explanations




- CONSIDERATIONS?

e WAS ORIGINAL “WEAKNESSES” RELIGIOUS?
o Scientific evidence was reguired

* |IS;FHE NEW WORDING: BETTER OR WORSE?

o Does it reflect sound science practice?

e Conducive to understanding .science?
OR

e Might it also be deemed “RELIGIOUS”?




NEW.TEKS ADOPTED
Para 112.34 Biology
(c) Knowledge and skills
(9) Science concepts.
(D) analyze and evaluate the evidence

regarding formation of simple organic
molecules and their organization in long
complex molecules having information
such as the DNA molecule for self-
replication..




‘NEW TEKS ' ADOPTED

Earth and Space Science
(C) Knowledge and Skills (13) (F)
discuss scientific hypotheses for the

origin_of life by abiotic chemical
processes in an-agueous -
environment through complex
geochemical cycles given the
complexity.ofliving systems




'PUBLIC-REACTIONS?

Dallas News:
e "Conservatives lose another battle over'evolution®

Wall Street Journal:

. "Texas Opens Classroom Door for Evolution
Doubts®

*“EugenieC. Scott of NSCE

« "The finalvote was atriumph of.ideology and
politics over science’

SCIENCE 12 June 2009

e “Scientists view new:version as more insidious”




POLITICAL- REACTIONS:

15 BILLS IN TEXAS LEGISLATURE

e ALL DESIGNED TO STRIP SBOE OF AUTHORITY
¢ OVER STANDARDS AND TEXTS
e OVER-PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND

CHAIRMAN'S RENOMINATION BLLOCKED.

* ONLY HB 4294 BECAME LAW

¢ REMOVES AUTHORITY FOR ELECTRONIC MATERIALS
FROM THE SBOE |

e TRANSFERS AUTHORITY TO THE COMMISSIONER OF
EDUCATION




"THE NEXT

ROUND(S)

* LOBBYING PUBLISHERS

e WALL STREET JOU
TEXAS MARKET
- PUBLISHERS AG

RNAL JULY 14
S HUGE

APPROVAL OF SBOE
PUBLISHERS SOMETIMES ADOPT

EDITING SUGESTIONS VERBATIM

RESSIVELY SEEK



THE NEXT ROUND(S)

e GOV. PERRY APPOINTS A SOCIAL
CONSERVATIVE SBOE CHAIRMAN

* BIOLOGY TEXTBQOK HEARINGS
START IN:2010° .
SBOE ELECTIONS IN 8 DISTRICTS
-5 "LIBERAL"” — 3 “CONSERVATIVE”
FINAL ADOPTION. IN 2011




IS-THERE A WIN/WIN?

e MOST BIOLOGY NOT AT ISSUE

e TEACH BIOLOGY LIKE PHYSICS

e HOW THEN TREAT EVOLUTION?
Basically unchanged

-+ Reduce some arguable conjectures
Acknowledge.jssues in.literature
Describe as research challenges

..~ Clarify status of Origin of Life
Explicitly exclude ID or.creationism




AS STORY-CONCLUDES
WHAT WAS GOING. ON HERE?

ADVOCATING A METAPHYSICAL VIEW?
FAVORING:INDOCTRINATION:vs. EDUCATION?

OR
ADVOCATING SOUND SCIENCE?

OR
WAS THERE A CONFUSING MIX?




