


Eventually, this will permit comparisons
of the blueprints of a variety of living
organisms of increasing biological com-
plexity. With these blueprints we should
be able to determine the probability
that an increase in organizational com-
plexity occurred by chance.

As an example, consider that we
have available the blueprint for the
manufacture of a standard model of a
car made by a multinational company.
This blueprint contains not only details
of the components of the car and how
they fit together, but also instructions
for the total organization of the factory.
Consider also more complex models
from different countries that have been
designed specifically for the road condi-
tions and driving customs of those
countries. On superficial examination, it
is unclear whether these new vehicles
are made by the multinational company
or by local manufacturers using a mix-
ture of imported and locally manufac-
tured parts. However, blueprints are
available. By looking at the organization
of the factory blueprints, for example,
how management is organized, how
decisions are communicated to the shop
floor and how work at the shop-floor
level is allocated, it should be possible to
tell whether the foreign models were
manufactured by the same or by differ-
ent manufacturers. If they were made by
the former, it may even be possible to
tell whether management planned
ahead for more complex manufacturing
processes. By comparing the blueprints
using statistical methodologies these
questions should be answerable.

We already know that there is a
high degree of gene conservation
between evolutionary relatives. We have
yet to discover the extent to which
established genes are “borrowed” for
new tasks in evolutionary development,
the extent to which relatively minor
gene alterations lead to greater evolu-
tionary complexity and, in particular,
whether evolution is already pre-pro-
grammed into simple organisms. These
ideas are speculative, but are certainly
open to scientific analysis.

In this respect, the presence of
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“junk DNA” is of considerable interest.
As much as 98 percent of the DNA of
many organisms is “junk DNA,” so-
called because this DNA does not
encode for any functioning protein and
thus appears to be extraneous. But the
very notion of “junk DNA” is a
Darwinian concept, conjuring up the
image of irrelevant litter from billions of
years of evolutionary changes. In actual-
ity, the notion of junk is somewhat of
an inconsistency even to Darwinian
evolutionists, since it is difficult to com-

Eor many people, a life without
meaning and with no absolute
morality would Ge a prescrip-
tion for despair. And yef these
same individuals fail to appre-
ciate the disconnect Gefween
the science Being faught fo
their children and their most
fundamental Beliefs.

prehend why natural selection would
have conserved so much useless DNA
over the epochs. It may also be a prob-
lem for those who believe in ID, since it
is difficult to conceive why the intelli-
gent design of species would incorporate
so much purposeless DNA. An alterna-
tive viewpoint is that much “junk
DNA” will eventually be found to have
function, particularly with regard to cel-
lular organization. A number of human
diseases due to abnormalities in junk
DNA have already been discovered, and
many more are no doubt waiting to be
found. A quote in a recent article in
Scientific American on this topic suggest-
ed that “junk ... may in fact, turn out
to be the very basis of human complexi-

ty.

How should Judaism enter itself
into this debate? Firstly, it is vital that all
Jewish high school students, Orthodox
or otherwise, and whether in a public or
a Jewish school, be fully aware of the
religious implications of classic

Darwinism. It is also important that we
refute the misconception that ID is a
Christian idea. It is Jewish to the core
and one of our fundamental beliefs.

A more sensitive issue is whether
we should become involved in the
debate as to how the complexity of bio-
logical life should be taught in public
school science classes. In one respect, we
have a common cause with conservative
Christians in that we do not wish our
children to be taught ideas that contra-
dict our religious beliefs. On the other
hand, we have to recognize that to fun-
damentalist Christians, maintaining a
very literal understanding of the Biblical
Creation story is of overriding impor-
tance, and this is often accompanied by
a belief in creationism and less emphasis
on maintaining a connection between
theology and conventional science.
There is no one Jewish position on evo-
lution. This is probably as it should be,
since much that has been written on
this topic involves a high degree of spec-
ulation, including the writings of neo-
Darwinians. There are many Orthodox
Jews, particularly those with a scientific
background, who favor the develop-
ment of biological complexity in terms
of natural processes, with a minimum of
creationism and miraculous seeding of
new stretches of DNA. With this type
of theistic evolutionary approach, there
is no contradiction between religion and
science. They are integrated, and each
complements the other. Such views
though would probably line up poorly
with those of the conservative
Christians who are at the forefront of
the public school debate.

Finally, and most important,
Jewish scientists involved in molecular
biology should be aware that their work
is at the fulcrum of the debate between
religion and science. The Big Bang ori-
gin of the universe gives witness to the
presence of God within the physical sci-
ences. So too, will molecular biology in
the years ahead provide credence to the
guiding hand of the Divine within the
biological world. &)




