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Since the reviewers were so kind to dedicate their time and minds to reviewing the film Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed, I thought I should return the favor by reviewing their reviews. The following is my brief analysis of their reviews. My comments are in blue.
TV GUIDE- Ken Fox
http://www.tvguide.com/movies/expelled-intelligence-allowed/review/293361

First a point about his opening comment.
“It's hard to pinpoint the most insulting aspects of this obvious propaganda piece from Ben Stein,”

This means that the film is so bad that just about every aspect of it is insulting, so much so that it is hard to say which part is the most insulting. However in his concluding paragraph we find these words:

“But surely the film's greatest offense is…” 

So apparently it was not so hard to find the worst offence of the film after all. Could this be a hint that Ken Fox is so set on blasting the film that he really isn’t paying attention to what he is saying?

Let’s examine his complaints.

What's so insulting? Perhaps it's the way the film skews its perspective to the point where evolutionary theory is made to appear old-school, reactionary and intolerant of such innovative ideas as Creationism,

My question to Fox is, why would that be “Insulting” if it were true? The fact is that evolution is “old school” but not as old as Creationism which by the way was not the subject of the film but always seems to be injected by Darwinist to cloud the real issue. And evolutionists are reactionary and intolerant of any idea that threatens their pet theory, which was one of the points of the film.
Or maybe it's the way a flag-waving Stein casts responsible attempts to keep faith-based belief outside the realm of empirical science as a violation of free speech and a threat to our American way of life,”

Here Fox reveals his bias and ignorance at the same time, for him to refer to the education and science institutions attempts to keep I.D. from being taught in the schools as “reasonable”, exposes his bias towards anti-Darwinian teaching and against freedom of speech in this case. For him to refer to I.D. as a “Faith Based Belief” without recognizing that the same is true of Darwinian evolution, thus placing it too, outside of “empirical science”, exposes his ignorance as to what “empirical science” is. 

Since there is far more evidence of “empirical science” supporting I.D. (and creationism), than there is for Darwinian evolution, it is amazing that such people as Fox who present themselves as being knowledgeable of the subjects that they are writing about, are not the least bit embarrassed about their role in propagating the myth of evolution as intelligent truth.

likening conditions in this "scientific gulag" to life in East Berlin (the film makes ample use of Cold War-era newsreel, kitschy social engineering films from the '50s and footage of Stalin).

Naturally such comparison would be insulting to anyone who refused to acknowledge the connection, not because it is not true, but rather because they do not like anyone connecting the dots to make the clear connection that shows a common mind set among such people.

Or maybe it's the way in which the lack of evidence supporting "I.D." is glossed over in favor of a one-sided attack on Darwinism's "failings," like evolutionary theory's inability to provide a simplistic answer to the huge question of how life was first created.
His placing the “failings” in Quotes is an indication that he does not believe there are failings in Darwinism. Also, it should be pointed out that I. D. and Creationism do not insist on “Simplistic” answers to major questions like the origin of live. But they do insist on honest and intelligent answers, which evolutionists refuse to give.

It would have been nice if Fox had given us an example of what he means by “lack of evidence supporting I.D.”.  Aside from that, Darwinism has far more problems then the question of the origin of life. Namely, the complexity of even the lowest of life forms, which even Darwin himself acknowledged would discredit his theory, the lack of transitional forms, (living or dead), and the numerous lies and deceptions that have been and are being propagated in his name to defend evolution.
Perhaps the real insult comes from the cloying sympathy heard in Stein's voice as he interviews those brave Darwin-doubters who sacrificed to what he characterizes as a vast, anti-I.D. conspiracy involving the Academy, the media and the courts, the undisguised sneer with which he dismisses speculative evolutionary theories as "science fiction," and the tone with which he poses loaded, ridiculous questions to the likes of Oxford biologist and pop-atheist Richard Dawkins. 

So, sensible questions are considered “Loaded and ridiculous” when asked of evolutionist. And it seems that it is insulting to have or show sympathy for victims of Darwinist tyranny. And since evolutionary theories are science fiction, I see no problem here. 

Any of these factors can be taken as an affront to viewers expecting a clear, reasoned argument from a documentary.

Now just how simple does he hope his readers are? I saw the movie and it was clear and reasoned to me. And I take it as an affront to suggest that he can determine for the viewers what is clear and reasoned.

But surely the film's greatest offense is the utter shamelessness with which it exploits the Holocaust, veering far off topic for a side trip to Nazi killing centers at Hadamar and Dachau in an attempt to tar Darwin with the old "Evolution led directly to eugenics and the Final Solution" brush.

I find it offensive for someone to suggest that making the clear connection between Nazism and Darwinian evolution is exploitation, and to refer to it as “tarring Darwin” is almost laughable. The connection between Darwinism and Nazism is an established fact. To say that to address this subject is “veering way off topic” indicates just how poor his perception is and how far he must strain to condemn the film.

Resentment Over Darwin Evolves Into a Documentary

By JEANNETTE CATSOUIS – New York TIMES

Published: April 18, 2008
She opens with this comment:

· Digg
· Facebook
· Mixx
· Yahoo! Buzz
· Permalink
“One of the sleaziest documentaries to arrive in a very long time, “Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed” is a conspiracy-theory rant masquerading as investigative inquiry.”

I think her introduction statement is very revealing as to her bias.

Why such a harsh opening attack?

Positing the theory of intelligent design as a valid scientific hypothesis, the film frames the refusal of “big science” to agree as nothing less than an assault on free speech.

At the start we have an example of dishonest reporting, the film is not about bashing big science for refusing to agree that I.D. is a valid science, but rather it is about big science’s frantic attempt to silence the valid scientific arguments for I.D. and against Darwinism. If Jeannette could not get this simple message from her review of the movie, then it shows just how blind their obsession with blocking the message makes them. However, I believe that she intentionally tries to stack the deck here to make the I.D. argument seem more ridiculous.

“(the film relies extensively on the post hoc, ergo propter hoc fallacy— after this, therefore because of this),”

Here she tries to be intelligent and in doing so errors in her application of “post hoc, ergo propter hoc”, since this fallacy is based on one drawing a conclusion based solely on the order of events, and not taking other factors into account which may disprove a connection, (which the movie does not do). In fact, as stated above, the film is mainly about silencing the evidence against Darwin. For her to say that the film relies “extensively” on post hoc, ergo proter hoc, is exaggerated untruth. However, this is the kind of extremes they will go to in order to poison the publics mind against anything that exposes the myth of evolution. 

“Prominent evolutionary biologists, like the author and Oxford professor Richard Dawkins — accurately identified on screen as an “atheist” — are provided solely to construct, in cleverly edited slices, an inevitable connection between Darwinism and godlessness.”

There is no need for “clever editing” to make the connection between Darwinism and godlessness. The connection is clear and Richard Dawkins is one of the best examples by his own admission.

Her point here is to give the impression that Ben Stein and the film editor somehow pieced together the interview with Richard Dawkins to make it seen more negative than it should have. Trust me Richard Dawkins does not need any help expressing his distain for God and religion.

“Blithely ignoring the vital distinction between social and scientific Darwinism, the film links evolution theory to fascism (as well as abortion, euthanasia and eugenics), shamelessly invoking the Holocaust with black-and-white film of Nazi gas chambers and mass graves.”

What “Vital distinction”? The connection between “social and “scientific” Darwinism is so strong that the “distinction” is rendered moot. And the connection between Darwinism and Nazism with all its atrocities has been well established. So what is Jeannette trying to do here? Note the words “ Shamelessly invoking the Holocaust”, this is a common tactic, rather than deal with the facts about the Darwinian/Nazi connection, there is the attempt to condemn anyone who makes the connection as shameful for even making the suggestion.

“Every few minutes familiar — and ideologically unrelated — images interrupt the talking heads: a fist-shaking Nikita S. Khrushchev; Charlton Heston being subdued by a water hose in “Planet of the Apes.” 

Okay, let me help her out with this, she apparently did not get the connection, (well, actually she did but she wants us to believe that there was none and thereby prove the stupidity of the movie), 1. The Nikita Khruschev clip was a crack at dictatorship. Darwinists are Science dictators who forbid anti-Darwinism. 2. The Charlton Heston’s seen from the planet of the ages, point out the madness of the blind acceptance and protection of Darwinism in an intelligent society. Those who appose are treated harshly, so to that extent science and education institutions have become “a mad house”. (This is what I gathered from it, I suppose that only the producer can confirm if my perception on this is correct).

If I could grasp those points then she could to, unless she is willing to concede that I am more perceptive than she is.

“This is not argument, it’s circus, a distraction from the film’s contempt for precision and intellectual rigor.”

An honest observer can’t possibly miss the bias venom with which Jannette makes her observations. She is so blinded by her contempt for Darwin-Doubters that she can’t see “precision and intellectual rigor when it is right before her eyes”. That is sad.

“This goes further than a willful misunderstanding of the scientific method.”

Now this is interesting, she accuses Expelled of intentional ignorance of “the scientific method” while she herself has demonstrated a willful reluctance to question the unscientific methods by which Darwin arrived at his “theory” of evolution, and that science and education still uses to defend and propagate it. For examples see: “The Evolution Conspiracy” (Jeremiah Films.com), “Why Evolution is Stupid” and “Lies in the Textbooks” by Dr. Kent Hovind (Creation Science ministries, drdino.com), “The Evolution Controversy” (Answers in Genesis.com). I can provide ten more suggestions to anyone who contacts me. 

“Expelled” is an unprincipled propaganda piece that insults believers and nonbelievers alike. In its fudging, eliding and refusal to define terms, the movie proves that the only expulsion here is of reason itself.”

Since she does not state what was fudged, eliding and undefined, I can’t comment except to say, “unprincipled propaganda is what Darwinism is all about.  Notice that she had nothing to say about the evidence presented as to how the people who did not go along with Darwin was treated. Nor did she comment on the mean and crazy things Dawkins said. None of those things were sleaziest, I guess.

____________________________________________________________

Ben Stein, Propagandist, in Expelled
by Vadim Rizov-Village Voice

April 15th, 2008 12:00 AM

Notice his early comment:

…..Expelled, a propaganda "documentary"….

By now you may have noticed that this is a repeated accusation. But “Propaganda” has to do with intentional misinformation, something that none of these negative reviewers have proven or even attempted to prove. 

His thesis: Teaching Darwinian evolution but ignoring intelligent design in America's public schools and universities is the biggest threat to American freedom today—bigger, presumably, than Al Qaeda, Iraq, and the recession combined.”

This was not the “thesis” of the movie and the writer knows it. He intentionally misrepresents the movies point; this is a tactic of propaganda that he accuses Stein of.  Oooopss! Were not suppose to notice that.

“A series of interviews with ID true believers has him playing Michael Moore–dumb—no hard questions for the folks at the Discovery Center,” 

So again we have the name-calling and accusations, Stein has to be playing dumb because he does not ask those who accept I.D. the “hard questions”. What questions is he referring to?

“whose infamous leaked 1993 "wedge memo" stated as one of its primary goals the propagation of the idea "that nature and human beings are created by God." ID'ers protest that they're simply interested in secular alternatives to Darwinian evolution;”

Here is another of their diversionary tactics, focus on a supposed arterial motive rather than on the issue of authenticity. Note how much time is spent on actually disproving Intelligent Design. Because some who believe in I.D. are Christians (not all), and want to prove that God is real by scientific means is no reason to reject the available evidence that substantiates the point. There are others who believe in I.D. who are not Christians but who cannot in good conscience deny the facts as they see them in nature and science. These people are attempting to present alternatives to Darwinism because they know that Darwinism is wrong.

‘their scientific opponents, meanwhile, are potential Communists and Nazis. Bizarre and hysterical.”

Here again he misrepresents the film, the film does not suggest that Darwinian evolutionist are potential Communist and Nazis, Bizarre and hysterical, it only points out the clear connection between Darwinian evolution and the anti-God world view it has help to establish in the minds of people to in the past. Rizov could not have missed this point of the film so I can only assume that he intentionally twist the fact to discredit the film.
VARIETY-By JUSTIN CHANG
(I attempted to contact him by email for interview 6-24-08 but as yet I have received no response. And I don’t think I will). Having made the attempt to contact him I feel much better about this expose.

“There's an intelligent case to be made for intelligent design, which is why "Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed," a flimsy attempt to discredit Darwinist theory as the cornerstone of modern biology, reps such a missed opportunity.”
There is no question as to how this review will turn out. What I found interesting about this one is his attempt to sound fare minded about Intelligent Design; that is until he has an opportunity to go on the attack. Notice he calls the film a “flimsy attempt to discredit Darwinist theory as the cornerstone of modern biology” and he calls it a “missed opportunity”, (to defend ID) This tactic of shifting the stated focus of the film to I.D. it self or Creationism seems to be a standard. The film does a fine job at “discrediting Darwinism” I did not find it flimsy when I saw it, nor do I consider it to be so now after reading the reviewers attack. I believe that these reviewers hope to influence the opinion of the readers by suggesting to them the films worthlessness.

“the film's flippant approach undermines the seriousness of its discourse, trading less in facts than in emotional appeals. A probable punching bag for film critics and evolution proponents alike,”

I would assume Chang includes himself in that bounch, thus his review should be and easy knockout of the film, yet as we shall see it is his review that is a punching bag for me. I did not in the lease find the film to be non-serious because of the “approach” used.  I thought the apporach helped to lighten the morbid reality of the sick mentality that many Darwinist suffer from and their resulting treatment of anti-Darwinist.

"Freedom is the essence of America," he drones, his point being that the freedom to dispute Darwinism has been quashed by a scientific community that treats evolution as fact, not theory.” 


Correct, so the point of the film was clear to him.
“Pic effectively argues that the debate is often shut down before it can even begin, rattling off a laundry list of scientists (among them Richard Sternberg, Caroline Crocker and Guillermo Gonzalez) who have lost grants, teaching posts and academic standing for expressing their views that life did not originate by random chance.” 

Correct again, and therefore proof that those reviewers who would not give an honest discription of the films purpose did so intentionally.
“But as its awkward title suggests, "Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed" is more interested in portraying its subjects as victims than in rigorously examining and defending what they have to say. An open-minded viewer wants more than just sob stories and conspiracy theories; one hopes to hear conventional wisdom challenged and little-known facts brought to light.”

Now this is an unfare assesment of the film, and it clearly indicates the hostle bias of the writer. The importance of demonstrating the victomization of the anti-Darwinist is one of if not thee key point of the film. The Film is not ment to “rigorously examine and defend” ID. Cang himself makes this point and then ignores the fact that he has made it. He then goes on the tell us what we want,    (if we are open-minded), forgetting, (or I should say intentioally ignoring), the fact that the films purpose was to bring attention to the fact that this attack on freedom of speech and ideas was taking place, while at the same time being denied by many of those who are bent on stopping anti-Darwinism from being heard. This is a little known fact among the masses that rely mainly on the media, the education and science institutions for their information about the ID/Evolution debate. The truth about the debate is rarely publisized in the media but is almost always slanted in favor of Darwinian Evolution. Case in point, August 15, 2005 Time magazine cover story, “The Evolution Wars”, November 5,2006            Time Magazine, “God VS. Science”, NOVA’S Intelligent Design: Judgment Day and the BBC’s “War on Science”.
 “Stein does find some eloquent ID supporters”

As if to say there are not many eloquent I.D. supporters?

He correctly states that:  

“ID interviewee’s “argue that scientists have become slaves to their own dogma, willingly misreading the evidence to support their claims” is “level-headed reasoning”, 

Another point that the many negitive reviews faileded to make.                  I give Chang credit for this.

“But it's easier to critique evolution (oddly, the gaps in the fossil record, which even biologists concede, are never addressed) than to mount evidence for intelligent design, and the filmmakers' failure to offer even a working definition of the term leaves them open to the common charge that it's all unprovable, faith-based pseudo-science.”

Again, this is proof of the extent that some evolutionist will go to confuse the issue rather than honestly deal with the topic. Detailing the evidance for evolution and ID is not the main subject of the film and he knows this. As for the working deifinition for ID; what kind of “working Definition is needed to say that nature and “science” clearly demonstrate design and therefore emply a designer? Chang’s comments seem to indicate that he has not bothered to research the facts about the ID evidance. He seems to be quite content to parret the montras that the Darwinist offer as intelligent arguments against ID.

“director Nathan Frankowski strikes a relentlessly jokey tone throughout, using black-and-white film clips as comic punctuation (after news of a professor's axing, pic cuts to a shot of a guillotine). In addition to being just plain irritating, this jittery style seems to reinforce the perception of the pic's target audience as a bunch of intellectual lightweights.” 

First of all, I did not find the B&W comic punctuation irritating at all, I got it, and it made since to me because the Darwin gestapos through out the education and science institutions of the world are so arrogant and demeaning towards desenters that it is comical in a since. And for Chang to suggest that anyone who did not find the “comic punctuation” irritating is a bunch of intellectual lightweights is offensive to me. But it is tipical of his types who believe that they are superior to anyone who is foolish enough to believe in a Designer or God.

Even more offensive is the film's attempt to link Darwin's "survival of the fittest" ideas and Hitler's master-race ambitions (when in doubt, invoke the Holocaust),

Phylis Schlafly in her far more sensible review of Expelled in Worldnetdaily.com gave a fitting response to the this kind of complaint when she states:

“The Darwin-Hitler connection was not a Stein discovery; Darwin's influence on Hitler's political worldview, and Hitler's rejection of the sacredness of human life, is acknowledged in standard biographies of Hitler.”

But as I said, I suspect that Chang is a parrot for Darwinist, and as such he may see no need to check the record.

He concludes by insinuating that “Expelled: No intelligence allowed” was not intelligently designed. But then, that is his bias opinion, which in my opinion is not worth much.

If you can contact Chang, please tell him that I would love to talk with him.
A Review of By Bill Thompson 
(I emailed him and received response. At first he said he was not the author for the review, and later he acknowledged he wrote it but said that he did not consider it a review). The review can be viewed at the following address: http://www.charleston.net/news/2008/may/01/locally_produced_surf_film_an_inspiratio39104/

            Mr. Thompson opens with the following comment on the film:        


.“…. one of the most disingenuous documentaries of the year”

I find a comment such as this highly suspect. It does not give the producers the benefit of the doubt, as if he knows for a fact that there was another more pressing motive and purpose for the film. Yet he says nothing about the comments made by Richard Dawkins and the other Darwinist who were interviewed in the film. I find this most disingenuous of him.

“The film's asserts that the scientific community has mounted an intellectual Berlin Wall between Charles Darwin's theory of evolution and the rival "scientific" notion of Intelligent Design.”

Notice that science when referring to I.D. is in quotation marks. This is typical of many who value Darwinism; they don’t even acknowledge that I.D. has any relation to science. If they bothered to examine the I.D. evidence rather than just take the word of Darwinist, they would know that I.D. is more scientific than evolution is.

 …the film is undercut by the former Nixon speechwriter's underhanded method of presenting his case. 

An interesting point of observation, just about every hostile reviewer that I have read that chose to mention Ben Stein’s presidential speechwriting, has only mentioned the disgraced Richard Nixon and excluded Gerald Ford, seemingly hinting that Ben Stein is untrustworthy as a writer and thus as a film host. Thompson’s convenient omission is an example. I will be sure to ask him if he was aware that Ben Stein wrote for President Ford as well.   

“ scientific establishment, in and out of academe, frequently has been hostile to ideas that challenged the widely accepted view. But science also is alone among all human endeavors in that, ultimately, it is self-correcting.” 

USUALLY FAR TO LONG AFTER THE DAMMAGE HAS BEEN DONE. It took 40 years for science to acknowledge that Pilt-down man was a complete fraud, and the process known as bleeding, before it was discovered that blood was not the cause of all sickness, killed many people.

“If Intelligent Design is valid, it will win out. But it shows no signs of doing so, mainly because it is not science.” 

Since when does validity guarantee victory? And besides, who’s definition of “science” is he referring to? Today’s Darwinist has changed the definition of science in order to better protect their Darwinism. They have redefined science to mean “naturalism”. Additionally, it seems at least from this statement, that Thompson is basing his opinion of I.D. on evolutionist opinion rather than on his personal examination of the evidence.

“Intelligent Design is a sanitized version of so-called Creation Science, or Creationism. And "Expelled" is right-wing political invective, just as execrable as those left-wing creeds that conveniently ignore evidence that does not support their claims about everything from oil industry profits to global warming to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

It seems that Thompson has brought the Darwinist mantra concerning I.D. without checking the details, I.D. stops short of the discussion of God, since such topics are clearly outside of the realm of empirical evidence. But to accuse I.D. of “ignoring the evidence” that does not support their claims is disingenuous. If Thompson had really examined the arguments of I.D. honestly, he would know that the “evidence” supported I.D. against evolution. I am curious to know why Thompson spends all of his time ridiculing and accusing the film without giving constructive reason for doing so. It would have been far more productive and less suspicious had he pointed out the errors of the film and documented his sources, instead he, like nearly all of the negative reviewers of this film that I have read online, has resorted to comments without substance. What is most unfortunate about this review is that Mr. Thompson though polite in our dialog, was unwilling to answer five questions that I asked him about his comments in this review. He first agreed to answer my question but after receiving them he decided that it would take to much time to do so. I would have settles for brief comments. He did however take the time to at least respond to my emails to him, for that I must give him credit. None of the other reviewers that I emailed or called returned my correspondence. 

Well there you have it; these are a few of the many unfavorable reviews that I was able to fine online. I am still waiting for the authors to call or email me so we can talk. I suspect that those who are aware that I am waiting to talk with them have retreated to their evolutionist material and are contacting their evolution avatars to get better equipped to carry on a person-to-person dialog. That is if they are even interested in such a dialog.

I have seen quite a few of the debates between evolutionist and Creationist or ID and I know why evolutionists are not interested in public debate on the issue. Oh I know the reasons that they give for not wanting to discuss the matter in a open debate forum, “from ID and Creationism is not science”, to “the discussion has already been exhausted and ID and Creationism has lost”, But the real reason is that they are and have been embarrassed in public debates whenever they faced a knowledgeable apposing opponent. So it is no surprise that they are not interested in defending their reviews.

Thanks for reading my review of the reviewers.

Your comments and corrections are welcome.

