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FOREWORD

Charles W. Colson

BiLL DEMBSKI IS, ABOVE ALL, A REVOLUTIONARY. And this is a revolution-
ary book.

For years—far too many years—Darwinian evolution, the prevailing
orthodoxy in the academy, faced no meaningful challenges. Those who be-
lieved in any other theory of biological origins were dismissed as religious
cranks or fools. This is now beginning to change.

Bill Dembski has been in the vanguard of an exciting movement of
thinkers, Christian and non-Christian, who effectively argue that natural-
istic evolution can give no answers to the most vital questions of the day.
In this book, Dembski delivers a stunning rebuttal of the idea that we live
in a chance-driven, naturalistic universe and that time plus chance plus
matter entails life in all its glorious complexity.

Immanuel Kant provides a convenient lens for understanding the cur-
rent quandary. Kant was a theist deeply influenced by Christian pietism.
As a philosopher, he made a radical proposal for epistemology, the branch
of philosophy that studies how we know what we know. The upshot of his
proposal was that there were two kinds of knowledge: that which could be
determined as fact, that is, phenomenological knowledge; and that which
could only be known by faith, that is, noumenological knowledge. This
fact-faith distinction stuck and changed the way the Western mind ap-
proached the question of what it could know and not know.

Prior to Kant, people were perfectly willing to accept that since God cre-
ated the universe, all truth was his and all truth could be known. We could
rely upon God’s authority and wisdom. As the pressures of the Enlighten-
ment built, however, people surrendered the notion that God was neces-
sary to explain creation. And having capitulated on this point, they readily
surrendered the notion that God was necessary for the formulation of
moral law or behavior. Over the years the fact-faith distinction became
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more firmly rooted so that, in the end, Western intellectuals insisted on
basing both our science and our morality on naturalism.

At the same time, religious believers, bitten by the same Enlightenment
bug, became increasingly private in their faith. Focusing on individualistic
piety, believers forgot the holistic worldview thinking of previous genera-
tions. In adopting the fact-faith distinction, they compartmentalized their
faith and cut it off from the rest of their understanding of the world. The re-
sult has been a wholesale abandonment of meaningful cultural engagement.

Such “two-story” thinking became almost unassailable and left the field
wide open for naturalistic scientists to dominate Western thought—scien-
tists who gave a naturalistic explanation of the biophyiscal universe with
no reference at all to a creator or designer. There was religion on one hand
and science on the other. And these two did not meet.

Although this was—and is—a false dichotomy, it has continued to
dominate Western thinking even after naturalistic explanations for the cre-
ation of life began to fail. Today in public schools across America the idea
that science provides a fully naturalistic explanation of the world and that
faith is merely a matter of religion (or worse, a matter of “values”), which
must be kept out of the classroom, is absolutely entrenched.

The intelligent design movement, of which Dembski is a key part, is ef-
fectively challenging this whole way of thinking. It has assaulted natural-
istic evolution with lucid arguments and clear evidences of design.

The more we learn about the world in which we live, the more im-
pressed we should become at what has been called the “anthropic princi-
ple.” As I have written elsewhere, the anthropic principle states that in our
own universe, all these seemingly arbitrary and unrelated features of the
physical world—the distance of the earth from the sun, the physical prop-
erties of the earth, the structure of an atom—have one thing in common:
they are precisely what is needed so that the world can sustain life. The en-
tire biophysical universe appears to have been thought out and de-
signed—intelligently designed.

Many scientists still hold on to the old two-story way of thinking and
would rather not consider a thoughtful designer. Instead, they prefer to
hold on to the naturalism that asserts a self-generating and self-explaining
universe in which everything proceeds by chance and necessity, including
the emergence of human life.

Dembski and such thinkers as Phillip Johnson, Michael Behe and
Jonathan Wells have forced scientists to take seriously design and a de-
signer. Their case is not based on the Bible or on religion. Instead, the case
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is based on scientific evidence. In place of naturalistic evolution, they are
proposing a well-developed theory of intelligent design. Because it is a
case of scientific theory versus scientific theory, secular thinkers are no
longer able to simply dismiss design as a religious idea.

Dembski is a pioneer and a brilliant thinker who is making a tremen-
dous mark. Not only are his ideas shaking intellectual circles, but they are
now also filtering down to the popular consciousness. As a result, he is
part of a movement to recapture the mind of our culture and to get intel-
lectual balance back into the schools. This is one of the best and most hope-
ful things to come along in the Christian world in generations.

In The Design Revolution, Dembski covers a great deal of ground, an-
swering objection after objection to intelligent design. In his years of writ-
ing, lecturing and debating intelligent design, he has heard just about ev-
ery objection possible. In this book he takes these objections on one at a
time, responding to the confused, the skeptical and the hostile. His argu-
ments not only build the confidence of those of us who are already con-
vinced of intelligent design but should also serve as a catalyst for serious
thought by thoughtful skeptics.

Albert Einstein said, “I, at any rate, am convinced that God is not
playing at dice.” Indeed he is not. God carefully created a world that he
cares for providentially. Dembski has, in this book, made that truth ever
more clear.



/PREFACE

EVER SINCE THOMAS KUHN PUBLISHED The Structure of Scientific Revolu-
tions in the 1960s, just about every new idea in science has been touted as
the latest scientific revolution. It's therefore not surprising that most scien-
tific revolutions are overblown. I was part of one such overblown revolu-
tion in the late 1980s as a graduate student in Leo Kadanoff’s physics lab
at the University of Chicago. Chaos theory, also called nonlinear dynam-
ics, was going to revolutionize science. A decade later, the promise and
hype were largely spent. Yes, chaos theory offered some interesting in-
sights into the interdependence and sensitivity to perturbation of physical
processes. But after the revolution ran out of steam, our scientific concep-
tion of the world remained largely unchanged. Thanks to that experience,
[ take all declarations about the next big revolution in science with a stiff
shot of skepticism.

Despite this, I grow progressively more convinced that intelligent de-
sign will revolutionize science and our conception of the world. To be sure,
as a leading proponent of intelligent design, I have a certain stake in this
matter. Nonetheless, there is good reason to think that intelligent design
fits the bill as a full-scale scientific revolution. Indeed, not only is it chal-
lenging the grand idol of evolutionary biology (Darwinism), but it is also
changing the ground rules by which the natural sciences are conducted.
Ever since Darwin, the natural sciences have resisted the idea that intelli-
gent causes could play a substantive, empirically significant role in the
natural world. Intelligent causes might emerge out of a blind evolutionary
process, but they were in no way fundamental to the operation of the
world. Intelligent design challenges this exclusion of design from the nat-
ural sciences. In so doing, it promises to remake science and the world.

Revolutions are messy affairs. They are also far from inevitable. For
there to be a revolution, there must be revolutionaries willing to put their
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necks on the line. They must be willing to take the abuse, ridicule and in-
timidation that the ruling elite can and will inflict. The ruling elite in this
case are the dogmatic Darwinists and scientific naturalists. Rigidly com-
mitted to keeping intelligent causation outside the natural sciences, they
misrepresent intelligent design at every step, charging that its critique of
Darwinism (and of naturalistic theories of evolution more generally) is ut-
terly misguided and groundless. Accordingly, the public is informed that
intelligent design is religion masquerading as science or “Creationism in a
Cheap Tuxedo” (the title of a newspaper headline). Moreover, the public
is warned that intelligent design spells the death of science and that to
teach intelligent design is intellectually (if not morally) in the same boat as
teaching that the Holocaust didn’t happen.

The acceptance of radical ideas that challenge the status quo (and Dar-
winism is as status quo as it gets) typically runs through several stages.
According to Arthur Schopenhauer, “All truth passes through three
stages. First, it is ridiculed. Second, it is violently opposed. Third, it is ac-
cepted as being self-evident.” Similarly, evolutionist J. B. S. Haldane re-
marked, “Theories pass through four stages of acceptance: (i) this is worth-
less nonsense; (ii) this is an interesting, but perverse, point of view; (iii) this
is true, but quite unimportant; (iv) I always said so.”

I like to flesh out Haldane's four stages as follows. First, the idea is re-
garded as preposterous: the ruling elite feel little threat and, as much as pos-
sible, ignore the challenge, but when pressed they confidently assert that
the idea is so absurd as not to merit consideration. Second, it is regarded as
pernicious: the ruling elite can no longer ignore the challenge and must take
active measures to suppress it, now loudly proclaiming that the idea is con-
fused, irrational, reprehensible and even dangerous (thus adding a moral
dimension to the debate). Third, it is regarded as possible: the ruling elite re-
luctantly admits that the idea is not entirely absurd but claims that at best
it is of marginal interest; meanwhile, the mainstream realizes that the idea
has far-reaching consequences and is far more important than previously
recognized. And fourth, it is regarded as plausible: a new status quo has
emerged, with the ruling elite taking credit for the idea and the mainstream
unable to imagine how people in times past could have thought otherwise.
With intelligent design, we are now at the transition from stage two to stage
three—from pernicious to possible. This is the hardest transition.

The aim of this book is to facilitate the transition from stage two to stage
three by giving supporters of intelligent design the tools they need to
counter the attacks by critics of intelligent design. It is also intended for all
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honest skeptics of would-be scientific revolutions, for this book honors
that healthy skepticism by fully and systematically responding to the
toughest questions critics have raised concerning intelligent design. Read-
ers will not need to grope about to find the questions or the answers. Nor
will readers find tough questions missing in action.

In the past ten years, I've spoken at numerous colleges and universities
on intelligent design, both in America and around the globe. I'm also reg-
ularly interviewed by the media about intelligent design. [ have fielded an
enormous variety of questions in both types of venues, and my work has
drawn intense and extensive published criticism from the guardians of sci-
entific orthodoxy. This book brings all those experiences—all those ques-
tions and their answers—together in one place. Think of this book as a
handbook for replacing an outdated scientific paradigm (Darwinism) and
as giving a new scientific paradigm (intelligent design) room to breathe,
develop and prosper.

In speaking on intelligent design, I receive three types of questions. Of-
ten a question simply asks for further clarification. Sometimes, however, a
question indicates a stumbling block that needs to be removed before fur-
ther insight is possible. And finally, there is the question that is really not
a question but rather an objection designed to “deep-six” intelligent de-
sign. I'll address all three types of questions in this book, but I'm particu-
larly interested in the stumbling blocks. Intelligent design raises many
stumbling blocks, especially for scientists and theologians. As much as
possible, I want this book to remove those stumbling blocks. Clearing
them away is presently the most important task in moving the design rev-
olution forward.

Simply put, intelligent design is the science that studies signs of intelli-
gence. Stated this way, intelligent design seems straightforward and un-
problematic. Yet depending on where the intelligence makes itself evident,
one may encounter fierce resistance to intelligent design. Archeologists at-
tributing intelligent design to arrowheads or burial mounds is not contro-
versial. But biologists attributing intelligent design to biological structures
raises tremendous anxiety, not only in the scientific community but in the
broader culture as well. Why is that?

C.S. Lewis, in his book Miracles, correctly placed the blame on natural-
ism. According to Lewis, naturalism is a toxin that pervades the air we
breathe and an infection that has worked its way into our bones. Natural-
ism is the view that the physical world is a self-contained system that
works by blind, unbroken natural laws. Naturalism doesn’t come right out
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and say there’s nothing beyond nature. Rather, it says that nothing beyond
nature could have any conceivable relevance to what happens in nature.
Naturalism’s answer to theism is not atheism but benign neglect. People
are welcome to believe in God, though not a God who makes a difference
in the natural order.

Theism (whether Christian, Jewish or Muslim) holds that God by wis-
dom created the world. The origin of the world and its subsequent order-
ing thus result from the designing activity of an intelligent agent—God.
Naturalism, on the other hand, allows no place for intelligent agency ex-
cept at the end of a blind, purposeless material process. Within naturalism,
any intelligence is an evolved intelligence. Moreover, the evolutionary
process by which any such intelligence developed is itself blind and pur-
poseless. As a consequence, naturalism makes intelligence not a basic cre-
ative force within nature but an evolutionary byproduct. In particular, hu-
mans (the natural objects best known to exhibit intelligence) are not the
crown of creation, not the carefully designed outcome of a purposeful cre-
ator and certainly not creatures made in the image of a benevolent God.
Rather, humans are an accident of natural history.

Naturalism is clearly a temptation for science, and indeed many scien-
tists have succumbed to that temptation. The temptation of naturalism is
a neat and tidy world in which everything is completely understandable
in terms of well-defined rules or mechanisms characterized by natural
laws. As a consequence, naturalism holds out the hope that science will
provide a “theory of everything.” Certainly this hope remains unfulfilled.
The scandal of intelligent design is that it goes further, contending that this
hope is unfulfillable. It therefore offends the hubris of naturalism. It says
that intelligence is a fundamental aspect to the world and that any attempt
to reduce intelligence to natural mechanisms cannot succeed. Naturalism
wants nature to be an open book. But intelligences are not open books;
they are writers of books, creators of novel information. They are free
agents, and they can violate our fondest expectations.

There is an irony here. The naturalist’s world, in which intelligence is
not fundamental and the world is not designed, is supposedly a rational
world because it proceeds by unbroken natural law: that is, cause precedes
effect with inviolable regularity. On the other hand, the design theorist’s
world, in which intelligence is fundamental and the world is designed, is
supposedly not a rational world because intelligence can do things that are
unexpected. To allow an unevolved intelligence a place in the world is, ac-
cording to naturalism, to send the world into a tailspin. It is to exchange
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unbroken natural law for caprice and thereby to destroy science. Thus, for
the naturalist, the world is intelligible only if it starts off without intelli-
gence and then evolves intelligence. If it starts out with intelligence and
evolves intelligence because of a prior intelligence, then somehow the
world becomes unintelligible.

The absurdity here is palpable. Only by means of our intelligence are sci-
ence and our understanding of the world even possible. And yet the natu-
ralist clings to this argument as a last and dying friend. This was brought
home to me when I recently lectured at the University of Toronto. One bi-
ologist in the audience insisted I must take seriously that the world is two
minutes old so long as | accept intelligent design. Presumably any creating
intelligence could just as well create a deceptive world that appears old but
was freshly created two minutes ago as create a verisimilitudinous world
that appears old because it actually is old. That is certainly a logical possi-
bility, but do we have any reason to believe it? Hundreds of years of suc-
cessful scientific inquiry confirm a world that’s structured to honestly yield
up its secrets. If, further, the world reveals evidence of design, why should
the mere possibility of a deceptive or capricious designer neutralize that ev-
idence or lead us to disbelieve in the existence of a designer?

If we're going to take seriously the possibility of a designer misleading
us, then we also need to take seriously the possibility of a natural world
devoid of design misleading us. Imagine a natural world, devoid of de-
sign, where the laws of nature change radically from time to time, where
time can back up and restart history on a different course, and where mas-
sive quantum fluctuations on a cosmic scale bring about galaxies that seem
ancient but are in fact recent. It's not just designers that can be deceptive
and capricious. The same is true of nature. Yet if science is to be possible,
we need, as a regulative principle, to assume that nature is honest and de-
pendable. And if nature is the product of design, that means we need,
again as a regulative principle, to assume that the designer made nature to
be honest and dependable.

It follows that the “two-minute-old universe” argument against intelli-
gent design is an exercise in irrelevance. It cuts as much against naturalism
as against intelligent design. And it can’t even touch the point at issue,
namely, whether certain biological systems are designed. To decide that
question we must consult not theology or anti-theology but the evidence
of biology. If that evidence points us to design, then that’s where we must
go. It would be absurd to say that the evidence points us to design but that
we must nonetheless reject design because a deceptive designer might
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have designed the evidence to mislead us. That would be rejecting design
by presupposing design.

When I pointed out to the Toronto biologist that Isaac Newton believed
in intelligent design and didn’t hold to a two-minute-old universe, he in-
stantly remarked that Newton didn't know about evolution. Poor Sir
Isaac. Presumably Darwin would have made him an intellectually fulfilled
atheist and erased any vestige of intelligent design from his science (intel-
ligent design figures substantively in Newton’s Principia—see, for in-
stance, his General Scholium). Somehow science and our knowledge of the
natural world are supposed to unravel once we allow that intelligence
could be a fundamental principle operating in the universe.

The charge that intelligent design spells the end of science and rational-
ity is without merit. If anything, the very comprehensibility of the world
points to an intelligence behind the world. Indeed, science would be im-
possible if our intelligence were not adapted to the intelligibility of the
world. The match between our intelligence and the intelligibility of the
world is no accident. Nor can it properly be attributed to natural selection,
which places a premium on survival and reproduction and has no stake in
truth or conscious thought. Indeed, meat-puppet robots are just fine as the
output of a Darwinian evolutionary process.

[ remarked that scientists wedded to naturalism have a hard time ac-
cepting intelligent design. Surprisingly, theologians often have an even
harder time accepting intelligent design. Mainstream theology accepts the
prevailing view that naturalism is a proper regulative principle for sci-
ence—that science, to be science, must treat nature as a closed system of
natural causes. Even if they are not metaphysical naturalists, mainstream
theologians tend to be, therefore, methodological naturalists.

If this were their only reason for refusing intelligent design, then one
would expect these theologians to hold methodological naturalism with-
out ardor, as a mere working hypothesis. In fact, the idea that God could
act not simply as some all-enveloping mushy influence but as an agent
who makes a difference in space and time and takes responsibility for fea-
tures of the world strikes many theologians as anathema. Often what's be-
hind this distaste is an overdeveloped sensitivity to the evils of the world
and a resulting compulsion to find an airtight theodicy. Theodicy attempts
to justify the ways of God in the face of the world’s evils. The easiest way
to do this is not to let God get his hands dirty with the world. As a conse-
quence, many theologians have a doubly hard time with intelligent de-
sign. Not only have they made their peace with a naturalistic construal of
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science, but they also have a theological need not to let divine action be-
come too obvious or personal (e.g., if God acts here to do good, why
doesn’t he act there to prevent evil?).

This is not the book in which 1 address the theodicy problem (I plan to
address it in a future book on Genesis, theodicy and the Christian doctrine
of creation). Although theodicy is, to be sure, the thorniest problem facing
theologians trying to make sense of intelligent design, it is not a problem
for intelligent design per se. Intelligent design attempts to understand the
evidence for intelligence in the natural world. The nature and, in particu-
lar, the moral characteristics of that intelligence constitute a separate in-
quiry. Intelligent design has theological implications, but it is not a theo-
logical enterprise. Theology does not own intelligent design. Intelligent
design is not an evangelical Christian thing, or a generically Christian
thing or even a generically theistic thing. Anyone willing to set aside nat-
uralistic prejudices and consider the possibility of evidence for intelli-
gence in the natural world is a friend of intelligent design. In my experi-
ence such friends have included Buddhists, Hindus, New Age thinkers,
Jungians, parapsychologists, vitalists, Platonists and honest agnostics, to
name but a few. As a consequence, intelligent design’s fate does not stand
or fall with whether one can furnish a satisfying theodicy.

Even though I'll be bracketing the theodicy problem throughout this
book, I will nonetheless address certain criticisms of intelligent design mo-
tivated by it. According to design critic Edward Oakes, intelligent design
makes the task of theodicy impossible. Why is that? Because, he claims, in-
telligent design is wedded to a crude interventionist conception of divine
action and to a mechanistic metaphysics of nature. Neither of these criti-
cisms is accurate. Intelligent design is compatible with just about any form
of teleological guidance. Its concern is not with how a designing intelli-
gence acts but with whether its action is discernible. Intelligent design
therefore does not require an interventionist conception of design. As for
intelligent design requiring a mechanistic metaphysics of nature, within
the context of theology this is just the tlip side of an interventionist meta-
physics of divine action. Indeed, for God to be an intervening meddler re-
quires a world that finds divine intervention meddlesome. Intelligent de-
sign requires neither a meddling God nor a meddled world. For that
matter, it doesn’t even require that there be a God. I address Oakes’s con-
cerns in chapter twenty (“Nature’s Receptivity to Information”) and chap-
ter twenty-three (“Interventionism”).

According to Oakes, the task of a Christian theodicy is to “show that an
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omnipotent and benevolent God can coexist with evil in His finite cre-
ation” (First Things, letter to the editor, April 2001). The key to resolving
the theodicy problem for Oakes is Augustine’s insight that God would not
allow evil to exist unless God could bring good out of evil. Nevertheless,
to speak of God bringing good out of evil could just be a fancy way of say-
ing the end justifies the means. To avoid this charge, Oakes requires that
the world be viewed “both as a totality and under the aegis of eschatol-
ogy.” In other words, God bringing good out of evil must be judged not on
the basis of isolated happenings but on the basis of the totality of happen-
ings as they relate to God'’s ultimate purposes for the world. All of this is
sound Christian theodicy as far as it goes. I challenge Oakes and fellow
critics to show that intelligent design, as developed in this book, conflicts
with such a theodicy.

The theodicy question aside, how God relates to the theory of intelli-
gent design requires one further clarification. Creationists and naturalists
alike worry that when design theorists refer to a “designer” or “designing
intelligence,” and thus avoid explicitly referring to God, they are merely
engaged in a rhetorical ploy. Accordingly, design theorists are saying what
needs to be said to get skeptics to listen to their case. But as soon as skep-
tics buy their arguments for design, design theorists perform a bait-and-
switch, identifying the designer with the God of religious faith. Whereas
creationism is direct and forthright in its acknowledgment of God, intelli-
gent design is thus said to be deceptive and sneaky.

This charge is unfounded. If design theorists are reticent about using
the G-word, it has nothing to do with waiting for a more opportune time
to slip it in. Insofar as design theorists do not bring up God, it is because
design-theoretic reasoning does not warrant bringing up God. Design-
theoretic reasoning tells us that certain patterns exhibited in nature reli-
ably point us to a designing intelligence. But there’s no inferential chain
that leads from such finite design-conducing patterns in nature to the in-
finite personal transcendent creator God of the world’s major theistic
faiths. Who is the designer? As a Christian I hold that the Christian God
is the ultimate source of design behind the universe (though this leaves
open that God works through secondary causes, including derived intel-
ligences). But there’s no way for design inferences from physics or biol-
ogy to reach that conclusion. Such inferences are compatible with Chris-
tian belief but do not entail it. Far from being coy or deceitful, when
design theorists do not bring up God, it is because they are staying within
the proper scope of their theory. Intelligent design is not creationism and
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it is not naturalism. Nor is it a compromise or synthesis of these positions.
It simply follows the empirical evidence of design wherever it leads. In-
telligent design is a third way.

When InterVarsity Press offered me a contract to write a sequel to my
previous book, Intelligent Design: The Bridge Between Science and Theology, 1
was happy to sign it. Intelligent Design had been well received through In-
terVarsity, and so its editors urged me to write a sequel dealing with the
most pressing issues confronting intelligent design. The most pressing is-
sue at this time is to show that intelligent design is intellectually defensible
and specifically that the criticisms and questions raised against it are an-
swerable. Think of this book, therefore, as an extended question-and-an-
swer period that helps clear the path for the design revolution.

Each chapter of this book opens with a question and is followed by an
answer. ['ve tried as much as possible to make the chapters self-contained.
This has necessitated some repetition, but I've kept it to a minimum. Al-
though the questions in this book can be taken up separately, I have placed
them in a logical progression so that the book can be read coherently from
start to finish. [ attempt to answer questions as I would in an audience set-
ting—that is, in my own words, in plain English, and thus without exten-
sive supporting quotes or technical apparatus. (The only notes and refer-
ences occur in the text itself.) To be sure, writing my answers out allows
me to be more thorough than I would be in a conversational setting. Nev-
ertheless,  have attempted to keep my answers reasonably short. Chapters
of many books tend to be around six to eight thousand words. Most of the
answers in this book are around two thousand words.

Often when | write or speak about intelligent design and then step back
to reflect on the fierce resistance my work receives, I'm reminded of those
Kafka stories in which some hapless figure is tied up and smothered in
endless bureaucratic red tape. The fundamental claim of intelligent design
is straightforward and easily intelligible: namely, there are natural systems
that cannot be adequately explained in terms of undirected natural forces and that
exhibit features which in any other circumstance we would attribute to intelli-
gence. That claim can be considered on its own merits. Let’s look at some
actual systems and do the analysis. This book is my attempt to cut through
the red tape, psychological inertia and mental cobwebs that prevent intel-
ligent design from receiving fair consideration. In short, it is my attempt at
some much needed house cleaning,.

Even so, my hopes for this book would fall short if a clean house were its
only outcome. Besides cleaning house, this book aspires to provide a pow-
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erful new vision of science and the world, one that people will want to pur-
sue because they find it so attractive. At the end of his Origin of Species, Dar-
win remarked that a person armed with his theory need “no longer look at
an organic being as a savage looks at a ship, as at something wholly beyond
his comprehension.” At the time, Darwin offered a powerful vision for un-
derstanding biology and therewith the world. That vision is now faltering,
and a new vision is offering to replace it. The new vision teaches us to see
organic being as a civilized person would see a ship, namely, as the product
of intelligent design. Nevertheless, we are to see its design not just intu-
itively; rather, we are to see it objectively, systematically and scientifically,
as an engineer or architect who actually designed the ship. My hope is that
this book will make such a new vision compelling.

For ideas to prosper, they must satisfy. In his Art of Persuasion, Blaise
Pascal wrote, “People almost invariably arrive at their beliefs not on the
basis of proof but on the basis of what they find attractive.” Pascal was not
talking about people merely believing what they want to believe, as in
wish fulfillment. Rather, he was talking about people being swept away by
attractive ideas that capture their heart and imagination. Darwinism has
played that role for many intellectuals, providing a compelling vision of
life and the world.

But visions endure only so long as they can be grounded in reality. The
Darwinian vision of life is fast losing touch with reality and specifically
with the design that pervades the world at the biochemical level—a world
about which Darwin knew nothing. As with all dying paradigms, Darwin-
ism's old guard will not, to paraphrase Dylan Thomas, go gently into that
good night. Count on them to rage against the dying light. Notwithstand-
ing, the Darwinian vision is on the way out, to be replaced by a new vision
that captures our imagination and at the same time is grounded in reality.
Intelligent design is that new vision.

William A. Dembski
Baylor University
Waco, Texas
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INTELLIGENT DESIGN

What is intelligent design?

THINK OF MOUNT RUSHMORE—what about this rock formation convinces
us that it was due to a designing intelligence and not merely to wind and
erosion? Designed objects like Mount Rushmore exhibit characteristic fea-
tures or patterns that point us to an intelligence. Such features or patterns
are signs of intelligence. Proponents of intelligent design, known as design
theorists, are not content to regard such signs as mere intuitions. Rather,
they insist on studying them formally, rigorously and scientifically.

Intelligent design is the science that studies signs of intelligence. Note
that a sign is not the thing signified. Intelligent design does not try to get
into the mind of a designer and figure out what a designer is thinking. Its
focus is not a designer’s mind (the thing signified) but the artifact due to a
designer’s mind (the sign). What a designer is thinking may be an interest-
ing question, and one may be able to infer something about what a de-
signer is thinking from the designed objects that a designer produces (pro-
vided the designer is being honest). But the designer’s thought processes
lie outside the scope of intelligent design. As a scientific research program,
intelligent design investigates the effects of intelligence and not intelli-
gence as such.

What makes intelligent design so controversial is that it purports to find
signs of intelligence in biological systems. According to Francisco Ayala,
Charles Darwin’s greatest achievement was to show how the organized
complexity of organisms could be attained without a designing intelli-
gence. Intelligent design therefore directly challenges Darwinism and
other naturalistic approaches to the origin and evolution of life. Design has
had a turbulent intellectual history. The main difficulty with it in the last
two hundred years has been discovering a conceptually powerful formu-
lation of design that will fruitfully advance science. What has kept design
outside the scientific mainstream since the rise of Darwinism is that it
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lacked precise methods for distinguishing intelligently caused objects
from unintelligently caused ones.

For design to be a fruitful scientific concept, scientists have to be sure
they can reliably determine whether something is designed. For instance,
Johannes Kepler thought the craters on the moon were intelligently de-
signed by moon dwellers. We now know that the craters were formed by
blind natural processes (like meteor impacts). It's this fear of falsely attrib-
uting something to design only to have it overturned later that has pre-
vented design from entering science proper. But design theorists argue that
they now have formulated precise methods for discriminating designed
from undesigned objects. These methods, they contend, enable them to
avoid Kepler’s mistake and reliably locate design in biological systems.

As a theory of biological origins and development, intelligent design’s
central claim is that only intelligent causes adequately explain the com-
plex, information-rich structures of biology and that these causes are em-
pirically detectable. To say intelligent causes are empirically detectable is
to say there exist well-defined methods that, based on observable features
of the world, can reliably distinguish intelligent causes from undirected
natural causes. Many special sciences have already developed such meth-
ods for drawing this distinction—notably, forensic science, cryptography,
archeology and the search for extraterrestrial intelligence (SETI). Essential
to all these methods is the ability to eliminate chance and necessity.

Astronomer Carl Sagan wrote a novel about SETI called Contact, which
was later made into a movie starring Jodie Foster. The plot and the extra-
terrestrials, of course, were fictional, but Sagan based the SETI astrono-
mers’ methods of design detection squarely on scientitic practice. In other
words, real-life SETI researchers have never detected designed signals
from distant space, but if they encountered such a signal, as the film'’s as-
tronomers did, they too would infer design. Why did the radio astrono-
mers in Contact draw such a design inference from the beeps and pauses
they monitored from space? SETI researchers run signals collected from
distant space through computers programmed to recognize preset pat-
terns. Signals that do not match any of the patterns pass through the
“sieve” and are classified as random.

After years of receiving apparently meaningless “random” signals, the
Contact researchers discovered a pattern of beats and pauses that corre-
sponds to the sequence of all the prime numbers between 2 and 101. (Prime
numbers are divisible only by themselves and by one.) That grabbed their
attention, and they immediately detected intelligent design. When a se-
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quence begins with two beats and then a pause, three beats and then a
pause, and continues through each prime number all the way to 101 beats,
researchers must infer the presence of an extraterrestrial intelligence.

Here’s why. Nothing in the laws of physics requires radio signals to take
one form or another, so the prime sequence is contingent rather than neces-
sary. Also, the prime sequence is a long sequence and therefore complex.
Note that if the sequence lacked complexity, it could easily have happened
by chance. Finally, it was not just complex, but it also exhibited an inde-
pendently given pattern or specification. (It was not just any old sequence
of numbers but a mathematically significant one—the prime numbers.)

Intelligence leaves behind a characteristic trademark or signature—
what I call specified complexity. An event exhibits specified complexity if it
is contingent and therefore not necessary; if it is complex and therefore not
readily repeatable by chance; and if it is specified in the sense of exhibiting
an independently given pattern. Note that a merely improbable event is
not sufficient to eliminate chance: flip a coin long enough and you'll wit-
ness a highly complex or improbable event. Even so, you'll have no reason
not to attribute it to chance.

The important thing about specifications is that they be objectively
given and not just imposed on events after the fact. For instance, if an ar-
cher fires arrows into a wall and then we paint bull’s-eyes around them,
we impose a pattern after the fact. On the other hand, if the targets are set
up in advance (“specified”) and then the archer hits them accurately, we
know it was by design.

In determining whether biological organisms exhibit specified com-
plexity, design theorists focus on identifiable systems—such as individual
enzymes, metabolic pathways, molecular machines and the like. These
systems are specified in virtue of their independent functional require-
ments, and they exhibit a high degree of complexity. Of course, once an es-
sential part of an organism exhibits specified complexity, then any design
attributable to that part carries over to the organism as a whole. One need
not demonstrate that every aspect of the organism was designed; in fact,
some aspects will be the result of purely natural causes.

The combination of complexity and specification convincingly pointed
the radio astronomers in the movie Confact to an extraterrestrial intelli-
gence. Specified complexity is the characteristic trademark or signature of
intelligence. It is a reliable empirical marker of intelligence in the same
way that fingerprints are a reliable empirical marker of a person’s pres-
ence. Design theorists contend that blind natural causes cannot generate
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specified complexity. (See parts two and three. For a full theoretical justifi-
cation see my 2002 book No Free Lunch.)

This isn’t to say that naturally occurring systems cannot exhibit speci-
fied complexity or that natural processes cannot serve as a conduit for
specified complexity. Naturally occurring systems can exhibit specified
complexity, and nature operating without intelligent direction can take
preexisting specified complexity and shuftle it around. But that is not the
point. The point is whether nature (conceived as a closed system of blind,
unbroken natural causes) can generate specified complexity in the sense of
originating it when previously there was none.

Take, for instance, a Diirer woodcut. It arose by mechanically impress-
ing an inked woodblock on paper. The Diirer woodcut exhibits specified
complexity. But the mechanical application of ink to paper via a wood-
block does not account for the woodcut’s specified complexity. The speci-
fied complexity in the woodcut must be referred back to the specified com-
plexity in the woodblock, which in turn must be referred back to the
designing activity of Diirer himself (in this case, deliberately chiseling the
woodblock). Specified complexity’s causal chains end not with blind na-
ture but with a designing intelligence.

Biochemist Michael Behe connects specified complexity to biological
design with his concept of irreducible complexity (Darwin’s Black Box, 1996).
Behe defines a system as irreducibly complex if it consists of several interre-
lated parts for which removing even one part completely destroys the sys-
tem’s function. For Behe, irreducible complexity is a sure indicator of de-
sign. One irreducibly complex biochemical system that Behe considers is
the bacterial flagellum. The flagellum is an acid-powered rotary motor
with a whiplike tail that spins at twenty thousand revolutions per minute
and whose rotating motion enables a bacterium to navigate through its
watery environment.

Behe shows that the intricate machinery in this molecular motor—in-
cluding a rotor, a stator, O-rings, bushings and a drive shaft—requires the
coordinated interaction of at least thirty complex proteins and that the ab-
sence of any one of these proteins would result in the complete loss of mo-
tor function. Behe argues that the Darwinian mechanism faces grave ob-
stacles in trying to account for such irreducibly complex systems. In No
Free Lunch, 1 show how Behe’s notion of irreducible complexity constitutes
a special case of specified complexity and that irreducibly complex sys-
tems like the bacterial flagellum are therefore designed.

It follows that intelligent design is more than simply the latest in a long
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line of design arguments. The related concepts of irreducible complexity
and specified complexity render intelligent causes empirically detectable
and make intelligent design a full-fledged scientific theory, distinguishing
it from the design arguments of philosophers and theologians, or what has
traditionally been called natural theology. According to intelligent design,
the world contains events, objects and structures that exhaust the explan-
atory resources of undirected natural causes and can be adequately ex-
plained only by recourse to intelligent causes. Intelligent design demon-
strates this rigorously. It thus takes a long-standing philosophical intuition
and cashes it out as a scientific research program. This program depends
on advances in probability theory, computer science, molecular biology,
the philosophy of science and the concept of information—to name but a
few. Whether this program can turn design into an effective conceptual
tool for investigating and understanding the natural world is for now the
big question confronting science.
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CREATION IS ALWAYS ABOUT THE SOURCE OF BEING OF THE WORLD. Intel-
ligent design is about arrangements of preexisting materials that point to
a designing intelligence. Creation and intelligent design are therefore
quite different. One can have creation without intelligent design and intel-
ligent design without creation. For instance, one can have a doctrine of cre-
ation in which God creates the world in such a way that nothing about the
world points to design. Richard Dawkins has a book titled The Blind Watch-
maker: Why the Evidence of Evolution Reveals a Universe Without Design. Sup-
pose Dawkins is right about the universe revealing no evidence of design.
It would not logically follow that it was not created. It is logically possible
that God created a world which provides no evidence of his handiwork.
On the other hand, it is logically possible that the world is full of signs of
intelligence but was not created. This was the ancient Stoic view, in which
the world was eternal and uncreated and yet a rational principle pervaded
the world and produced marks of intelligence in it.

There’s a joke that clarifies the difference between intelligent design
and creation. Scientists come to God and claim they can do everything
God can do. “Like what?” asks God. “Like creating human beings,” say
the scientists. “Show me,” says God. The scientists say, “Well, we start
with some dust and then—" God interrupts, “Wait a second. Get your own
dust.” Just as a carpenter must take preexisting wood to form a piece of
furniture, so these scientists have to take preexisting dust to form a human
being. But where did the dust—the raw materials—come from to make a
human being? From stars? And where did stars come from? From the big
bang? And where did the big bang come from? From a quantum vacuum
fluctuation? And where did that quantum vacuum fluctuation come from?
At some point such questions must end. Creation asks for an ultimate rest-
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ing place of explanation: the source of being of the world. Intelligent de-
sign, by contrast, inquires not into the ultimate source of matter and en-
ergy but into the cause of their present arrangements, particularly those
entities, large and small, that exhibit specified complexity.

Although creation and intelligent design are logically separable (you can
have one without the other), many who hold to a doctrine of creation also
believe that creation exhibits clear marks of intelligence. Biblical texts used
to support the connection between creation and intelligent design include
Psalm 19:1 (“The heavens declare the glory of God; / the skies proclaim the
work of his hands”) and Romans 1:20 (“For since the creation of the world
God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been
clearly seen, being understood from what has been made”). Thus, many
who hold to a doctrine of creation are also proponents of intelligent design.
To many theists it seems perfectly reasonable that a creator would create a
world in which the creator’s intelligence was made manifest. To be sure, the
creator could be a master of stealth who obscures his tracks so that they are
undetectable. But theists by and large agree that the natural world exhibits
God’s intelligence, wisdom and purposes.

How the world exhibits design, however, is a matter of dispute. For pro-
ponents of intelligent design, design in the world is empirically detect-
able—we can know it when we see it, and increasingly what enables us to
see it is specified complexity. In contrast to taking this scientific approach
to design, one can also take a purely theological approach to it. Accord-
ingly, the world exhibits design only against the backdrop of the religious
believer’s faith experience and theological worldview. On this view, the re-
ligious believer sees design in the world only through the eyes of faith. At-
tributing design to the world thus becomes a theological gloss or overlay,
not a generally accessible fact about the world open to believer and non-
believer alike.

Thus, many theologians resist intelligent design’s fundamental claim
that the natural world exhibits objectively discernible design. Why is that?
For the theist, any designing agent responsible for the world’s design
would be either God or an intermediary intelligence created by God (e.g.,
angels, demons or purposeful processes in nature). Such an intermediary
would operate either at God’s explicit direction or, at least, with God’s per-
mission. In any case, God would ultimately be behind all the design in the
world. Thus, for instance, any design evident in complex biological sys-
tems would have to be ascribed to God. Intelligent design, if it could be de-
veloped as a scientific theory applicable to biology, would therefore have
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immediate theological implications, especially for divine action.

Theologians by and large agree that God acts in the world. But they
widely dispute the nature of that activity and whether any aspect of it is
open to empirical inquiry. Theology these days is in the grip of several
fads, including a preference for divine inscrutability, an overdeveloped
need for theodicy and a theology of nature that rules out divine interven-
tion. (We'll return to these in subsequent chapters.) Consequently, theolo-
gians and theologically informed scientists often dismiss intelligent de-
sign apart from its scientific merits because it clashes with their
preconceptions about divine action.



SCIENTIFIC CREATIONISM

Is intelligent design a cleverly disquised
form of scientific creationism?

INTELLIGENT DESIGN NEEDS TO BE DISTINGUISHED FROM creation science, or
scientific creationism. The most obvious difference is that scientific creation-
ism has prior religious commitments whereas intelligent design does not.
Scientific creationism is committed to two religious presuppositions and
interprets the data of science to fit those presuppositions. Intelligent de-
sign, by contrast, has no prior religious commitments and interprets the
data of science on generally accepted scientific principles. In particular, in-
telligent design does not depend on the biblical account of creation. The
two presuppositions of scientific creationism are as follows:

* There exists a supernatural agent who creates and orders the world.

* The biblical account of creation recorded in Genesis is scientifically ac-
curate.

The supernatural agent presupposed by scientific creationism is usually
understood as the transcendent, personal God of the well-known mono-
theistic religions, specifically Christianity. This God is said to create the
world out of nothing (i.e., without the use of preexisting materials). More-
over, the sequence of events by which this God creates is said to parallel
the biblical record. By contrast, intelligent design nowhere attempts to
identify the intelligent cause responsible for the design in nature, nor does
it prescribe in advance the sequence of events by which this intelligent
cause had to act.

Besides differing in their presuppositions, intelligent design and scien-
tific creationism differ in their propositional content and method of in-
quiry. Intelligent design begins with data that scientists observe in the lab-
oratory and nature, identifies in them patterns known to signal intelligent
causes and thereby ascertains whether a phenomenon was designed. For
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design theorists, the conclusion of design constitutes an inference from
data, not a deduction from religious authority. In addition, the proposi-
tional content of intelligent design differs significantly from that of scien-
tific creationism. Scientific creationism is committed to the following prop-
ositions:

SC1: There was a sudden creation of the universe, energy and life from
nothing.

SC2: Mutations and natural selection are insufficient to bring about the de-
velopment of all living kinds from a single organism.

SC3: Changes of the originally created kinds of plants and animals occur
only within fixed limits.
SC4: There is a separate ancestry for humans and apes.

SC5: The earth’s geology can be explained via catastrophism, primarily by
the occurrence of a worldwide flood.

SC6: The earth and living kinds had a relatively recent inception (on the
order of thousands or tens of thousands of years).

Intelligent design, on the other hand, is committed to the following
propositions:
ID1: Specified complexity and irreducible complexity are reliable indica-
tors or hallmarks of design.

ID2: Biological systems exhibit specified complexity and employ irreduc-
ibly complex subsystems.

ID3: Naturalistic mechanisms or undirected causes do not suffice to ex-
plain the origin of specified complexity or irreducible complexity.

[D4: Theretore, intelligent design constitutes the best explanation for the
origin of specified complexity and irreducible complexity in biological
systems.

A comparison of these two lists shows that intelligent design and scientific
creationism differ markedly in content.

Intelligent design is modest in what it attributes to the designing intel-
ligence responsible for the specified complexity in nature. For instance, de-
sign theorists recognize that the nature, moral character and purposes of
this intelligence lie beyond the competence of science and must be left to
religion and philosophy. Intelligent design, as a scientific theory, is distinct
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from a theological doctrine of creation. Creation presupposes a creator
who originates the world and all its materials. Intelligent design only at-
tempts to explain the arrangement of materials within an already given
world. Design theorists argue that certain arrangements of matter, espe-
cially in biological systems, clearly signal a designing intelligence.

Besides presupposing a supernatural agent, scientific creationism also
presupposes the scientific accuracy of the biblical account of creation. Pro-
ponents of scientific creationism treat the opening chapters of Genesis as a
scientific text and thus argue for a literal six-day creation, the existence of
a historical Adam and Eve, a literal Garden of Eden, a catastrophic world-
wide flood and so on. Scientific creationism takes the biblical account of
creation in Genesis as its starting point and then attempts to match the
data of nature to the biblical account.

Intelligent design, by contrast, starts with the data of nature and from
there argues that an intelligent cause is responsible for the specified com-
plexity in nature. Moreover, in making such an argument, intelligent de-
sign relies not on narrowly held prior assumptions but on reliable meth-
ods developed within the scientific community for discriminating
designed from undesigned structures. Scientific creationism’s reliance on
narrowly held prior assumptions undercuts its status as a scientific theory.
Intelligent design’s reliance on widely accepted scientific principles, on
the other hand, ensures its legitimacy as a scientific theory.

These differences between intelligent design and scientific creationism
have significant legal implications for advancing intelligent design in the
public square. In formulating its position on scientific creationism in Ed-
wards v. Aguillard, the Supreme Court cited the District Court in McLean v.
Arkansas Board of Education. According to the Supreme Court, scientific cre-
ationism is not just similar to the Genesis account of creation but is in fact
identical to it and is parallel to no other creation story. Because scientific
creationism corresponds point for point with the creation and flood narra-
tives in Genesis, the Supreme Court found scientific creationism to be a re-
ligious doctrine and not a scientific theory.

Intelligent design, by contrast, is free from such charges of religious en-
tanglement. Intelligent design is not scientific creationism cloaked in
newer and more sophisticated terminology. Intelligent design shares none
of scientific creationism’s religious commitments. Scientific creationism
describes the origin of the universe, its duration, the mechanisms respon-
sible for geological formations, the limits to evolutionary change and the
beginnings of humanity, all the while conforming its account of creation to
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the first chapters of Genesis. In contrast, intelligent design makes no
claims about the origin or duration of the universe, is not committed to
flood geology, can accommodate any degree of evolutionary change, does
not prejudge how human beings arose and does not specify in advance
how a designing intelligence brought the first organisms into being.

Consequently, it is mistaken and unfair to confuse intelligent design
with scientific creationism. Intelligent design is a strictly scientific theory
devoid of religious commitments. Whereas the creator underlying scien-
tific creationism conforms to a strict, literalist interpretation of the Bible,
the designer underlying intelligent design need not even be a deity. To be
sure, the designer is compatible with the creator-God of the world’s major
monotheistic religions, such as Judaism, Christianity and Islam. But the
designer is also compatible with the watchmaker-God of the deists, the
Demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus and the divine reason (i.e., logos spermatikos)
of the ancient Stoics. One can even take an agnostic view about the de-
signer, treating specified complexity as a brute fact inherently unexplain-
able in terms of chance and necessity. Unlike scientific creationism, intelli-
gent design does not prejudge such questions as Who is the designer? or
How does the designer go about designing and building things?



DISGUISED THEOLOGY

Even though intelligent design purports
to be a scientific research program, isn't it
really a theological enterprise?

THE BIG BANG HAS THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS, but that does not make it
a theological enterprise. Likewise, intelligent design has theological impli-
cations, but that does not make it a theological enterprise. Intelligent de-
sign is an emerging scientific research program. Design theorists attempt
to demonstrate its merits fair and square in the scientific world—without
appealing to religious authority. The fundamental claim of intelligent de-
sign is straightforward and easily intelligible: namely, there exist natural
systems that cannot be adequately explained in terms of undirected natural causes
and that exhibit features which in any other circumstance we would attribute to
intelligence. That claim can be considered on its own merits. Let’s go to na-
ture, identify some natural systems, analyze them and see whether the
analysis leads us to design.

Do certain types of natural systems exhibit clear hallmarks of intelli-
gence? This is a perfectly legitimate scientific question. Moreover, the an-
swer to this question cannot be decided on philosophical, theological or
ideological grounds but must be decided through careful scientific inves-
tigation. To be sure, intelligent design has its work cut out for it, and the
required analysis to answer this question is only now beginning. But in-
stead of encouraging a fair scientific assessment of it, critics of intelligent
design often do everything in their power to delegitimize this question so
that it cannot receive a fair hearing within the scientific community. Rather
than help assess the merit of intelligent design as a scientific project, they
relegate it to the “safe” realms of religion and theology, where it can't
cause any trouble (which in itself is an indictment of how far theology has
been downgraded in Western culture).

Why are critics of intelligent design so quick to conflate it with theol-
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ogy—and a disreputable form of theology at that? Darwinists like Kenneth
Miller and Robert Pennock, who write full-length books on intelligent de-
sign, lament that it is theology masquerading as science. (See Miller’s Find-
ing Darwin’s God and Pennock’s Tower of Babel, both of which were pub-
lished in 1999.) To this theologians like John Haught and Ian Barbour add
that intelligent design doesn’t even succeed as theology. Why is that? In-
deed, why does Miller write a book titled Finding Darwin’s God and why
does Haught write a book titled God After Darwin? The juxtaposition here
of God and Darwin is not coincidental.

[ submit that the preoccupation by critics of intelligent design with the-
ology results not from intelligent design being inherently theological. In-
stead, it results from critics having built their own theology (or anti-theol-
ogy, as the case may be) on a foundation of Darwinism. Intelligent design
challenges that foundation, so critics reflexively assume that intelligent de-
sign must be inherently theological and have a theological agenda. Freud,
if it were not for his own virulent Darwinism, would have instantly seen
this as a projection. Critics of intelligent design resort to a classic defense
mechanism: they project onto intelligent design the very thing that intelli-
gent design unmasks in their own views, namely, that Darwinism, espe-
cially as it has been taken up by today’s intellectual elite, has itself become
a project in theology.

Consider Barbour’s comments at a meeting of the American Academy
of Religion (Nashville, November 19, 2000). At that meeting Barbour
claimed that intelligent design is a form of natural theology, a designation
that in today’s science-religion dialogue guarantees it second-class status.
But what is Barbour’s alternative to natural theology? He writes, “My own
approach is not natural theology but a theology of nature in which one
asks how nature as understood by science is related to the divine as under-
stood from the religious experience of a historical community.” In offering
a theology of nature rather than a natural theology, Barbour purports to
capture the intellectual high ground.

But why does Barbour think that? Indeed, why in an address to the
American Academy of Religion does Barbour need to stress that design
advocates like Huston Smith “underestimate the weight of evidence fa-
voring neo-Darwinian theory”? Why in that same talk does he emphasize
that “the scientific account is complete on its own level” and that “scien-
tists have to assume methodological naturalism, that is, they seek explana-
tions in terms of natural causes”? Why does Barbour perpetuate the myth
that “the God of the gaps has steadily retreated in the history of modern
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science” when the history of science is filled with cases where scientists
thought they had resolved a problem only to discover they hadn’t? In
short, why as a theologian is Barbour so concerned about preserving Dar-
winism and the naturalistic conception of science that undergirds it?

The answer, clearly, is that Barbour has built his “theology of nature,”
as he calls it, on such a naturalistic foundation. Specifically, Barbour pre-
supposes that nature is a complete system of natural causes and that the
Darwinian mechanism is the means by which biological complexity has
emerged within nature. As a consequence, intelligent design cannot ap-
pear to him as anything but a thoroughly theological enterprise. Yet intel-
ligent design is not a theological enterprise. It only seems like a theological
enterprise because, as a scientific theory that challenges Darwinism, intel-
ligent design challenges the theological edifice that Barbour himself has
built on Darwinism.

To challenge a foundation is to challenge any edifice built on that foun-
dation. That theological edifice, which Barbour refers to as a theology of
nature, is rightly understood as a natural theology. To be sure, it is not a
natural theology of the classic “isn’t it amazing how your legs are just long
enough to reach the ground” variety that the British natural theologians
are widely caricatured as having exemplified. (In fact, some of the British
natural theologians, like Robert Boyle, were far more subtle than we ordi-
narily give them credit.) But the basic impulse behind natural theology—
to take the science of the day, baptize it and use it for theological mileage—
is certainly there in Barbour’s work.

A lot of theology and anti-theology has been built on Darwinism. (Intel-
ligent design theorist Cornelius Hunter details just how much so in his
book Darwin’s God.) The anti-theology of Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett
and William Provine is well known. But the positive theology that gets built
on Darwinism is worth exploring because its connection to more tradi-
tional theologies is not always clear. In describing his theology of nature,
for instance, Barbour characterizes the theologian'’s task as inquiring “how
nature as understood by science is related to the divine as understood from
the religious experience of a historical community.” Given Barbour’s de-
scription of his theology of nature, we may ask, what exactly is “the divine
as understood from the religious experience of a historical community”?
Traditional theologies—whether Jewish, Christian or Muslim—take as
their basic datum divine revelation (e.g., God speaking to Moses on Mount
Sinai) and view that revelation as encapsulated in inspired and authorita-
tive texts that have an objective sense and that are binding on believers.
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But divine revelation is not the decisive factor for Barbour and others
who build their theology on the deliverances of science. Instead, the de-
cisive factor is how the divine is “understood from the religious experi-
ence of a historical community.” All the emphasis here is on the under-
standing of the religious community and not on the divine self-revelation
that within traditional theologies is the reason for those communities
arising in the first place. Ultimately what's decisive for Barbour is how
the community as it has come down to the present day understands its
religious experience.

Now I don’t mean to suggest that this source of theological reflection is
irrelevant in what I'm calling traditional theology. But in emphasizing our
current understanding of religious experience as opposed to our obliga-
tion to align ourselves with an objective revelation, Barbour opens the
door to radical re-understandings of the divine as the religious experience
of the community of faith evolves. And evolve it has, especially in the light
of Darwinism. Once Darwinism conditions religious experience, theology
experiences an irresistible urge to universalize evolution as a principle that
applies even to the divine. Thus the unchanging God of traditional theol-
ogies gives way to the evolving God of process theologies. Thus tradi-
tional theism with its strong transcendence gives way to panentheism,
with its modified transcendence wherein God is inseparable from and de-
pendent on the world.

Let me stress that I'm not arguing here for the superiority of one ap-
proach to theology over another (though I certainly have my own prefer-
ences). My point is simply that Darwinism has radical implications for the-
ology and that in challenging Darwinism, intelligent design likewise has
radical implications for theology. This is not to say that intelligent design
is a theological enterprise any more than Darwinism is a theological enter-
prise. Darwinism, conceived as a theory about how biological complexity
has emerged in the history of life, is a scientific theory. Intelligent design,
conceived as a theory about the inherent limitations of undirected natural
causes to generate biological complexity and the need for intelligence to
overcome those limitations, is likewise a scientific theory.

It should be no surprise that intelligent design is as controversial as it
is. Intelligent design doesn’t merely challenge the high priests of Darwin-
ism. It also highlights the breach between popular culture, which is largely
committed to intelligent design, and high culture, which largely rejects it
in favor of Darwinian naturalism. Our intuitions invariably begin with de-
sign. Only by being suitably educated (indoctrinated) are we educated out
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of those intuitions. Even the arch-skeptic Michael Shermer admits as much
in his book How We Believe. People in North America overwhelmingly be-
lieve in God. According to a poll of ten thousand people that Shermer com-
missioned, the top reason people believe in God is the order and complex-
ity they observe in the natural world and the evidence these are supposed
to provide for design.

The problem to date is that our common intuitions about design have
been inchoate, pretheoretical and theological. On the other hand, our rea-
sons for rejecting design as a result of Darwinism have been extensively
developed, thoroughly advertised and without apparent theological pre-
commitments. Intelligent design is turning the tables on this disparity by
placing those inchoate and pretheoretical intuitions of design on a firm ra-
tional foundation and by carefully distinguishing design from theology
(especially from natural theology).

Darwinists, who have grown accustomed to holding the intellectual
high ground, are understandably reluctant to relinquish their monopoly
over high culture. The question is whether they will continue to misrepre-
sent intelligent design as a theological enterprise to artificially insulate their
theory from competition, or whether they will step onto the moral high
ground by opening scientific discussions to the questions intelligent design
raises. Not having a particularly optimistic view of human nature, I expect
Darwinists will continue business as usual, misrepresenting intelligent de-
sign as long as they can get away with it and clinging to their monopoly
over biological education as long as a cowed public will permit them. My
hope for the success of intelligent design, therefore, resides not with Dar-
winists but with a younger generation of scholars who can dispassionately
consider the competing claims of Darwinism and intelligent design.



RELIGIOUS MOTIVATION

Isn’t the real driving force behind
intelligent design a fear that evolutionary
theories, and Darwinism in particular,
will one day permanently displace any need
for God?

ACCORDING TO SOME CRITICS OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN, design theorists
oppose Darwinism not because of a concern for truth but because of a
deep-seated fear that Darwinism destroys traditional morality and reli-
gious belief. Such critics find it inconceivable that someone, once properly
exposed to Darwin’s theory, could fail to embrace it wholeheartedly, much
less doubt it. It is as though Darwin’s theory were one of René Descartes’s
clear and distinct ideas that immediately impel assent. Thus for design
theorists to oppose Darwin's theory requires some hidden motivation, like
wanting to shore up traditional morality or being a closet fundamentalist.

For the record, therefore, let’s be clear that design theorists oppose Dar-
winian theory on strictly scientific grounds. Yes, we are interested in and
write about the theological and cultural implications of Darwinism’s im-
minent demise and replacement by intelligent design. But the reason de-
sign theorists take seriously such implications is that we are convinced
that Darwinism is, on its own terms, an oversold and overreaching scien-
tific theory.

Darwinism has achieved the status of inviolable science. As a conse-
quence, design theorists encounter a ruthless dogmatism when challeng-
ing Darwin'’s theory. The problem isn’t that Darwinists don’t hold their
theory tentatively. No scientist with a career invested in a scientific theory
is going to relinquish it easily. By itself a scientist’s lack of tentativeness
poses no danger to science. It only becomes a danger when it turns to dog-
matism. Typically, a scientist’s lack of tentativeness toward a scientific the-
ory simply means that the scientist is convinced the theory is substantially
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correct. Scientists are fully entitled to such convictions. On the other hand,
scientists who hold their theories dogmatically go on to assert that their
theories cannot be incorrect. Moreover, scientists who are ruthless in their
dogmatism regard their theories as inviolable and portray critics as mor-
ally and intellectually deficient.

How can a scientist keep from descending into dogmatism? The only
way | know is to look oneself squarely in the mirror and continually af-
firm, [ am a fallible human being. I may be wrong. I may be massively wrong. 1
may be hopelessly and irretrievably wrong—and mean it! It's not enough just
to mouth these words. We need to take them seriously and admit that they
can apply even to our most cherished scientific beliefs. (This injunction
holds true as much for design theorists as for Darwinists.) Human fallibil-
ity is real and can catch us in the most unexpected places.

A simple induction from past scientific failures should be enough to
convince us that the only thing about which we cannot be wrong is the
possibility that we might be wrong. Such a self-deflating skepticism cuts
deeper than any Cartesian skepticism, which always admitted some priv-
ileged domains of knowledge that were immune to doubt. (For Descartes,
mathematics and theology constituted such domains.) It also cuts deeper
than the selective skepticism of today’s professional skeptics, for whom
Darwinism and naturalism are nonnegotiables (see chapter twenty-eight).
At the same time, this self-deflating skepticism is consonant with an abid-
ing faith in human inquiry and its ability to render the world intelligible.
Indeed, the conviction with which scientists hold their scientific theories,
so long as it is free of dogmatism, is just another word for faith. This faith
sees the scientific enterprise as fundamentally worthwhile even if any of
its particular claims and theories might be overturned. This is not an arbi-
trary but a circumspect faith. It takes the possibility of error not as an ob-
stacle to knowledge but as a basis for humility, a humility that is always
willing to question and test to make sure we are not deceiving ourselves.
It is a faith that leaves room for doubit.

In place of such a faith, dogmatism substitutes unreasoning certainty in
particular claims and theories of science. The problem with dogmatism is
that it is always a form of self-deception. If Socrates taught us anything, it's
that we always know a lot less than we think we know. Dogmatism de-
ceives us into thinking we have attained ultimate mastery and that diver-
gence of opinion is futile. Self-deception is the original sin because it de-
ceives us into believing that self-deception is impossible. Richard Feynman
put it this way: “The first principle is that you must not fool yourself, and
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you are the easiest person to fool.” Feynman was particularly concerned
about applying this principle to the public understanding of science: “You
should not fool the laymen when you're talking as a scientist. . . . I'm talking
about a specific, extra type of integrity that is [more than] not lying, but
bending over backwards to show how you’re maybe wrong.” (See Feyn-
man'’s autobiography, “Surely You're Joking, Mr. Feynman!")

Sadly, Feynman'’s sound advice almost invariably gets lost when Dar-
win’s theory is challenged. It hardly makes for a free and open exchange
of ideas when biologist Richard Dawkins asserts, “It is absolutely safe to
say that if you meet somebody who claims not to believe in evolution, that
person is ignorant, stupid or insane (or wicked, but I'd rather not consider
that).” (Dawkins made this remark in his 1989 New York Times review of
Donald Johanson and Maitland Edey’s book Blueprints.) Nor does philos-
opher Daniel Dennett help matters when, in Darwin’s Dangerous Idea, he
recommends quarantining religious parents who object to their children
being taught evolutionary theory. Nor for that matter does skeptic Michael
Shermer promote insight into the Darwinian mechanism of natural selec-
tion when, in Why People Believe Weird Things, he announces, “No one, and
[ mean no one, working in the field is debating whether natural selection is
the driving force behind evolution, much less whether evolution hap-
pened or not.”

Such remarks, and the arrogance they betray, do nothing to ameliorate
the ongoing controversy over Darwinian evolution. Gallup polls consis-
tently indicate that only about 10 percent of the U.S. population accepts
the sort of evolution advocated by Dawkins, Dennett and Shermer—that
is, evolution in which the driving force is the Darwinian selection mecha-
nism or some other purely natural mechanism. The rest of the population
is committed to some form of intelligent design. Calling the majority of
Americans names or wishing to quarantine those who are not sufficiently
sympathetic to Darwinism isn’t how science moves forward. It’s not how
a scientific theory wins adherents on the merits of its evidence.

Now it goes without saying that science is not decided in an opinion
poll. Nevertheless, the overwhelming rejection of Darwinian evolution in
the population at large is worth pondering. Although Shermer exagger-
ates when he claims that no research biologist doubts the power of natural
selection, he would certainly be right to claim that this is the majority po-
sition among biologists. Why, then, has the biological community failed to
convince the public that natural selection is the driving force behind evo-
lution and that evolution so conceived (i.e., Darwinian evolution) can suc-
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cessfully account for the full diversity of life? This question is worth pon-
dering because in most other areas of science, the public prefers to sign off
on the considered judgments of the scientific community. (Science, after
all, holds considerable prestige in our culture.) Why is this not the case
here? Steeped as our culture is in the fundamentalist-modernist contro-
versy, the usual answer is that religious fundamentalists, blinded by their
dogmatic prejudices, willfully refuse to acknowledge the overwhelming
case for Darwinian evolution.

The problem with this explanation is that fundamentalism, in the sense
of strict biblical literalism, is a minority position among religious believ-
ers. Most religious traditions do not make a virtue out of alienating the cul-
ture. Despite postmodernity’s inroads, science retains tremendous cul-
tural prestige. The religious world by and large would rather live in
harmony with the scientific world. Most religious believers accept that
species have undergone significant changes over the course of natural his-
tory and, therefore, that evolution has in some sense occurred. (Consider,
for instance, Pope John Paul II's 1996 endorsement of evolution in his ad-
dress to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences titled “Truth Cannot Contra-
dict Truth.”) The question for religious believers and the public more gen-
erally is the extent of evolutionary change and the mechanism underlying
evolutionary change—in particular, whether material mechanisms alone
are sufficient to explain all of life. In short, the real reason the public con-
tinues to resist Darwinian evolution is that the Darwinian mechanism of
chance variation and natural selection seems inadequate to account for the
full diversity of life.

One frequently gets the sense from reading publications by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the National Center for Science Education and
the National Association of Biology Teachers that the public’s failure to ac-
cept Darwinian evolution is a failure in education. That is, if only people
could be made to understand Darwin’s theory properly, so we are told,
they would readily sign off on it. What an odd assumption, given that Dar-
winists hold a virtual monopoly on biology education in America. Accord-
ingly, a mindless fundamentalism must reign over the minds of a vast ma-
jority of Americans. For what else could prevent Darwinism’s immediate
and cheerful acceptance except religious prejudice?

Thus, what many Darwinists yearn for is not just more talented com-
municators to promote Darwinism in America’s biology classrooms but an
enforced educational and cultural policy for total worldview reprogram-
ming that is sufficiently aggressive to capture and convert to Darwinism
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even the most recalcitrant among “religiously programmed” youth. That’s
why Darwinists like Dennett—by all appearances a functioning member
and advocate of democracy—fantasizes about quarantining religious par-
ents. It seems ridiculous to convinced Darwinists like him that the fault
might lie with their theory and that the public might be picking up on
faults inherent in their theory. And yet that is exactly what is happening.

The public need feel no shame at disbelieving and openly criticizing
Darwinism. Most scientific theories these days are initially published in
specialized journals or monographs and are directed toward experts who,
it is assumed, possess considerable technical background and competence
(see chapter forty-one). Not so Darwin’s theory. The locus classicus for
Darwin’s theory remains his Origin of Species. In it Darwin took his case to
the public. Contemporary Darwinists likewise continue to take their case
to the public. Books by Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, E. O. Wilson, the
late Stephen Jay Gould and a host of other biologists and philosophers aim
to convince a skeptical public of the merits of Darwin’s theory. These same
authors commend the public when it finds their arguments convincing.
But when the public remains unconvinced, commendation turns to con-
demnation and even vilification. The mark of dogmatism is to reward con-
formity and punish dissent. If contemporary science does indeed belong
to the culture of rational discourse, then it must repudiate dogmatism and
authoritarianism in all guises.

Why does the public find the case for Darwinism unconvincing? Fun-
damentalism aside, the claim that the Darwinian mechanism of chance
variation and natural selection can generate the full range of biological di-
versity strikes people as an unwarranted extrapolation from the limited
changes that mechanism is known to effect in practice. The hard empirical
evidence for the power of the Darwinian mechanism is in fact quite limited
(e.g., finch beak variation, changes in flower coloration, bacteria develop-
ing antibiotic resistance). For instance, finch beak size does vary according
to environmental pressure. The Darwinian mechanism does operate here
and accounts for the changes we observe. But that same Darwinian mech-
anism is also supposed to account for how finches arose in the first place.
This is an extrapolation. Strict Darwinists see it as perfectly plausible. The
public remains unconvinced.

But shouldn’t the public simply defer to the scientists? After all, they are
the experts. But to which scientists should they defer? It's certainly the
case that the majority of the scientific community accepts Darwinism. But
science is not decided at the ballot box, and Darwinism’s acceptance
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among scientists is hardly universal. The theory of intelligent design is
rapidly gaining advocates at the highest level of the academy, both in the
humanities and in the sciences. (To see this, refer to <www.iscid.org>, the
website of the International Society for Complexity, Information and De-
sign.) Whether intelligent design ultimately overturns Darwinism, how-
ever, is not the issue here. The issue is whether the scientific community is
willing to eschew dogmatism and admit as a live possibility that even its
most cherished views might be wrong.

Darwinists will have none of this. Instead, they resort to the circular
logic of defining true scientists as only those who accept Darwinism. Hav-
ing defined their scientific opposition out of existence, they then make the
historically dubious claim that when a scientific community universally
supports a position, it must be correct. Such machinations are unworthy of
science. Scientists have been wrong in the past and will continue to be
wrong, both about niggling details and about broad conceptual matters.
Darwinism is one scientific theory that attempts to account for the history
of life; but it is not the only scientific theory that could possibly account for
it. It is a widely disputed theory, one that is facing ever more trenchant crit-
icisms and, like any other scientific theory, needs periodic reality checks.

One reality check is to determine whether intelligent design may legit-
imately be taught in the public school science curriculum. Opponents of
intelligent design try to argue that because many of its proponents are re-
ligious believers who want to see intelligent design prosper as a way to
cultural and scientific renewal, intelligent design is therefore religiously
motivated and may not legitimately be taught in public schools. Accord-
ing to the Lemon Test, which was first enunciated by the Supreme Court
in Lemon v. Kurtzman and which specifies whether something is religious
for purposes of the Establishment Clause, the curriculum of public schools
must have a secular purpose. Intelligent design, by being religiously mo-
tivated, is said to have a religious purpose and must therefore be kept out-
side the public school science curriculum.

The problem with this argument is that it conflates motivation and pur-
pose. The distinction between motivation and purpose is well understood
in the criminal law context but typically gets lost in discussions about in-
telligent design. If you enter your mother’s nursing home and smother her
with a pillow, the law is not interested in your motive. Was it to gain your
inheritance more quickly, to settle a long-standing grudge or to comply
compassionately and tearfully with her request to put her out of her mis-
ery? The law doesn’t care about such motives (at least not principally).
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Whether you are convicted of murder depends on whether you had the
purpose to end her life.

In this distinction, motivation refers to what moves us to act whereas
purpose refers to how we channel or direct our actions in response to our
motives. Purpose gives expression to motivation. It follows that there need
be no correlation between the validity of motives and the validity of pur-
poses. One might have good motives but be wicked at implementing them
and thus have evil purposes. For instance, motivated by the desire to stop
urban violence, someone might become a vigilante. On the other hand,
one can have evil motives but attempt to realize them through purposes
that (happily) produce more good than harm. For instance, motivated by
hatred and fear of an ethnic minority coworker, one might arrange to have
another firm hire the employee for a better paying and better suited job.

Thus, whenever the National Center for Science Education, the Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union and other such organizations assert that intelli-
gent design is religiously motivated and therefore doesn’t deserve the
same respect as other ideas that may legitimately be discussed in the acad-
emy, we need to distinguish clearly between motivation and purpose. So
long as intelligent design has a demonstrable secular purpose—advancing
science, enriching the science curriculum, preventing viewpoint discrimi-
nation, promoting academic freedom—its motivation, even if religious, is
legally irrelevant.
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/OPTIMAL DESIGN

Why place the word intelligent in front of
design? It seems that much of the design in
nature is anything but intelligent.

THE WORD INTELLIGENT HAS TWO MEANINGS. It can simply refer to the ac-
tivity of an intelligent agent, even one that acts stupidly. On the other
hand, it can mean that an intelligent agent acted with skill and mastery.
Failure to draw this distinction results in confusion about intelligent de-
sign. This was brought home to me in a radio interview. Skeptic Michael
Shermer and paleontologist Donald Prothero were interviewing me on
National Public Radio. As the discussion unfolded, I was surprised to find
that how they used the phrase “intelligent design” differed significantly
from how the intelligent design community uses it.

Shermer and Prothero understood the word intelligent in “intelligent de-
sign” in the sense of clever or masterful design. They therefore presumed
that intelligent design must entail optimal design. The intelligent design
community, on the other hand, understands the intelligent in “intelligent de-
sign” simply as referring to intelligent agency (irrespective of skill or mas-
tery) and thus separates intelligent design from optimality of design.

But why then place the adjective intelligent in front of the noun design?
Doesn’t the concept of design already include the idea of intelligent
agency, so that juxtaposing the two becomes redundant? Redundancy is
avoided because intelligent design needs to be distinguished from appar-
ent design on the one hand and optimal design on the other. Intelligent de-
sign stresses that the design is due to an actual intelligence, but it leaves
entirely open the attributes or qualities of that intelligence.

Apparent design, by contrast, asserts that the design is not actual. For
instance, Richard Dawkins begins his book The Blind Watchmaker with the
quotation, “Biology is the study of complicated things that give the ap-
pearance of having been designed for a purpose.” Dawkins then requires
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an additional three hundred pages to argue that this design is only an ap-
pearance and is not actual. Apparent design therefore constitutes a nega-
tion of intelligent design.

Many biologists sidestep intelligent design and the evidence for it by
shuttling between apparent design and optimal design. To argue for ap-
parent design, they simply lay out the case for pure, unaided Darwinism.
To argue against intelligent design, they substitute a handy strawman,
identifying intelligent design with optimal design. To render intelligent
design as implausible as possible, they then define optimal design as per-
fect design that is best with respect to every possible criterion of optimiza-
tion. (Anything less, presumably, would not be worthy of an intelligent de-
signer.) Since actual designs always involve tradeoffs and compromise,
such globally-optimal-in-every-respect designs cannot exist except in an
idealized realm (sometimes called a “Platonic heaven”) far removed from
the actual designs of this world. Unlike intelligent design, apparent design
and optimal design empty design of practical significance.

Assimilating all biological design to either apparent or optimal design
avoids the central question that needs to be answered, namely, whether
there actually is design in biological systems regardless of what additional
attributes they possess (like optimality). The automobiles that roll off the
assembly plants in Detroit are intelligently designed in the sense that ac-
tual human intelligences are responsible for them. Nevertheless, even if
we think Detroit manufactures the best cars in the world, it would still be
wrong to say that they are optimally designed. Nor would it be correct to
say that they are only apparently designed (and certainly not for the rea-
son that they fail to be optimally designed). Is there an even minimally
sensible reason for insisting that design theorists must demonstrate opti-
mal design in nature? Critics of intelligent design (e.g., the late Stephen Jay
Gould) often suggest that any purported cosmic designer would only de-
sign optimally. But that is a theological rather than a scientific claim.

Although attributing intelligent design to human artifacts is uncontro-
versial, eyebrows are quickly raised when intelligent design is attributed
to biological systems. Applied to biology, intelligent design maintains that
a designing intelligence is required to account for the complex, informa-
tion-rich structures in living systems. At the same time, it refuses to spec-
ulate about the nature of that designing intelligence. Whereas optimal de-
sign demands a perfectionistic designer who has to get everything just
right, intelligent design fits our ordinary experience of design, which is
conditioned by the needs of a situation, requires negotiation and tradeoffs,






