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Is It Possible to Intelligently Design and then Deynthe
Intelligent Designer?

PaV

The tagline for the article from PhysOrg.com thétk to here, wasNano propellers pump with proper chemistripéspite
no mention being made of it, my immediate thoughs W Their design is based on what biological systalready do.”

Then, perusing the article, after all the talk abwhat Petr Kral is doing in his Univ. of lllinolab, about how this pump
works, etc, etc., we find the following:

Kral's laboratory studies how biological systems,ike tiny flagella that move bacteria, offer cluesdr
building motors, motile systems and other nanoscalgevicesin a hybrid environment that combines
biological and inorganic chemistry.

| find it almost infuriating that there are labkdiPetr Kral’s all over the world that are doingstkind of work every day,
and, yet, our Darwinist brothers tell us that, kelany potential contact with ET’s, in this caseaaanot possible know
anything about any Intelligent Designer.

One has to ask the question: If the Intelligenti@®esr designed the universe, and the Designerdligence is beyond
anything we could possibly comprehened, then hawtligt Einstein gave us a description of gravitiD, in so doing say
that his discovery was “like knowing the Mind of 33

In the particular case of Kral’s work, one hasdk:dow is it possible to examine biological lifeND on the BASIS of
what one SEES then construct a molecular machine of heretafimienown sophistication, and then, simultaneously
maintain that no inference about any so-calledllgent Designer can be made...."since we don't kraswthing about
Him—He’s beyond science”? Further, if biologicat®ms contain no intelligence, how, then, can yodysthem? Why
doesn’t some Darwinian-Believer answer that one® Ean someone “learn” how to build a nanoscale mdé pump
from such a study of extant biological systems tiath have that very possibility denied by sayinhere’s no intelligence
in what I'm studying. What are you talking about?s2his like Baron Munchhausen being able to piriself out of the
mud by pulling on his hair?

Philisophically speaking, how can you “study” thdtich is, per your own definition, “incomprehensit# Would
Darwinists like to ‘fess up about all of this?

These icons link to social bookmarking sites wheesglers can share and discover new web pages.

 Ed
.
NE

7/21/2007 10:56 Al



Is It Possible to Intelligently Design and then Deny thelligent Desig... http://www.uncommondescent.com/intelliglegign/is-it-possible-to-int

N
.[E
.3
-H
. &

71 Email This Pos:= Print This Post

This entry was posted Monday, July 16th, 2007 48 pm and is filed undentelligent DesignYou canleave a response
or trackbackfrom your own site.

21 Responses

1

magnan
07/16/2007
3:36 pm

“In the particular case of Kral's work, one hasask: How is it possible to examine biological lif\D on the BASIS of
what one SEES, then construct a molecular machiheretofore unknown sophistication, and then, fiameously
maintain that no inference about any so-calledllgent Designer can be made...since we don’t knoyttang about
Him—He’s beyond science”?

Darwinists would presumably have no problem withstharguments. If a flagellum, for example, is>amgple of a
complicated machine that merely appears to be dedighey agree that it does in fact incorporatagrarently engineered
design. This is regardless of its true origin iligeint or not, and if intelligent regardless of aqgance of the nature of the
Designer. There is then nothing contradictory alzolitiman scientist taking this “blueprint” andutsderlying principles
and using them for human nanotechnology.

“Further, if biological systems contain no intedligce, how, then, can you study them?”

For the same reasons | don’t see the logic here.

2

PaVv
07/16/2007
4:35 pm

There is then nothing contradictory about a humeiergtist taking this “blueprint” and its underlyingrinciples and using
them for human nanotechnology.

If a scientist is involved in designing a comple@dimachine, no one would dispute that this worllves the use of his
reason, his intelligence. Now, if this same scetrgncounters a difficulty in designing the machs@emuch so that he can’t
find a way to design that which he intends to desihen, again, it would be fair to say that he te@shed the limit of what
his intelligence is capable of. Now, if he finaflycceeds to develop the machine, but with no matgud from his own
intelligence, then wouldn't it be fair to say tlsamething else has filled the gap? Now, if ther ‘lgck of intelligence”,
then how else can that gap be filled except witalligence? Only a like substance can make upri@tmsence of the
substance.

Likewise, | think it preposterous to have sciestis¢ing guided in their designs by the study ofdgjizal systems, while at
the same time pleading agnosticism when it is ppegdhat those biological systems contain intatlige Isn'’t this fairly
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obvious?

3

EJ Klone
07/16/2007
5:23 pm

...and, yet, our Darwinist brothers tell us that,ilkalany potential contact with ET’s, in this case @annot possible know
anything about any Intelligent Designer.

So you're saying that you can infer characteristickhe designer from the design, PaV? (If so kayr

And how do you know that the designer(s) intelligeeirs beyond anything we could possibly comprehéha®@ can
eventually understand how the flagellum functidrsy could you conclude this from the scientificasnce? Do you allow
for the possibility that those doing the designiogld have intelligence similar to our own (but Wwiedge probably
exceeding ours)?

Further, if biological systems contain no intellige, how, then, can you study them?

I'm no darwinist, but | think | can answer this gtien. You are saying that biological systems nmekese - that is - they
work. They are understandable, as snowflakes axagomal columns of basalt are understandablehgsettwo examples
don’t have intelligencéehind

them. We can study natural regularities just astmagscwe can study intelligent causes. You're equdtiog two different
meanings of the word “intelligence.”

4

JT75
07/17/2007
4:59 am

Wat if a person were a Stoic who believed in adabprinciple in nature (a LOGOS) that pervadesrtiieiral order and yet
itself is not mindful, couldn’t this account foreiunctionality of natural systems without appeglio an ultimate Mind?

By contrast then it seems to me that the ID pasiid like magnan indicates, a question of theiorig this
rationality/functionality/design in nature. But $tseems properly a philosophical, not sicentifizgiion. That is, questions
of the ultimate origins of abstract principles @ikunctionality) belong to the realm of philsopParwinists may be
committed to an anti-telic view of nature while tfleproponents are committed to teleology. Whatneed in biology is
less philosophy not more and contrary.

5

PaV

07/17/2007

9:40 am

EJ Klone:“So you're saying that you can infer characteristiaf the designer from the design, PaV? (If soréay
No, I'm saying that intelligence can be discoveratependent of any discovery of the who the Designe

EJ Klone:
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“They are understandable, as snowflakes and hexalgmsiumns of basalt are understandable, yet theseexamples don’t
have intelligence behind them.”

In the case of basalts and snowflakes, we're naligwith anything that is functional. | shouldJyesbeen more precise and
said asked how we can study biological systemsderdo more intelligently design and engineer samgtures if the
biological systems themselves don'’t contain ingelfice.

If Petr Kral had said, “I conferred with some caljgies, and as we discussed the pump system wetcanmaw insight”,
that would make perfectly good sense. If he hadl, shiooked at snowflakes and hexagonal basaltsthan figured out
how to build a nanostructure pump system”, | thirlkwould be left with a big question as to how thegstems could
provide him the needed insight.

My basic complaint with the Darwinists is that treegue that UNLESS you know who the Designer ishtyou cannot
possibly “understand” him. It's merely a poorly aamfilages effort to get ID people to say that theibeer is God, thus
permitting the Darwinists to say: “Aha. | caughuy&ou see, ID is all about religion; not sciend€s no more than a
strawman argument that is so transparent, andfsbeofark, that it becomes terribly irritating. Ndgint here is that if
biological systems solve otherwise unsolvable lalgicoblems, then those systems contain intelligeAadependent of by
whom, where, when, that intelligence came about.

6

PaVv
07/17/2007
9:47 am

JT75:

“What if a person were a Stoic who believed in gidal principle in nature (a LOGOS) that pervadbe hatural order and
yet itself is not mindful, couldn’t this account fbe functionality of natural systems without aglieg to an ultimate
Mind?”

The question strikes me as odd since “logos” isbatraynonymous with the “mind”. How can you hawegit” without a
“mind”. If you didn’t have a “mind”, then you woufdt be able to detect “logic”. Not to be facetiobsit have you ever
asked a chimpanzee what he thinks of “logic”? Nadic” is synonymous with “mind”. Where there iseyrihe other is
supposed.

JT75:
“By contrast then it seems to me that the ID positis, like magnan indicates, a question of theiarof this
rationality/functionality/design in nature. But heems properly a philosophical, not sicentificesgjion.”

As to the “origin” of this rationality, | would age, it is, properly, a philosophical question. Heere that is not my point
here. I'm simply suggesting that it is quite cléaat if biological systems can facilitate the itgetual workings of us
humans, then the presence of intelligence—indeperaféts source!!—in those same systems is axiamat

7

JT75

07/17/2007

10:44 am

Pav: “No. ‘Logic’ is synonymous with ‘mind’. Whetéere is one, the other is supposed.”

But of course if they were truly synonymous oneldawot say “where there is ‘one’ the ‘other’ is paged.” What | think

you mean to affirm is that they are inseparablecéstainly they are distinct and therefore notaymous. ‘Logic’ is the
science of correct inferences, a ‘mind’ is the tiwgipowers of a rational agent that uses logid, ‘aationality’ is that
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feature of an object that makes it accessible tawimihe question remains, “Is it possible for aesysto display rationality
even though it has had no contact with a ratiogah&?” Darwinists believe that this rationality camme from randomness,
which seems a very poor explanation. ID proponkmuate the origin ulitmately in Mind. A Stoic mighay that Nature is
essentially rational (even absent the influences maftional Agent) and therefore natural systerapldy rationality in like
manner. ID proponents, in combating the Darwiniasifion, seem to present ID as the exclusive atara to Darwinism
and therefore secure ground of an alternative resgaogram; my point, however, is that someone #kStoic could take
account of the rationality of biological systemsheut being either Darwinian or ID.

8

JT75
07/17/2007
11:13 am

PaV:"I'm simply suggesting that it is quite cleaat if biological systems can facilitate the ingetual workings of us
humans, then the presence of intelligence—indep#raféts source!!—in those same systems is axianiat

Again, there is a difference between “intelligena@d “rationality.” The latter is “that which theimd picks out,” the former
is a feature of mind itself. The question is noetter the system displays rationality but whatssource. Darwinists
basically say it has no source and further, thaéé&ds no explanation, and ID proponents say lieagdurce is ultimately
Mind. The purpose in bring up the Stoic is to shbhat the source of the rationality is a philosophiguestion. What ID
offers is a mathematical basis for saying thatddxgree of rationality/functionality is only consumi@ with Mind, but |
would say this argument falls in the realm of math#cal information theory and not biology proper.

9

DaveScot
07/17/2007
11:29 am

certainlysome
characteristics of the designer(s) can be infefin@d the designed object such as minimum capasltequired - possibly
more but not necessarily so

in the case of life on earth we can infer somellef’expertise in biochemistry and systems engingeas well as time and
location in the past such that it doesn’t violaeporal or spatial causality

10

PaVv
07/17/2007
11:43 am

JT75:
“What ID offers is a mathematical basis for saythgt the degree of rationality/functionality is grdonsummate with
Mind, but | would say this argument falls in thalra of mathematical information theory and not b} proper.”

There is Plato with his world of ideas. There issfatle with the world of ideas “incarnated” in thhysical world. There is
God, in whom all thought resides, and in whom allvpr resides, and who is completely capable of fiogra world that
conforms to the “logos”.
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You say that ID properly belongs to mathematic&drimation theory, implying that it is not raw scien But is not
mathematical information theory not a part of sc&hAnd, to get at your point a little bit more,ulMbyou say that a
Macintosh computer belongs to the field of mathérahtnformation theory and no more?

Remember, ID posits a “design inference”. It doebas as a purpose the delineation of the Desigteher, it has as its
purpose the substitution of the “design infererfoe’'that of the Darwinian notion of RM+NS (randonutation plus natural
selection). Thus, it's about the explanatory poaefezompeting ideas regarding biological complexiye there theological
overtones? Yes. Are there philosophical overtorves? Is ID philosophy? Is it theology? No, to bgtiestions. It's about
explanatory power. Let the overtones ring wherg thay.

11

magnan
07/17/2007
1:52 pm

PaV: “Now, if there is a “lack of intelligence”,¢h how else can that gap be filled except withlligence? Only a like
substance can make up for an absence of the substan

This is obvious to ID advocates, but biologistseyatly do not recognize the necessity for an iigefit source implied by
Dembski’'s specified complexity and Behe’s irredlgibomplexity in living nature. Since they belieeethe core that
apparent “intelligence” inherent in living organismrose by chance and necessity, to them theredemtradiction. It is a
psychological issue.

PaV: “Likewise, I think it preposterous to haveesttists being guided in their designs by the stfdyiological systems,
while at the same time pleading agnosticism whénptoposed that those biological systems conita@tligence. Isn't this
fairly obvious?”

This was the basic point of your entry, and | agrités preposterous. But the biologists are ctiaded by their faith in
metaphysical naturalism and Darwinism to ignorehsatzsurdity. As | said, this is more a psychologérad sociological
issue.

12

EJ Klone
07/17/2007
2:13 pm

PaVif he had said, “I looked at snowflakes and hexadmasalts and then figured out how to build a nstnacture pump
system”, | think we would be left with a big questas to how those systems could provide him tbdeatkinsight.

Are you saying that we cannot learn how to sohabj@ms from observations of natural regularitiedtrk that is the claim
you are making, and it is false. Take stone ardeesnstance, from which people can become insjpioebuild artificial
arches based on the same concept. The world esteeplth examples of designs inspired by natureefBwith no
organisms involved) So it seems you are left whtht big question.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural arch

I’'m simply suggesting that it is quite clear thibiological systems can facilitate the intelledtuarkings of us humans,
then the presence of intelligence—independens soitirce!'—in those same systems is axioniblie.same logic should
work when it comes to natural regularities, butdesn’t. | just don’t think you’re making a goodyjament.

On the characteristics of the designer:
No, I'm saying that intelligence can be discoveratependent of any discovery of the who the Designe
and
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If the Intelligent Designer designed the univees®] the Designer’s intelligence is beyond anythirmgcould possibly
comprehened (si@mphasis mine)

How do you know that the same designer(s) madedichl systems and the universe? What is your eciel¢hat any of
these designers possess intelligence “beyond angythé could possibly comprehend”?

certainly some characteristics of the designer(sja be inferred from the designed object such as mimum
capabilities required - possibly more but not necesarily so

Nice to seesomeoneagrees with me?

It may not be cessary to conclude that the desfighkad complete expertise concerning all desigisne achievements
could be accidental, others could have been mistdkeat in essence, | think that's correct.

13

EJ Klone
07/17/2007
2:14 pm

oops, | meant to emphasize “beyond anything wedcpaksibly comprehend” with a 'strong’ tag.

14

JT75
07/18/2007
7:36 am

DaveScot: “certainly some characteristics of theigleer(s) can be inferred from the designed olgech as minimum
capabilities required - possibly more but not neadly so

in the case of life on earth we can infer somellef’expertise in biochemistry and systems engingeas well as time and
location in the past such that it doesn’t viol&eporal or spatial causality”

It seems that what you are pointing out is thaivéf think that biochemical systems were desigrtezh the Designer must at
least have knowledge of biochemistry and systerggerring, as well as other characteristics thattdaolate our ideas of
causality, etc.” While this is true it does notrsdike an inference but rather that which is eetidlready in the notion of
Intelligent Designer (that He/it is intelligent ahds all the traits/characteristics/attributes tatild enable Him/it to be the
cuase of such things without these traits/charities/attributes involving contradictions).

15

JT75
07/18/2007
7:49 am

PaV: “You say that ID properly belongs to matheggltinformation theory, implying that it is not rasgience. But is not
mathematical information theory not a part of sce&hAnd, to get at your point a little bit more,ulbyou say that a
Macintosh computer belongs to the field of mathérahtnformation theory and no more?”

| do believe that mathematical information theagcience (although | don’t know what function “fadwes in the above
guote). What Dembski has shown is that when yoliwligla biological information as quantified inforri@n you can reveal
that it has all the traits that we normally asstcisith rational intention. But what he has dondraw the biological into
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the realm of the informational, deduced his coriohs, then reintroduced these conclusions inta trgjinal biological
context. In doing so he makes metaphysical natmdthaterialism an implausible interpretation of slgstem. But his work,
the analysis itself, does not deal directly witblbgical objects (like the work of Behe), but ratheathematical abstractions
from these objects. There is nothing illegitimatetis process but it does emphasize the facthimpart of the 1D
paradigm belongs to the realm of mathematics anthintogy proper. No worries, it still invalidatéise underlying
assumptions of materialism, which is what it i€irded to do, but | don't think it is an alternatib®mlogical’ paradigm

since it is not a science of the same type. Thatldvbe like saying General Relativity is an alteiveato Plate Tectonics.

16
PaV

07/18/2007

9:15 am

EJ Klone: “Are you saying that we cannot learn howolve problems from observations of natural l=gfies?”

No, I'm saying that snowflakes and basalts wonlphu build a nanopump.

PaV: I'm simply suggesting that it is quite clebat if biological systems can facilitate the irgetiual workings of us
humans, then the presence of intelligence—indep#raféts source!!—in those same systems is axiamat

EJ Klone: “The same logic should work when it corttenatural regularities, but it doesn’t. | justndahink you're making
a good argument.”

But what makes you think that snowflakes and basakt absent of intelligence? The kind of intelige they manifest is a
kind of “crystallized” intelligence; i.e., the “Laswof Nature.” If we can figure out quantum mechantben, per force, logic
must reside in the forces examined. Logic—devoidrointelligent agent—is a contradiction.

PaV: If the Intelligent Designer designed the ursee and the Designer’s intelligence is beyondlangtwe could possibly
comprehened (sic)(emphasis mine)

EJ Klone: “How do you know that the same designen@de biological systems and the universe? Whailis evidence
that any of these designers possess intelligereyotid anything we could possibly comprehend”?”

Are you asking me to defend an hypothetical witlderce?

17
PaVv
07/18/2007
9:28 am

JT75: “But his work, the analysis itself, does deal directly with biological objects (like the vkoof Behe), but rather
mathematical abstractions from these objects. Tisamething illegitimate in this process but it damphasize the fact that
this part of the ID paradigm belongs to the reafrmathematics and not biology proper.”

I've already lost a response due to the servemiggproblems. I'll try again.

Darwinists use the canard that since we're unablkabw anything about the Designer—unless we gdint out to
them—then we can’t possibly infer intelligence. Baftcourse, if an alien craft were found, with&nbwing anything about
them, we could possibly figure out, let's suppdbke,anti-gravity propulsion system the craft used.

The article that | posted here is but one of mawamples of scientists using the intelligence presemicrobiological
structures to solve real-world problems. Sincelligence is required to solve problems, then dpparent that in using
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biological systems to solve nanostructure problerast, per force, involve a sort of concretizedlligence contained in
those biological systems. It seems the heighthantfity to say, “| studied this biological systenoimler to solve a problem |
was having in the lab”, and then say, “But the dgatal system has nothing to do with intelligence.”

While Dembski’'s work is, indeed, primarily matheinat, it is used to infer design, and, hence, tles@nce of intelligence.
This isn't biology. No. But that doesn’t lessenbtslogical significance. The Design Inference pigsras to approach the
biological complexity we find in plant and animdklwith a paradigm that is very different from tpeevailing one. And, if
true—and it certainly appears to be true—is art@igtientific exploration of biotic forms.
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EJ Klone
07/18/2007
5:01 pm
PaV:

But what makes you think that snowflakes and basalt absent of intelligence? The kind of inteltige they
manifest is a kind of “crystallized” intelligencieg., the “Laws of Nature.” If we can figure outantum
mechanics, then, per force, logic must reside énftnces examined. Logic—devoid of an intelligegeat—is
a contradiction.

You are quite right that logic does not exist algsdf an intelligent agent, but your logic is stilong.

I think you are still equivocating. (I'll use twaffierent emphases to demonstrdteyic is an abstraction, not a physical
thing. You are saying that nature behaving lagical fashion means th&tgic resides in the natural forces involved.

Similarly, as | pointed out before, you were equiting between two definitions of intelligence/itigent. The first, that
living things are understandable, imtelligent, is indisputable. But you are leaping from thasay that because something
is understandable, that it containtelligence, thus it was the result of ID.

The “intelligence” you are ascribing to snowflales the result of natural regularity. Anyone wh@ad Dembski’'s work
knows that natural regularities are distinct franelligent causes, and are weeded out by the exqugnfilter. So, you are
saying that any and all natural regularities cainferred to be due to intelligent causation? Swdhs no way to distinguish
between nonintelligent and intelligent causes... beeaverything's intelligently caused, even theimHigent?

Let me feed your words back again and reiterate:

I’'m simply suggesting that it is quite clear thidbiological systems can facilitate the intelledtwarkings of us
humans, then the presence of intelligence—indepdrafets source!!l—in those same systems is axianat

What you are saying, with this logic, is that ifytliing is understandable or provides insight iti® Wway the universe
operates, then it must have been intelligently edusll I'm saying is that this logic does not paut.

| think the given (insight/technological applicatjds true, the conclusion (intelligent designyrige, but the chain of
reasoning connecting the two in this way doesnid fup.

Heh, before we get too carried away with nitpicleyails, | seem to remember Bill Dembski saying siing to the effect
of, ID doesn't require positing a designer. | casgem to find the quote, does anyone remember it?
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JT75
07/19/2007

12:10 pm
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PaV: The Design Inference permits us to approaetbiblogical complexity we find in plant and anintig¢ with a
paradigm that is very different from the prevailimge. And, if true—and it certainly appears totuet—is an aid to
scientific exploration of biotic forms.”

| agree, but the “different paradigm” is a philobagal one of naturalism vs. non-naturalism (of eliéint varieties). It is the
belief that there is an underlying rationality gndpose to nature that helps guide further biolagiequiry, but this
assumption is a philosophical one that may helsthentist but need not be assumed by him. Irciensfic role as an
aspect of mathematical information theory, ID makgmirposeful interpretation of nature more pldesiban its denial. But
in and of itself the diffusing of naturalism, altigh incredibly benenficial for the theist, is ndbialogically based
alternative to Darwinism. ID makes most of its h&ag as a valid critique of Neo-Darwinism, but itka postitive answers
to similar questions (like ‘where do cats and dogsie from’?). Darwinism has a biological answertfos question, |
believe it is mistaken; but ID has no answer athadt is not another criticism of ND or a repetti@ppeal to a common
Design.
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PaV
07/20/2007
11:45 am

EJ Klone: “I think you are still equivocating. (llise two different emphases to demonstrate) Lisgém abstraction, not a
physical thing. You are saying that nature behauing logical fashion means that logic residehertatural forces
involved.”

“Chair” is an abstraction. Does that mean thatrshdon't exist?

EJ Klone: “But you are leaping from that to saytthecause something is understandable, that inganintelligence, thus
it was the result of ID.”

Does software code contain “intelligence”? Is @ tesult of ID?

EJ Klone: “So there is no way to distinguish betwaenintelligent and intelligent causes... becausgyhing’s
intelligently caused, even the nonintelligent?”

No, I'm saying that the “laws of nature” are th@guct of intelligence. Since they follow regulaggj snowflakes and
basalts show “complexity”; but they don’t show “sjieity”. Hence, using CSI, one wouldn’t draw agsign inference”
regading them.

EJ Klone: “I think the given (insight/technologiagbplication) is true, the conclusion (intelligeiisign) is true, but the
chain of reasoning connecting the two in this wagsh't hold up.”

You might want to explain this a little bit more.

As to the designer, | think Dembski would say thatdon’t need to know who the Designer is beforenvede a “design
inference.”

JT75: “l agree, but the “different paradigm” islalpsophical one of naturalism vs. non-naturaligidjfferent varieties). It
is the belief that there is an underlying ratiotyadind purpose to nature that helps guide furti@ogical inquiry, but this
assumption is a philosophical one that may helsthentist but need not be assumed by him.”

If we were to find a spaceship, and we presumetttiaas intelligently designed, is that a “philgédcal” paradigm? If
SETI receive electro-magnetic signals—as in “Coriacepresenting a pattern, would we be guilty opimsing the
paradigm of naturalism vs. non-naturalism on theteived pattern if we were to infer the pattepresented intelligence? |
think the answer to both questions is “no”.
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PaVv
07/20/2007
11:59 am

JT75: “ID makes most of its headway as a validgui of Neo-Darwinism, but it lacks postitive anssvio similar
guestions (like ‘where do cats and dogs come frpnDarwinism has a biological answer for this qigestl believe it is
mistaken; but ID has no answer at all that is mattlaer criticism of ND or a repetitive appeal toammon Design.”

Does Darwinism really have an answer as to wheats“and dogs” come from?
Isn’t Darwinism no more than a guess, and a tartidld one at that?

Darwin, in the ‘Origin of Species’ first suggestibat it was the Creator who made a “form, or sdvierans” from which all
other life derives. Doesn't that sound like the iDaer? Nowadays, Darwinists will say, “Once you éagplication, then
NS can take over. Origin of life questions are jgasate matter.” Well, let’s look at ‘origin of lifgquestions: without
replication the wrong-headed notions of a Richaaavkin don’t apply, and we run right into...... IntelligeDesign
arguments that in no way can be surmounted. Lats it, Fred Hoyle, a life-long atheist, a comndittaturalist, thought
NDE pointless.

On the other hand, ID is not an assertion of “redtsim/purpose” over and against “non-naturalisnpgpgelessness”, it
suggests that we're dealing with “machinery”. Tliffedence between Darwinists and IDers is that Hlerow that
complexity can’t be arrived at randomly. And anyevi® has ever tried to write a program (and, ofrsepyeven Bill Gates
says that DNA is a software program of a sophigtoahat we can’'t comprehend) knows that randomsicas be
programmed in, but that randomness in no way cBMER bring about a more advanced program.
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