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He that hath my word, let him speak my word faithfully.  
 Jeremiah  23:28 

Introduction 
The debate over the origin of the 
heavens, the earth, and life upon the 
earth was originally framed as a 
conflict between so-styled scientific 
evidence for Darwinian evolution and 
the plain teaching of the Bible. The 
more recent argument of Intelligent 
Design (ID) was first proposed in the late 
1970s by a group of scientists trying to 
account for the origin of the genetic 
information found encoded within the 
DNA molecule. They observed that the information-bearing properties of 
DNA provided strong evidence of a designing intelligence that could not 
otherwise be explained. Such acknowledgement by members of the 
scientific community is encouraging to believers. Darwinian explanations 
failed to account not only for the origin of life, but also for the origin of the 
genetic information in DNA necessary to build life, as well as its ability to 
generate new information and store that information in advanced 
biomolecular codes.  
The discovery of the DNA molecule redirected the debate of creation 
versus evolution. To better understand this redirection, we might 
consider the difference between a phenotype and a genotype. The 
phenotype is what can be physically observed about an organism. This 
observational evidence of anatomy and function is what was known and 
available when both William Paley and Charles Darwin lived and formed 
the basis of their arguments for original design and common descent, 
respectively. The genotype ± the genetic information code on which the 
phenotype is based ± was not known until the discovery of the double helix 
DNA molecule in 1953, which has been further advanced by genetic 
sequencing technology in subsequent years. These discoveries have shown 
the genetic structure of life to be much more complex than either Paley or 
Darwin could have known. Genes are not simple on/off switches, but 
function as part of an advanced, complex, dynamic system. The genotype is 
a highly condensed, detailed blueprint for the orderly construction and 
functional operation of the phenotype.  
Now that it is known that life depends upon a complex, nano-technology 
information code, the design debate takes on a different form. Can 
information spontaneously arise, self-generate, and increase in complexity? 
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A more general formulation of the question is, can matter (inanimate 
chemicals) ± form mind (consciousness, intelligence, thinking, abstract 
reasoning)? An intelligent, designing mind is needed both to generate and 
interpret information. An intelligent, designing mind has the ability to 
appreciate aesthetic qualities and work them into the design mix ± color, 
variety, pattern, texture, taste, mimicry ± that collectively defines concepts 
such as beauty and glory. The world in which we dwell abounds in these 
attributes which the processes of physics and chemistry alone cannot 
account for. The eye, which endows us with sight, is intricately designed 
with different kinds of photoreceptors to detect different wavelengths of 
light in order to give us highly discriminating color vision so that we can 
appreciate the beauty of a sunset or the changing color of autumn leaves.  
Another defining aspect of intelligent design is the joining together of two or 
more components into a mutually interdependent function, that is, that one 
component without the other will cause catastrophic failure. This 
characteristic of design has been called ³irreducible complexity´ because it 
is not resolvable into single components or precursor stages. This 
characteristic of design abounds throughout the world of living things and 
defies explanation by cumulative incremental changes. The natural world 
testifies to a great Mind that created things to show forth His glory and for 
His pleasure ± and as we are created in His image, the creation was given to 
please and delight us also.  
Though there is substantial scientific evidence supportive of Intelligent 
Design, that witness is purposely ignored or scorned by the majority of 
the scientific community. In fact, ther e is academic pr ejudice against 
believers in creation or ID from evolutionists, agnostics, and atheists. The 
reality is that we who trust in God¶s Word cannot expect a change in the 
direction of the ideology of common descent (evolution) and the popular 
support for it. Truth is a casualty of conflict. Truth is based on evidence, and 
when truth is suspended, evidence is ignored, denied, or distorted. The 
cultural leaders and institutions of the Western nations have embraced 
postmodernism, not because of the evidence, but on account of their bias 
toward philosophies and ideas to overcome, dismiss, and destroy the former 
culture rooted in the teaching and morality of Christianity. The theory of 
common descent and the philosophies of postmodernism are mutually 
dependent upon one another.  
This is the time for us to work to make sure that the coming generation is 
informed about the abundance of supportive evidence, lest it be lost to the 
biased agenda of this world. Let us be strengthened in our faith and develop 
our ability to be ready always to give an answer to every man that asketh 
you a reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear (1 Peter 
3:15). 
To that end, readers will find in this issue a variety of articles beginning 
with the classical William Paley¶s argument for Design, followed by a look 
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The Classical Statement of the Argument of Design 
William Paley¶s watchmaker analogy (published 
in 1802 in his book Natural Theology or 
Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the 
Deity), is perhaps the most recognized 
teleological argument set forth in support of 
intelligent design. The analogy has played a 
prominent role in natural theology where it was 
used to support arguments for the existence of 
God and for the intelligent design of the universe. 
The article below was prepared and published by 
Brother Edward W. Farrar and appeared in the 
January 2001 Christadelphian Advocate. Brother 
Farrar explained in his original introduction that the article had been taken 
from a transcript of Paley¶s original work (Natural Theology), and that, 
³There have been certain abridgments, and some of the words which have 
changed in meaning, or are now rarely used, have been replaced by 
synonyms which are more familiar to modern readers,´ and, ³some of the 
arguments are stated in 18th century English, but a careful reading of the 
reasoning will be very rewarding.´   

The Watchmaker Analogy 
Natural Theology; or, Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity                              

Collected from the Appearances of Nature.    
By William Paley, D.D., (1743-1805) 

The Argument 
In crossing some scrub land, suppose I struck my foot against a stone, and 
were asked how the stone came to be there; I might possibly answer, that for 
all I knew to the contrary, it had lain there forever: nor would it perhaps be 
very easy to show the absurdity of this answer. But suppose I had found a 
(pocket) watch upon the ground, and it should be inquired how the watch 
happened to be in that place; I should hardly think of the answer which I had 
before given ± that for any thing I knew, the watch might have always been 
there. Yet why should not this answer serve for the watch as well as for the 
stone? Why is it not as admissible in the second case, as in the first?   

at twenty-first century design positions, as well as other supporting items of 
significance and interest. Of course, the Bible is our source and authority 
for the truth of the matter; the things that are made (Romans 1:20)
confirming the eternal power and deity of its Author. 
                  The Christadelphian Advocate Publishing Committee  



The Christadelphian Advocate December  2015                           p. 294

For this reason, and for no other, namely that 
when we come to inspect the watch, we 
perceive what we could not discover in the 
stone, that its several parts are framed and put 
together for a purpose, for example, they are so 
formed and adjusted as to produce motion, and 
that motion so regulated as to point out the hour 
of the day; that if the different parts had been 
differently shaped from what they are, of a 
different size from what they are, or placed after 
any other manner, or in any other order than that 
in which they are placed, either no motion at all would have been carried on 
in the machine, or none which would have answered the use that is now 
served by it.   
We see a cylindrical box containing a coiled spring, which by its endeavour 
to relax itself, turns round the box. We next observe a flexible chain 
(artificially wrought for the sake of flexure) communicating the action of the 
spring from the box to the fusee (pulley). We then find a series of wheels, 
the teeth of which catch in, and apply to each other, conducting the motion 
from the fusee to the balance, and from the balance to the pointer; and, at the 
same time, by the size and shape of those wheels, so regulating that motion 
as to terminate in causing an index, by an equable and measured 
progression, to pass over a given space in a given time.     

The Materials 
We take notice that the wheels are made of brass in order to keep them from 
rust; the springs of steel, no other metal being so elastic; that over the face of 
the watch there is placed a glass, a material employed in no other part of the 
work, but in the room of which, if there had been any other than a 
transparent substance, the hour could not be seen without opening the 
case. This mechanism being observed... the inference we think is 
inevitable, that the watch must have had a maker: that there must have 
existed, at some time, and at some place or other, an artificer (skilled 
craftsman) or artificers who formed it for the purpose which we find it 
actually to answer, who comprehended its construction and designed its 
use.  
Observation 1: Nor would it, I apprehend, weaken the conclusion that we 
had never seen a watch made; that we had never known an artificer capable 
of making one; that we were altogether incapable of executing such a piece 
of workmanship ourselves, or of understanding in what manner it was 
performed. Nor can I perceive that it varies at all the inference, whether a 
question arises concerning a human agent, or concerning an agent 
possessing in some respects a different nature.   
Observation 2: Neither, secondly, would it invalidate our conclusion, that 
the watch sometimes went wrong, or that it seldom went exactly right. It is 
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not necessary that the machine be perfect in order to show with what design 
it was made; still less necessary, where the only question is, whether it were 
made with any design at all.   
Observation 3: Nor, thirdly, would it br ing any uncer tainty into the 
argument, if there were a few parts of the watch, concerning which we could 
not discover, or had not yet discovered, in what manner they conducted to 
the general effect; or even some parts, concerning which we could not 
ascertain whether they conduced to that effect in any manner whatever. The 
indication of contrivance (to devise, construct, bring about) remains with 
respect to them, nearly as it was before. 
Observation 4: Nor, fourthly, would any man in his senses think the 
existence of the watch, with its complicated moving parts, could be 
accounted for by being told that the chemical elements and substances lying 
near the watch could arrange themselves into complex forms, of which the 
watch was only one of many possible configurations.  
Observation 5: Nor, fifthly, would it yield his inquiry more satisfaction, to 
be told that there existed in the natural quality of things, a ³Principle of 
Order,´ which had assembled the parts of the watch into their present form 
and structure. No one has ever known a watch to be made by this alleged 
³Principle of Order´ distinct from the intelligence of the watchmaker.   
Observation 6: Sixthly, he would be surprised to hear that the mechanism 
of the watch was no proof of contrivance and intelligence í only a motive to 
induce the mind to think so.  
Observation 7: He would be not less surprised to be informed, that the 
watch in his hand was nothing more than the result of ³The Law of 
Evolutionary Progress.´ It is a perversion of language to designate any law 
as the efficient operative cause of anything. A law presupposes an agent; for 
it is only the mode according to which an agent proceeds; it implies a power 
according to which that power acts. Without this power, without this agent, 
which are both distinct from itself, the law does nothing; is nothing. 
Observation 8: Nor, lastly, would our observer be driven out of his 
conclusion, or from his confidence in its truth, by being told that he knew 
nothing at all about the matter. He knows enough for his argument: the 
consciousness of knowing little, need not beget a distrust of that which he 
does know.   

State of the Argument Continued 
Suppose that the person who found the watch, should, after some time 
discover that, in addition to all the complex properties which he had hitherto 
observed in it, it also possessed the unexpected property of producing, in the 
course of its movement, another watch like itself ± complete with all the 
complicated moving parts and performing the same functions as the original 
watch... What effect ought such a discovery to have upon his former 
conclusion?  
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Effect 1: The first effect would be to increase his admiration for the 
mechanism of the watch and his conviction of the consummate skill of the 
watchmaker.  
Effect 2: He would reflect that although the original watch before him was, 
in some sense, the maker of the replicated watch, which was fabricated in 
the course of the movements of the original watch, yet it was in a very 
different sense from that, in which a carpenter, for instance, makes two 
identical chairs ± one after the other. In the case of two identical chairs, the 
first chair could never be viewed as fabricating the second chair. In other 
words, the first chair was not the cause of the second chair coming into 
existence. But in the case of the replicated watch before us, the original 
watch provides the cause of the replicated watch coming into existence. This 
fact only increases the admiration for the artificer and the technological skill 
of the maker of the original watch.    
Effect 3: When the replicated watch is examined with precision, it is noted 
that it exhibits the same marks of design, contrivance and planning which 
was evident in the original watch. If it be asked, ³What is the cause of the 
replicated watch having these remarkable qualities?´ it is no answer at all to 
be told that the preceding watch produced it. There cannot be design without 
a designer; there cannot be contrivance without a contriver; there cannot be 
order in the absence of an orderer; there cannot be a purpose without that 
which could intend a purpose.  
Arrangement, disposition of parts, subserviency of means to an end, relation 
of instruments to a use, necessitate the presence of intelligence and mind. 
No one, therefore, can rationally believe that the insensible, inanimate 
watch, from which the replicated watch issued, was the proper cause of the 
mechanism we so much admire in it. All the properties of the replicated 
watch are as much unaccounted for, as they are in the original watch.  
Effect 4: Nor is anything gained by running the difficulty farther back, i.e., 
by supposing the original watch before us to have been produced from 
another watch, that from a former watch, and so on indefinitely. Our going 
back ever so far brings us no nearer to the least degree of satisfaction upon 
the subject. Contrivance and planning is still unaccounted for. We still lack a 
contriver. A designing mind is still not supplied by this supposition. 

Conclusion 
The conclusion which the first examination of the original watch, of its 
works, of its construction and movement suggested, was that it must have 
had for its cause and author of its construction an artificer who understood 
its construction and designed its use. This conclusion is invincible. A second 
examination presents us with a new discovery. The watch is found, in the 
course of its movement, to produce another watch similar to itself; and not 
only so, but we perceive in it a system of organization separately calculated 
for that purpose. What effect would this discovery have, or ought to have, 
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upon our former inference? What but to increase beyond measure our 
admiration for the skill which has been employed in the formation of such a 
machine? Or shall it, instead of this, turn us around to an opposite 
conclusion, namely, that no art or skill whatever has been concerned in the 
business, although all other evidences of art and skill remain as they were, 
and this last and supreme piece of art be now added to the rest? Can this be 
maintained without absurdity? 
The question is not simply, How came the first watch into existence? ... As it 
is, the metaphysics of that question have no place: for, in the watch which 
we are examining is seen contrivance, design; an end, a purpose; means for 
the end, adaptation to the purpose. And the question which irresistibly 
presses upon our thoughts, is, whence this contrivance and design? The 
thing required is the intending mind, the adapting hand, the intelligence by 
which that hand was directed.   

Application of the Argument 
Every indication of contrivance, and manifestation of design, purpose, 
means and adaptation for the purpose and finished product, which 
existed in the watch, exists in the works of Nature; with this difference 
on the side of Nature, of being greater and more, and that in a degree 
which exceeds all computation. 
I mean that the contrivances and designs of Nature surpass the contrivances 
of man-made objects in the complexity, subtlety, and curiosity of the 
mechanism; and still more, do go beyond them in number and variety; yet, 
in a multitude of cases, are not less mechanical, not less evidently 
contrivances, not less evidently accommodated to their end, or suited to their 
office, than are the most perfect productions of human ingenuity. 

Sequel 
William Paley then goes on to compare the intricacies and complexities of 
the telescope í a human invention, with the human eye. As it is evident that 
the telescope was made to assist human vision, so it is equally evident that 
the eye was made for vision itself. Both display and exhibit the same 
principles of purpose to an end, design and intelligent application of 
mechanical and scientific components. If the eye were the only part of the 
human body which shouts of design and a designer, it might be argued that 
it was the result of a combination of fortuitous circumstances. But the eye is 
only one of thousands of complex and systematic parts of the human body 
which exhibit design, end-use and purpose. 

The cells that make up the human body constitute an unbelievably complex 
and intricate collection of ³machines.´ Paley argues that such complexity 
could no more arise by chance than the origin of the watch he found on the 
scrubland could arise by chance. All the arguments that indicate the need 
for a designer and architect for the watch, apply with exponential force for 
the construction of the human body. 
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The Design Argument in the Twenty-First Century: 
Information, Mind, and Matter  

When Charles Darwin formulated the theory of evolution in 1859, there was 
no extant knowledge of the genetic code on which life is based. 1  It was not 
until nearly one hundred years later, in 1953, that Francis and Crick co-
discovered the double helix structure of the DNA molecule, a key part of the 
cellular apparatus by which traits are passed on to offspring.  
Although the molecular mechanism of genetics was not understood in 
Darwin¶s day, experience gained from breeding plants and animals had been 
applied for centuries to improve the traits of domesticated varieties. Jacob 
was able to use his knowledge of animal breeding to segregate the livestock 
with the more desirable traits from Laban¶s flock (Genesis 30:42). Paul was 
able to draw an analogy between the domesticated olive tree and its wild 
counterpart (Romans 11). Darwin himself was heavily influenced in 
developing his evolutionary hypothesis by his firsthand experience in raising 
fancy pigeons that breeders had been able to produce from the original wild 
rock pigeon ± the basis for the subject of the first chapter of The Origin of 
Species, ³Variation Under Domestication.´ Darwin¶s premise was this: if 
human breeders could generate improvements by deliberately selecting 
certain traits among variations they observed in domesticated breeds like 
pigeons, dogs, racehorses, strawberries and cabbage ± often within the scope 
of a few generations ± could the outworking of nature itself not achieve the 
same kind of results? In the fourth chapter entitled ³Natural Selection,´ 
Darwin asked the question, ³Can the principle of selection, which we have 
seen is so potent in the hands of man, apply in nature? I think we shall see 
that it can act most effectually.´ Darwin gave his own definition of natural 
selection: ³This preservation of favorable variations and the rejection of 
injurious variations, I call Natural Selection.´  

Natural Selection 
Not only did Darwin believe that natural selection could ³act most 
effectually,´ but he conjectured that it could far exceed what any human 
breeder might achieve. In the early section of his seminal book, Darwin 
outlined the essential features of the theory: 

³One of the most dramatic discoveries in biology in the 20th 
century is that living organisms are the realization of coded 
language structures. All the detailed chemical and structural 
complexity associated with the metabolism, repair, specialized 
function, and reproduction of each living cell is a realization 
of the coded algorithms stored in its DNA. A paramount issue, 
therefore, is how do such extremely large language structures 
arise? The origin of such structures is, of course, the central 
issue of the origin of life question.´ 
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³As man can produce and certainly has produced a great result by his 
methodical and unconscious means of selection, what may not nature 
effect? Man can act only on external and visible characters: nature cares 
nothing for appearances, except in so far as they may be useful to any 
being. She can act on every internal organ, on every shade of 
constitutional difference, on the whole machinery of life. Man selects 
only for his own good; Nature only for that of the being which she tends. 
Every selected character is fully exercised by her; and the being is placed 
under well-suited conditions of life« Under nature, the slightest 
difference of structure or constitution may well turn the nicely-balanced 
scale in the struggle for life, and so be preserved. How fleeting are the 
wishes and efforts of man! how short his time! and consequently how 
poor will his products be, compared with those accumulated by nature 
during whole geological periods. Can we wonder, then, that nature¶s 
productions should be far µtruer¶ in character than man¶s productions; 
that they should be infinitely better adapted to the most complex 
conditions of life, and should plainly bear the stamp of far higher 
workmanship? 
It may be said that natural selection is daily and hourly scrutinizing, 
throughout the world, every variation, even the slightest; rejecting that 
which is bad, preserving and adding up all that is good; silently and 
insensibly working, whenever and wherever opportunity offers, at the 
improvement of each organic being in relation to its organic and 
inorganic conditions of life. We see nothing of these slow changes in 
progress, until the hand of time has marked the long lapses of ages, and 
then so imperfect is our view into long past geological ages, that we only 
see that the forms of life are now different from what they formerly 
were.´ 2 

Sophisticated Idolatry 
Is not Darwin¶s reasoning a form of sophisticated idolatry? ³Natural 
selection,´ which he also refers to simply as ³nature,´ is personified ± it 
is said to ³act,´ ³scrutinize,´ ³reject,´ ³preserve good,´ and ³work.´ 
That is, while it is ostensibly a force of nature or natural law that acts 
without mind and without purpose, it is able to make decisions for the 
organism¶s well being and to do so with ³far higher workmanship´ than 
any intelligent human mind could accomplish. In using this kind of 
language, Darwin attributes to natural chemical processes metaphysical 
characteristics. 
Richard Dawkins in like manner outlines three ³ingredients´ that are 
necessary for this process of natural selection to work. The first ³ingredient´ 
is ³the property of self-replication.´ Living things are distinguished from 
non-living things because they are capable of reproducing themselves. The 
second ³ingredient´ is that ³the copying (i.e. the replication process) will not 
be perfect. Mistakes will happen.´ The third ingredient is ³it is possible for 
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an error to result in an improvement.´ Richard Dawkins then ascribes to this 
claimed ability of the self-replicating organism to improve itself ± the term 
³power.´ 3   
The use of metaphysical language in application to natural chemical 
structures suggests that the theory is a sophisticated form of idolatry.  
Modern, educated man looks upon prior generations that paid homage to 
objects of wood and stone and ascribed miraculous power to them with utter 
disdain. But is modern, educated man not doing the same thing, albeit in a 
much more sophisticated way, in attributing ³workmanship´ and decision-
making ³power´ to organized chemical structures?  

Coming to Terms 
That there is variability in living organisms as a result of reproduction is 
readily observable (this variability among offspring in their populations has 
been termed micro-evolution or ³horizontal evolution´ by evolutionists). 
The fact of this variability is not in dispute. The issue is whether the range of 
variability that Darwin observed in pigeons and in finches can lead to 
cumulative, successive changes that fundamentally transform the organism, 
i.e., macro-evolution or, as it is more accurately called, the theory of 
common descent. The theory requires that all living things today achieved 
their diversity as a result of cumulative, progressive changes from an 
original, common predecessor organism. In this respect, Darwin¶s theory 
extrapolated far beyond the observations relating to the progress that human 
breeders had made through their efforts. Darwin himself observed the range 
of impressive variations that pigeon fanciers had bred from the original rock 
pigeon ± the English carrier, the short-faced tumbler, puffers, pouters, 
turbits, Jacobins, trumpeters, laughers and fantails. But notwithstanding 
their variation in physical appearance, they were all still pigeons and able to 
interbreed. The same is true of dog breeds that have resulted from selections 
made by breeders. 
The first giant leap that had to be made before the process of natural 
selection could begin to work was the formation of the first ³self-replicating 
entity.´ This hypothetical crossover, from inanimate non-replicating 
chemical structures to a living cell capable of replication, is called 
abiogenesis. Abiogenesis has never been observed to spontaneously occur 
nor has it been synthesized by human effort. It is the most critical first step 
in the alleged evolutionary development process because it bridges a vast 
gulf between two states of matter ± non-replicating chemicals and that 
which has life. 

Enter Information 
There has been great progress made in unravelling the workings of the 
genetic code in the past fifty years. Does the increased understanding of the 
process of gene replication at the molecular level validate or invalidate 
Darwin¶s hypothesis? In order to answer this question, it is first necessary to 



The Christadelphian Advocate December  2015                            p. 301 

determine if living organisms are strictly reducible to components of matter, 
or is life something more than matter? One writer describes the constituents 
of living organisms in strictly chemical terms: 

³All living organisms, from microbes to humans, are made of the same 
basic building blocks, consisting mainly of sugars, amino acids, fatty 
acids, and nitrogenous bases, altogether little more than fifty distinct, 
small chemical species, of molecular weights rarely exceeding 200. What 
largely differentiates organisms chemically is the manner in which these 
building blocks join into larger assemblages, mostly polysaccharides, 
proteins, lipids, and nucleic acids.´ 4

 

This materialist characterization of living organisms fails to take into 
account one critical property ± the organization of these chemical 
building blocks into complex information systems. Even atheists like 
Richard Dawkins are awed by the information system of the living cell: 

³We have seen that DNA molecules are the center of a spectacular 
information technology. They are capable of packing an immense 
amount of precise, digital information into a very small space, and 
capable of preserving this information ± with astonishingly few errors, 
but still some errors, for a very long time.´ 5 

What is Information? 
³The world of the inanimate is made up of two entities, matter and 
energy. Life requires a third component ± information. In the latter half 
of the twentieth century, it became apparent that an important distinction 
between living and non-living matter is the information in the living 
organism, and the capability of the organism to use that information to 
perform its functions. The information of life is presently thought to 
reside, to a large extent, in the molecules of deoxyribonucleic acid 
(DNA) that are the constituents of the genomes (the set of genes and their 
controls) in every living cell, and is therefore called genetic 
information.´6 

What is the Relevance of Genetic Information  
to the Evolution Debate? 

³One of the most dramatic discoveries in biology in the 20th century is 
that living organisms are the realization of coded language structures. All 
the detailed chemical and structural complexity associated with the 
metabolism, repair, specialized function, and reproduction of each living 
cell is a realization of the coded algorithms stored in its DNA. A 
paramount issue, therefore, is how do such extremely large language 
structures arise? 
The origin of such structures is, of course, the central issue of the 
origin of life question. The simplest bacteria have genomes consisting 
of roughly a million codons. (Each codon, or genetic word, consists of 
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three letters from the four-letter genetic alphabet). Do coded 
algorithms a million words in length arise spontaneously by any 
known naturalistic process? Is there anything in the laws of physics 
that suggest how such structures might arise in a spontaneous 
fashion? The honest answer is simple. What we presently understand 
from thermodynamics and information theory argues persuasively 
they do not and cannot! 
Language involves a symbolic code, a vocabulary, and a set of 
grammatical rules to relay or record thought. Many of us spend most of 
our waking hours generating, processing, or disseminating linguistic data. 
Seldom do we reflect on the fact that language structures are clear 
manifestations of nonmaterial reality« 
This conclusion is reached by observing that the linguistic information 
itself is independent of its material carrier. The meaning or message itself 
does not depend on whether it is represented as sound waves in the air or 
as ink patterns on paper or as alignment of magnetic domains on a floppy 
disk or as voltage patterns on a transistor network«Einstein pointed to 
the nature and origin of symbolic information as one of the profound 
questions about the world as we know it. He could identify no means by 
which matter could bestow meaning to symbols. The clear implication is 
that symbolic information, or language, represents a category of reality 
distinct from matter and energy. 
«The implications are immediate for the issue of evolution. The 
evolutionary assumption that exceedingly complex linguistic structures 
which comprise the construction blueprints and operating manuals for all 
the complicated chemical nano-machinery and sophisticated feedback 
control mechanisms in even the simplest living organism ± that these 
structures must have a materialistic explanation ± is fundamentally 
wrong. But how then does one account for symbolic language as the 
critical ingredient from which all living organisms develop and function 
and manifest such amazing capabilities? The answer should be obvious ± 
an intelligent Creator is unmistakably required.´ 7 

Consider the words on this page of The Advocate. The physical material 
can be characterized: it consists of paper on which ink has been impressed 
by mechanical energy. That material description, however, is not sufficient 
to explain the text. The typographical symbols on the paper convey specific 
meaning that is independent of the material (that is, the meaning is not 
derived from the physical chemistry of the ink and paper). Wherever this 
property of information exists, it is always the result of the action of mind ± 
of an intelligent agent that is able to reason abstractly in using symbols to 
express meaning. 

The Analogy of the Player Piano 
In the decade of the 1920s, a unique invention flourished in America ± the 
player piano.8 The player piano was an automated way to play a piece of 
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music on a piano. The way it worked 
was that first a skilled pianist played a 
favorite composer¶s work ± let¶s say 
one of Mozart¶s piano concertos ± on a 
master piano and the sequential 
movements of the keys were captured 
as perforations on a paper roll. There 
were 88 possible positions that the 
perforations could occupy laterally, each one corresponding to a different 
key on the piano. The vertical length of each perforation determined how 
long the key would be held. The paper roll could then be duplicated and the 
copy could be used to play a piano connected to a mechanical device. As the 
paper roll ran through the mechanical device, all the original pianist¶s 
movements were able to be played out automatically on the keys of the host 
piano. This illustration of the player piano is relevant to the information 
content of the cell.  
It is possible for us to describe the mechanism of the player piano in 
very precise terms ± the structure and markings on the perforated roll, its 
interaction with the mechanical device that is necessary to transcribe its 
markings and convert them to mechanical action on the keys of the piano, 
and how the piano key hammers themselves strike the chords to make 
pleasing sounds. Would such a description, however, give a complete 
picture and understanding of the function of the player piano?  Something 
absolutely essential is missing. Where did the markings on the perforated 
tape come from in the first place? If they were just random markings, the 
sound would be discordant. The markings were deliberate ± they were not 
random. They came from a composer¶s creative mind who arranged the 
notes in a musical masterpiece in such a manner as to give a sequence of 
sounds and sound combinations that delight the human ear. They were not 
deterministic, nor intrinsic to the properties of the roll, keyboard or strings. 

Description of Function is Not an Explanation of Origin 
When many molecular 
biologists give an account of 
the marvelous mechanism 
of DNA ± including writers 
like Christian de Duve and 
Richard Dawkins ± they are 
capable of eloquently 
describing the mechanism 

of DNA (the paper roll) and the machinery of the cell (the mechanical 
device that triggers the hammers on the piano). That materialist description, 
however, is missing the essential piece of the explanation. Without a 
creative mind that first imprinted and organized the chemical structures so 
that they would ³play´ in a highly functional manner, the cell would neither 
replicate nor function. Just as the particular sequence of perforations on the 

A major fallacy in the writing of 
many proponents of the theory of 
evolution is their mistaking an 
elaborate description of a process 
for an explanation of the process. 
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paper roll determines what musical composition the player piano will sound 
forth, the particular sequence of chemical instructions in the DNA code will 
determine what kind of living organism will develop into a specific form. 
A major fallacy in the writing of many proponents of the theory of 
evolution is their mistaking an elaborate description of a process for an 
explanation of the process. A highly technical description can fool less 
knowledgeable lay readers into thinking that the advanced description is an 
explanation, or, if not an explanation, that a scientist with such an amazing 
grasp of a process must have an explanation even if one is not given. 
Richard Dawkins is a master of this approach in which elaborate description 
is used as a substitute for rational explanation. 
There is a simple thought experiment that proves that the genetic material in 
the cell really is information, just as real as the information represented by 
the perforations on the player piano roll. Human consciousness (memory)
and human communication (language) are encoded in the physical structures 
of the brain. No one disputes that the brain is a vast repository for and 
processor of information; it is a fact of our experience. Information is 
something different from (and beyond) the materials ± the sugars, fatty acids 
and amino acids that make up brain tissue and act as the carrier for it. 
Information is strongly correlated with mind and therefore with intelligence. 
There are no known cases of specified information arising without an 
intelligent agent as the cause. 

Watches Are Not Pigeons 
In pondering why Darwin¶s theory of common descent gained ground 
among scientists so rapidly in the nineteenth century, and why they were not 
persuaded of the validity of Paley¶s argument from design, Lee Spetner 
identified one key factor in a critical distinction between Paley¶s watch and 
Darwin¶s pigeons: 

³A pigeon differs from a watch in a way that¶s important for Darwin¶s 
argument: the pigeon reproduces itself, but the watch does not. Darwin 
didn¶t suggest that a pigeon ever came into being all at once, but he did 
suggest that it developed gradually from a much simpler form of life. He 
thought of that form as a single cell. Pigeons, or plants and animals 
generally, could arise gradually through a long series of small steps. A 
watch, however, would have to come into being all at once. The chance 
of either the pigeon or the watch coming together all at once is small 
enough to be negligible. Dividing the watch¶s assembly into stages won¶t 
help its chance of success, but dividing the pigeon¶s assembly into stages 
might help a lot.´ 9 

There is a paradox in the ³wiggle room´ that the reproducibility of 
pigeons gave those disposed to reject Paley¶s argument from design. 
The paradox is that a self-replicating mechanism is vastly more difficult to 
construct than one that does not self-replicate ± so difficult, in fact, that man 
has not achieved that feat despite the vast intellectual, computing and 
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material resources that have been deployed in the effort. Spetner is right. 
The whole case for the theory of common descent hinges on very small 
discrete increments of advantageous change accumulating in successive 
reproductions and thereby achieving increasing levels of complexity in tiny 
stages. Because those assumed stages require very long periods of time to 
accumulate, they are beyond the range of human observation. The vast time 
requirement is a very convenient dimension of the theory because it places 
the theory outside the boundaries of experimental testing in the span of a 
human generation. In this respect, it does not strictly conform to the 
requirements of good science because it can neither be tested experimentally 
nor observed. 
Many proponents of evolution have made the mistake of offering evidence 
of micro-evolution as proof of the theory. The variations among different 
breeds of rock pigeons, for example, provide no proof that pigeons were 
transformations from reptiles, reptiles from amphibians, amphibians from 
fish, and so on down the phylogenetic tree to the first cell, as the theory of 
common descent proposes. The reason they provide no proof is that the 
known variations do not represent the generation of any new information. 
All of the genetic information pertaining to the different breeds was already 
present ± each breed is a rearrangement of, or unique expression of, 
preexisting information. That is where Darwin¶s analogy to what human 
breeders accomplished completely breaks down. Human breeders selected 
traits that were expressed from preexisting information in the pigeon 
genome. There was no new information created. 

Summary 
Notwithstanding great advances in understanding molecular biology 
since Darwin¶s day, no demonstration has ever been provided either 
experimentally or theoretically as to how more complex information 
can arise from less complex information, or how complex information 
could organize itself into self-replicating structures in the first place. 
Highly specific genetic information is the hallmark of an intelligent 
design agent. The failure to account for the increasing complexity of 
information is an insurmountable obstacle to all explanations for the 
origin of life that exclude our Creator. Paley¶s design inference remains 
as valid in 2015 as it was in 1802. 
                                                                    James Farrar, Grimsby, ON 
__________________________ 
1 Darwin freely acknowledged the lack of understanding of the mechanism of 
inheritance and variability among offspring, although it was at the core of his 
theory: ³The laws governing inheritance are quite unknown; no one can say why the 
same peculiarity in different individuals of the same species, and in individuals of 
different species, is sometimes inherited and sometimes not so«´ [Origin of 
Species, Chapter 1] 
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2 The Origin of Species, Charles Darwin, Internet edition, Chapter 4, http://
literature.org/authors/darwin-charles/the-origin-of-species/chapter-04.html 
3 The Blind Watchmaker, Richard Dawkins, p. 127 ± 130 
4 Singularities Landmarks on the Pathways of Life, Christian de Duve, p. 6 
5 The Blind Watchmaker, Richard Dawkins, p. 126  Strictly speaking, Dawkins is 
incorrect in characterizing cellular information as digital. Digital implies 
information which is binary and linear. Cellular genetic information is based on a 
four character code (rather than two digits) in which its three dimensional spatial 
orientation also has significance. It is therefore much more complex than digital 
information. 
6 The Evolution Revolution, Lee Spetner, p. 18 
7 12 Reasons Why Evolution Cannot Explain The Origin of Life, John Ashton, p. 
165-167, quoting from earlier published work of Dr. John R. Baumgardner 
8 Readers who are interested in observing how the player piano µperformed¶ can 
view a youtube demonstration video at 
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ydcRAMZl0l0 
9 Not By Chance, Lee Spetner, p. 12 

Science Increasingly Makes the Case for God 
By Eric Metaxas, Wall Street Journal, December 26, 2014 

In 1966 Time Magazine ran a cover story asking: 
³Is God Dead?´ Many have accepted the cultural 
narrative that He¶s obsolete í that as science 
progresses, there is less need for a ³God´ to 
explain the universe. Yet it turns out that the 
rumors of God¶s death were premature. More 
amazing is that the relatively recent case for his 
existence comes from a surprising place í 
science itself. 
Here¶s the story: The same year Time featured 
the now-famous headline, the astronomer Carl 
Sagan announced that there were two important 
criteria for a planet to support life: The right kind 

of star, and a planet the right distance from that star. Given the roughly 
octillion (1 followed by 27 zeros) planets in the universe, there should have 
been about septillion (1 followed by 24 zeros) planets capable of supporting 
life. 
With such spectacular odds, the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence 
[SETI], a large, expensive collection of private and publicly funded projects 
launched in the 1960s, was sure to turn up something soon. Scientists 
listened with a vast radio telescopic network for signals that resembled 
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coded intelligence and were not 
merely random. But as years 
passed, the silence from the rest of 
the universe was deafening. 
Congress defunded SETI in 1993, 
but the search continues with 
private funds. As of 2014, 
researchers have discovered 
precisely bubkis (0 followed by 
nothing).  
What happened? As our knowledge 
of the universe increased, it became 
clear that there were far more 
factors necessary for life than Sagan supposed. His two parameters grew to 
10 and then 20 and then 50, and so the number of potentially life-supporting 
planets decreased accordingly. The number dropped to a few thousand 
planets and kept on plummeting. 
Even SETI proponents acknowledged the problem. Peter Schenkel wrote in 
a 2006 piece for Skeptical Inquirer magazine: ³In light of new findings and 
insights, it seems appropriate to put excessive euphoria to rest... We should 
quietly admit that the early estimates... may no longer be tenable.´ 
As factors continued to be discovered, the number of possible planets hit 
zero, and kept going. In other words, the odds turned against any planet in 
the universe supporting life, including this one. Probability said that even we 
shouldn¶t be here. 
Today there are more than 200 known parameters necessary for a planet to 
support life í every single one of which must be perfectly met, or the whole 
thing falls apart. Without a massive planet like Jupiter nearby, whose gravity 
will draw away asteroids, a thousand times as many would hit Earth¶s 
surface. The odds against life in the universe are simply astonishing.  
Yet here we are, not only existing, but talking about existing. What can 
account for it? Can every one of those many parameters have been perfect 
by accident? At what point is it fair to admit that science suggests that we 
cannot be the result of random forces? Doesn¶t assuming that an intelligence 
created these perfect conditions require far less faith than believing that a 
life-sustaining Earth just happened to beat the inconceivable odds to come 
into being? 
There¶s more. The fine-tuning necessary for life to exist on a planet is 
nothing compared with the fine-tuning required for the universe to exist at 
all. For example, astrophysicists now know [hypothesize] that the values of 
the four fundamental forces í gravity, the electromagnetic force, and the 
³strong´ and ³weak´ nuclear forces í were determined less than one 
millionth of a second after the big bang [theory, postulation]. Alter any one 



The Christadelphian Advocate December  2015                           p. 308

value and the universe could not exist. For instance, if the ratio between the 
nuclear strong force and the electromagnetic force had been off by the tiniest 
fraction of the tiniest fraction í by even one part in 
100,000,000,000,000,000 í then no stars could have ever formed at all. Feel 
free to gulp. 
Multiply that single parameter by all the other necessary conditions, and the 
odds against the universe existing are so heart-stoppingly astronomical that 
the notion that it all ³just happened´ defies common sense. It would be like 
tossing a coin and having it come up heads 10 quintillion times in a row. 
Really? 
Fred Hoyle, the astronomer who coined the term ³big bang,´ said that his 
atheism was ³greatly shaken´ at these developments. He later wrote that ³a 
common-sense interpretation of the facts suggests that a super-intellect has 
monkeyed with the physics, as well as with chemistry and biology... The 
numbers one calculates from the facts seem to me so overwhelming as to put 
this conclusion almost beyond question.´ 
Theoretical physicist Paul Davies has said that ³the appearance of design is 
overwhelming´ and Oxford professor Dr. John Lennox has said ³the more 
we get to know about our universe, the more the hypothesis that there is a 
Creator gains in credibility as the best explanation of why we are here.´ 
The greatest miracle of all time, without any close seconds, is the universe. 
It is the miracle of all miracles, one that ineluctably points with the 
combined brightness of every star to something í or Someone í beyond 
itself. 

The ³Irreducible Complexity´ of the Human Eye 
In his book, On the Origin of 
Species, Charles Darwin 
addresses the origin of the 
human eye. He recognized that 
the complexity of the eye 
intuitively would pose a challenge to his theory of evolution and its 
explanation of the generation of entirely new species with new organs and 
new functions. 
      ³Although the belief that an organ so perfect as the eye could have been 

formed by natural selection, is more than enough to stagger any one; yet 
in the case of any organ, if we know of a long series of gradations in 
complexity, each good for its possessor, then, under changing 
conditions of life, there is no logical impossibility in the acquirement of 
any conceivable degree of perfection through natural selection.´1 

The hearing ear and the seeing 
eye, the LORD hath made even 
both of them (Proverbs 20:12). 
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Darwin didn¶t seem to wrestle or struggle with the eye. Darwin was 
convinced of his theory. But what his quotation summarizes is that for 
evolution to be true, it needs to show how complex organs can develop 
through small gradations and incremental changes that are cumulatively 
advantageous for the organism.   
When Darwin called the eye ³perfect´ he did so with an understanding of 
the eye based upon 1859 knowledge. In his book published in November 
1859, Darwin lists what complex functions he knew the eye performed:  

1. ability to see and transmit light into observed images by the brain 
2. focusing to different distances 
3. admitting different amounts of light 

Darwin was amazed by the mechanics of the eye, essentially noting the 
same functions a camera performs. On a camera one can adjust the lens 
depending on whether the picture is of a near or distant object. One can 
control how much light enters based on the time the shutter is open as well 
as the size of the aperture ± the opening that allows light to reach the film. 
Darwin¶s appreciation at the ³perfection´ of the eye was based on its 
anatomic structures and optical functions. But in very short order, the 
understanding of the complexity of the eye grew exponentially. Scientists 
learned more about the eye on the cellular, genetic and microbiologic scales.   
Since Darwin was only aware of ± or at least only commented on ± the 
anatomic basics of the eye, the arguments and proposed method of evolution 
laid out in the Origin of Species were based on reasoning typically known as 
the ³gradual-morphological model.´ That model holds that small, gradual 
changes in the physical shape (morphological attributes) of the eye slowly 
lead to more complex and superior eyes. However, this viewpoint ignores 
the changes that are required on a cellular and genetic level to allow such 
incremental anatomic changes to occur. Darwinian evolution is inadequate 
as an explanation for the origin of complex organs like the eye.     

Irreducible Complexity 
Professor Michael Behe, in his book, Darwin¶s Black Box, identified a 
serious challenge to the gradual, morphological model which he termed 
³irreducible complexity.´ The basis of this concept is that physiologic 
functions can be so interconnected that the system cannot work 
effectively without all of its parts functioning together. In other  words, 
it cannot be reduced to a less complex form without losing its function. The 
implication is that it could not have had a simpler precursor form. A 
common example of irreducible complexity can be found in a mousetrap. A 
mousetrap must be present as a unit. A mousetrap could not develop 
incrementally as individual parts because the removal or modification of any 
one part causes the failure of the function of the device, i.e. catching mice. 
For example, a mousetrap without an effective spring mechanism would be 
useless even if all the other components were present. Processes that exhibit 
irreducible complexity require an intelligent mind ± a master designer ± in 
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order to have the foresight to bring the individual components together as a 
functioning whole. 
The eye is an organ that exhibits such irreducible complexity. While 
there are many excellent examples of this phenomenon provided by the 
eye, this article will focus on only one system, that involving the retina 
and the retinal pigmented epithelium or RPE.  
The retina is the light sensing portion of the eye, positioned like wallpaper 
on the inside of the eye. The RPE is the outer most layer of the retina, 
located between the light sensing photoreceptors and the choroid (the 
vascular layer of the eye). The 
RPE is a hexagonally-packed 
single sheet of cells. When light 
strikes the photoreceptor cells, 
they trigger a series of cascading 
electro-chemical changes that 
generate impulses that travel along 
neural pathways condensing 
together to form the optic nerve. 
The optic nerve is the cable that 
runs from each eye to the brain.  
The RPE is present not only in our eyes but in all vertebrate eyes. There is 
no example in any organism with a RPE-less retina. The RPE and the retina 
work together in a complex interdependent mode in order for our visual 
system to develop and function. Many degenerative eye diseases are related 
to the breakdown of this relationship which tends to occur with aging. 

Embryologic Development 
The RPE has multiple functions. First, the RPE is required for embryologic 
development of multiple layers of the eye. ³The embryonic pigment 
epithelial cells have a profound inductive influence on the development of 
the choroid, sclera and neurosensory retina. In areas where pigmented 
epithelium does not form« the underlying choroid, sclera, and retina are 
hypoplastic.´2   
There are times in human ocular development when the RPE does not form. 
In those cases, all of the layers of the eye are ³hypoplastic´ or 
underdeveloped.  Not only is the retina underdeveloped, so is the vascular 
layer responsible for providing a majority of the nutrients to the eye (the 
choroid) and the sclera which is the white shell or protective casing of the 
eye. An evolutionary pre-cursor to our eye that would have a retina but not 
an RPE would result in a non-productive retina. 
One could validly argue that an underdeveloped retina is better than no 
retina at all. That statement might be true if the RPE¶s only role was in 
ocular development. However, any underdeveloped retina would also be a 
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non-functioning retina without the RPE because of the other roles the RPE 
fulfills.  

Constant Regeneration of Visual Pigment 3 
The RPE plays an essential role in the constant regeneration of visual 
pigment. The RPE is the recycling system for the photo-receptor cells that 
form the retina. Light striking the retina causes molecules in the rods and 
cones to change configuration and stimulate a cascading response that 
enables the neurons to carry signals to the brain. However, those pigments 
can only respond to light once. Once activated by light energy, the pigment 
cannot respond again. Older style cameras used to have disposable flash 
bulbs. Once the flash bulb was used, it was spent and had to be replaced 
with a new bulb for the next photo. That one-use-only principle is like the 
photoreceptor chemicals in the retina. Without a way to recycle the pigment, 
and return it to a photosensitive state, the retina would quickly exhaust its 
stores of photo-sensory receptive chemicals and be left non-functioning. 
However, the RPE constantly regenerates those ³spent´ disc-molecules into 
a form the retina can use again. Without the RPE constantly regenerating the 
photo-sensory molecules in the rod and cones, the retina would be unable to 
sense light. The RPE is ideally positioned between the photoreceptor cells, 
on the one hand, and the blood vessel layer, on the other hand. (Vitamin A, 
which is one essential chemical in the photoreceptor process, is obtained 
from the bloodstream through digestion. It is not synthesized in the human 
body.) 

The Retina and the RPE 
The RPE also keeps the retina attached to the inner wall of the eye. There 
are no adhesions between the retina and the inside of the eye. Instead, the 
force keeping it in place is the pumping systems of the RPE which applies 
suction pressure to keep it positioned on the wall of the eye. Without that 
constant force, the retina would easily detach. A proposed evolutionary 
predecessor to the current vertebrate eye, which would not have an RPE, 
would have a retina which could not remain in position. Hence the retina 
would not provide the animal any useful benefit.   
The retina and RPE are two inter-connected components of the eye that 
are tied together on both a developmental and a functional level. They 
are mutually inter-dependent. One without the other would not produce 
vision. For the mechanisms of Darwinian evolution to explain the eye, there 
would need to have been a precursor organism that first possessed one 
component, either a retina or an RPE, without the other one yet having 
formed. There are no examples of such eyes in the animal world. Yet 
because of their complex mutual inter-dependence, there would be no 
survival advantage to an organism with a retina without the RPE or vice 
versa. The organism with only half the necessary components would not be 
able to detect any light. The two components need to function together at 
the same time and hence provide a good example of an irreducibly complex 
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system. This illustration is only the tip of the iceberg insofar as the eye¶s 
irreducible complexity is concerned. For example, the retinal-RPE system 
has no value to the organism without the neurological system to carry the 
impulses to the brain and the capacity of the brain to make sense out of the 
signals it is receiving. 
Critics of creation and design often cite the eye itself as an example of 
poor design:    
      ³As an organ developed via the opportunistic twists and turns of 

evolutionary processes, the human eye is explainable. As an organ 
designed and created by an infinitely wise deity, the human eye is 
inexcusable.´ ± Frank Zindler 4 

The essence of the argument is there are design flaws with the eye that an 
engineer would never make. From this premise, the reasoning leads to the 
conclusion that it cannot be the work of a great designer or creator. The 
main alleged flaws are in the organization of the eye. First of all, this line of 
argument is highly presumptuous because it assumes that we are entitled to 
place ourselves in the mind of the designer or creator. In design, there are 
always trade-offs in order to achieve optimization. It is up to the designer to 
decide what outcomes are most important, and therefore, what trade-offs are 
acceptable.  
Let¶s look at one of the specific critiques of the eye¶s layout and see if it 
really stands up to the criticism that it is an inexcusable case of a poor 
design. Those who claim the eye is a case of poor  design focus on the 
layout of the retina. The retina in vertebrates (humans, fish, reptiles, birds) is 
inverted from that found in marine creatures like the octopus. As light enters 
the eye, it passes through the cornea, through the lens and approaches the 
retina. It then has to pass through several layers of cells in the retina before 
reaching the light sensing photoreceptors (rods and cones). Also, the rods 
and cones are oriented so that the neural connections face towards the inside 
of the eye, which adds further tissue the light must pass through. Since the 
light has to pass through these extra layers of retinal tissue, critics allege it is 
wired backwards. The critics point to the octopus retina, where the rods and 
cones are on the surface of the retina, as a superior design since the light 
does not have to pass through extra layers of retina before hitting a receptor. 
In order to address the question of whether this design is flawed, it is 
important to know how much light the extra tissue blocks: how much 
degradation of the image actually occurs?   
On investigating this question, the answer is that the level of degradation of 
the image is not much at all. The reason for minimal degradation is the 
presence of specific cells positioned in the retina called Mueller cells. These 
cells run the vertical length of the retina. Physiologically, they help provide 
stability to the health of the retinal environment. But it was recently found 
they have a significant impact on optic transmission through the retina. 
Researchers performed several experiments which ³strongly suggest that 
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Muller cells are, and function as, optical fibers in the retina, relaying light 
from the inner surface to the layer of the photoreceptors while bypassing 
scattering structures present.´5 
This discovery helps explain why the image we see is so crisp. The Muller 
cells transmit the image landing on the retina across the retina to the rods 
and cones without degradation of the image, essentially by-passing the 
intervening layers. Another benefit of these Muller cells is that they are 
funnel shaped. With this shape, they take up approximately twenty percent 
of the retinal volume. The remainder of the retina, along with other support 
cells, performs early image processing. The cells in the retina modify the 
visual signal to speed transmission to the visual cortex and help improve 
object detection. So before the signals even leave the retina, they are being 
modified to help the brain with interpretation and rapid response. The 
inverted retina design then does not limit the amount of light that reaches the 
rods and cones as one might suspect at first glance. The vertebrate retina 
layout is a trade off, a ³backwards´ orientation to obtain early signal 
processing. Finally, the ultimate indicator that vertebrates have a superior 
design is their function. Vertebrates have the best visual acuity out of any 
animals in the world. How poor can a design be, when it so greatly out 
performs any other current ocular layout? 

Conclusion 
The human eye is a complex organ on both a molecular and cellular level. 
While its functions are still not fully understood, the knowledge that has 
been gained since Darwin¶s day demonstrates the phenomenon of 
irreducible complexity. We can have confidence in declaring with the wise 
man, The hearing ear, and the seeing eye, the LORD hath made even both of 
them (Proverbs 20:12). Let us use the gift of sight to behold wondrous 
things out of the Word of God. 
                              Zak Vest, Denver, CO 
__________________________________ 
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besides those described here and elaborate the complex chemical and enzymatic 
processes in more detail. 

4  F. Zindler, ³Half a Wing and No Prayer,´ The Probing Mind, April, 1986 
5  K. Franze & J. Grosche et al; Muller cells are living optical fibers in the 

vertebrate retina. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, Vol. 104 (20), 8287-8292, May 15, 2007  
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Creative Expression as the Mark of Design: 
A Designer¶s Perspective 

 
In the world today, there are two primary schools of thought explaining the 
existence of life: Intelligent Design (Creationism) and Evolution. As 
believers in the Creator, we attest that everything living, the entire earth, 
even the entire universe, has been designed and created by an all-knowing 
God who exists from everlasting to everlasting. The alternative school of 
thought asserts that the universe came into existence through the ³Big Bang´ 
± an explosion of super-condensed, super-hot matter approximately 13.8 
billion years ago ± and that this process formed all the stars and planets in 
all the galaxies and set solar systems into motion. In this context, one planet 
currently known to man just happened to have the right mix of elements and 
molecules to yield the spontaneous birth of life, which then evolved into all 
the living creatures on earth, in the sea and in the air. This article presents 
the perspective that all creation, even creativity itself, was intelligently 
designed by a single creative force. 
Although the term 
³Creator´ does not 
encompass everything 
God is, it communicates 
one of the many 
remarkable aspects 
about Him: that He is 
THE original creative 
mind and THE source 
of all that is useful, 
beautiful, practical and 
sublime. God is the one 
true source of original 
thought, the origin of 
creating functional and 
beautiful designs from purely imaginative thought. All that has come after, 
all that has been ³created´ by man involves the application of something that 
already exists. There are creative steps and novel thoughts, but there is never 
the creation of something out of nothing. The creation of something out of 
nothing is unique to our Heavenly Father, the original Designer. 
Man¶s most streamlined and advanced design systems mimic God¶s 
creative mind in every way. Human designers str ive to imitate nature in 
the structural design of buildings, submarines, and planes, which replicate 
trees, whales, and birds. The arts strive to employ image and sound to 
reproduce the world we observe or the life we wish to know. The systems 
designs used in logistics and societal planning are directly replicated from 
transport mechanisms in organisms and the incredible sustainable 
ecosystems seen all over the planet. Even the most cutting edge designs ±

In populating the earth with life, he 
[God] replicated and modified 
good design strategies« the bone 
and muscle structures observed 
across unrelated species are 
surprisingly similar ± evidence not 
of an evolutionary sequence but of 
an efficient designer modifying a 
good design to fit numerous cases 
of similar use or function. 
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those most creative and new ± are imitations of something that came before, 
or a modification on something already existing. We deconstruct and 
reconfigure, which partially explains the seeming disparity between science 
and the Creator. Man does not, and simply cannot, understand what it is to 
create something from pure thought. We are reminded of the simple and 
elegant thought of the second wisest man to live on earth, Solomon, when he 
said, The thing that hath been, it is that which shall be; and that which is 
done is that which shall be done: and there is no new thing under the sun. Is 
there any thing whereof it may be said, See, this is new? it hath been already 
of old time, which was before us (Ecclesiastes 1:9-10). 
Design is a familiar concept, from the typical notion of design (product 
design, graphic/visual design, structural design) to the conceptual (systems 
design, sustainable systems of living). Man prides himself on improving 
what exists, generating ³fresh ideas´ and imagining amazing and life 
altering things or processes with his creative intellect. Though the Bible 
record is abbreviated, the design process we use in so many industries, and 
even in everyday life, was created by the Creator. Establishing a goal and 
knowing a desired end result leads to intensive planning, which is often the 
longest and most labor intensive phase of the process. A designer prioritizes 
characteristics ± what must be included to function versus ³nice-to-have´ 
embellishments for added pleasure. The designer will determine if any 
support materials or systems are needed and establish rules to ensure the 
success and longevity of his/her design. Finally, the designer will implement 
his/her plan, often with the assistance of a team. A good design is efficient, 
aesthetically pleasing, and long-lasting (ideally self-sustainable). Good 
designs are easy to recognize because they will be replicated and repurposed 
to solve similar problems. For instance, an I-beam is an old structural 
element still commonly used all across the construction and manufacturing 
industry to build bridges, buildings, cars, and planes. And the same octave 
scale is used to create music ranging from jazz to pop to classical.   
When the Creator made all that we know and see today, from the vast 
universe to the simplest microorganism, He designed the design principles 
we observe and use, along with everything else. He considered His goal: a 
creation in harmony that would bring Him glory and satisfaction, i.e., and 
behold, it was very good. His planning led to the universe as well as its 
array of stars and planets whose gravitational forces are essential for 
maintaining life on earth. Laws of physics and nature would ensure the 
continuance of His earthly creation in a methodical and orderly way. In the 
seven days of creation recorded in the Bible, the creations of each day laid 
the foundations for the next day ± every environment and living thing was 
created in the precise order necessary and every requirement for complex 
ecosystems with many forms of life was met. In populating the earth with 
life, He replicated and modified good design strategies. For example, the 
bone and muscle structures observed across unrelated species are 
surprisingly similar ± evidence not of an evolutionary sequence but of an 
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efficient designer modifying a good design to fit numerous cases of similar 
use or function. God also employed the efforts of a team, His angels, to 
assist in the endeavor, delegating and allowing them a measure of freedom 
in application. 
Perhaps the most sophisticated piece of design is the intangible aspects 
of existence. Why would God take into consideration aesthetic beauty 
and not make His designs strictly utilitarian? Why was man created with 
complex emotions and ³identities´ that are a complex compilation of the 
DNA they start with, the experiences they have, and the decisions they 
make? The answer may lie in the humbling fact that we were made in His 
image (Genesis 1:27). God appreciates beauty because of the glory and 
satisfaction it brings to Him. Beauty, too, can only be appreciated by an 

intellectual mind ± a mind 
that ponders and seeks 
significance. That God 
imparted this capacity to 
recognize and appreciate 
aesthetic attributes only to 
mankind, truly attests to 
His existence and His 
intent with the race of 
man. His culminating 
design of the redemptive 
plan can only be 
appreciated by such a 
mind.  

The double-edged sword of having intellectual and creative minds gives rise 
to the arrogance to which we mortals are so prone; for with intellect and 
appreciation comes self-will and haughtiness. The Creator is forgotten, and 
all appreciation is directed toward the creation and specifically man¶s 
understanding of how it works. Professing themselves to be wise, they 
became fools«Who changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and 
served the creature more than the Creator« (Romans 1:22, 25).   

However, in His wisdom the creation persists. It renews itself without the 
assistance of man (and very often renews itself despite the existence of 
man). The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament sheweth his 
handywork (Psalm 19:1). It calls for man to consider his existence and look 
for true completion. No chance, no accident could create all that we know 
and see based on our own principles of design. No engineer, no systems 
designer, no artist or any other designer could say otherwise when they 
themselves are simply imitators of the only true creative mind.  
 
                                                      Sam and Whitney Tucker, St. Louis, MO 

The double-edged sword of having 
intellectual and creative minds 
gives rise to the arrogance to which 
we mortals are so prone; for with 
intellect and appreciation comes 
self-will and haughtiness. The 
Creator is forgotten, and all 
appreciation is directed toward the 
creation and specifically man¶s 
understanding of how it works.   
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Richard Dawkins¶s Denial of Design 
 
The book that Charles Darwin published in 1859, On The Origin of 
Species By Means of Natural Selection, transformed science and western 
civilization. As one writer  summar ily put it, ³«within ten years, 
Darwin¶s work met with broad acceptance. Scientists accepted as fact the 
idea that life evolved. Most Western thinkers followed; and they, too, 
accepted the main point of Darwin¶s theory.´1 Paradoxically enough, Sir 
Isaac Newton¶s scientific work in the previous century, in which he 
demonstrated how the movements of the heavenly bodies conform to fixed, 
natural laws that could be expressed by equations, had prepared the 
scientific community for an explanation that could also account for living 
organisms by reference to natural laws and processes. It was a time in 
history when there was a readiness to conceive of a universe without a 
Creator. Darwin¶s concept fell on many receptive ears. 
At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the Christian scholar William 
Paley wrote his most famous work, Natural Theology, in which he made an 
eloquent statement of what has become known as the Argument from 
Design. Paley gave the example of a walker kicking a watch on a heath. At 
the time he wrote, the watch, with its recently invented balance and spring 
mechanism, was one of the highest technology devices that his readers 
would be familiar with. Paley compared the difference between striking a 
stone instead of the watch and why, on examining the watch, one would be 
forced to the conclusion that it must have been the result of a designer¶s 
work. From this analogy, Paley reasoned that the evidence of intricate 
design in living organisms also led unmistakably to the inference of a 
designing intelligence ± our Creator. (Ref. ³Classical Statement,´ p. 293) 
At the time Paley wrote, there was nothing known about the genetic 
information code of life. Nevertheless, Paley chose for his illustration an 
information bearing device, for the function of the watch was to tell 
time. As a time-measuring device, the watch had on its face a series of 
numerals arranged in a circle, to which the hands of the watch pointed. The 
watch¶s purpose was to provide information related to the measurement of 
time in an abstract or symbolic way. The concept of ³two o¶clock in the 
afternoon´ is a strictly arbitrary human convention. The watch was an 
excellent choice for his argument because it was more than a system of 
springs and gears ± it had a purpose to convey information ± which is an 
undeniable clue that an intelligent agent was responsible for the contrivance 
of the watch. Information is always derived from intelligence. 
Paley¶s abundant evidence of design, elaborated in his book, is not 
easily dismissed. As one writer  has observed, ³The natural origin of life is 
so counterintuitive that Francis Crick [the co-discoverer of the structure of 
the DNA molecule] was compelled to write, µBiologists must constantly 
keep in mind that what they see was not designed, but rather evolved.¶ 
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Richard Dawkins [the foremost champion of Darwin¶s theory today] wrote 
in a similar vein, µThe feature of living matter that most demands 
explanation is that it is almost unimaginably complicated in directions that 
convey a powerful illusion of deliberate design.¶´ 2  
Richard Dawkins pays tribute to Paley, character izing his argument as 
³made with passionate sincerity and« informed by the best biological 
scholarship of his day.´3 Nevertheless, notwithstanding his admiration for 
Paley¶s ³proper reverence for the complexity of the living world«(which) 
he saw demands a very special kind of explanation,´4 Dawkins is convinced 
that Paley¶s explanation is ³wrong, gloriously and utterly wrong.´5 So 
convinced is Dawkins that Paley is wrong that he excludes a priori any 
possibility of evidence that might be found in support of the argument 
from design. With his objectivity thus compromised, Dawkins has 
ceased to be a scientist, whose conclusions are informed by evidence, 
and has crossed the line to propagandist with atheism as the agenda. 
His assertions, however boldly stated, do not make his case true: 

³The analogy between watch and living organism is false. All 
appearances to the contrary, the only watchmaker in nature is the blind 
forces of physics, albeit deployed in a very special way. A true 
watchmaker has foresight: he designs his cogs and springs and plans 
their interconnections, with a future purpose in his mind¶s eye. Natural 
selection, the blind, unconscious automatic process which Darwin 
discovered, and which we now know is the explanation for the existence 
and apparently purposeful form of all life, has no purpose in mind. It has 
no mind and no mind¶s eye. It does not plan for the future. It has not 
vision, no foresight, no sight at all. If it can be said to play the role of 
watchmaker in nature, it is the blind watchmaker.´6   

In that quotation, Dawkins explains the title for one of his earlier works, The 
Blind Watchmaker. Writing an introduction to a later edition twenty years 
after the first one, Dawkins said,  
      ³I can find no major thesis in these chapters that I would withdraw, 

nothing to justify the satisfying catharsis of a good recant.´7   
In Dawkin¶s effort to distinguish his explanation from Paley¶s, there are 
two things of particular note. First, he twice acknowledges that his 
conclusions are contrary to appearances. To anyone committed to scientific 
investigation, that admission itself ought to raise red flags. Are 
³appearances´ not another way of saying ³observational evidence and 
inference´? And is that not what good science is supposed to draw on? 
Second, he makes the philosophical implications of his explanation very 
stark: natural selection, the mechanism that replaced the Creator in his view, 
has no purpose and no mind. In reaching that philosophical conclusion (not 
a statement of science), Dawkins creates one of the greatest conundrums for 
those who hold his view: How can that which intrinsically has no mind, as 
the slavish outworking of ³the blind forces of physics,´ lead to mind?   
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We are living at a time in history when the propagandists aligned with 
Dawkins¶ position hold the upper hand in terms of their ability to influence 
this generation ± in the media, in education and academia, in government. 
Our young people are not only exposed to but immersed in the evolutionary 
hypothesis and its far-reaching philosophical implications. In this issue, a 
series of articles has been written to show why William Paley¶s argument 
from design remains a valid pillar on which we can base our twenty-first 
century faith. 
         James Farrar, Grimsby, ON  
_______________________________________ 
 
1 Not By Chance, Lee Spetner, p. 11 
2 The Evolution Revolution, Lee Spetner, p. 14 (references for the original source 
quotes are provided in his book) 
3 The Blind Watchmaker, Richard Dawkins, p. 5 
4 Ibid, p. 4 
5 Ibid, p. 5 
6 Ibid, p. 5 
7 Ibid, p. xiii [The underlining has been added by this writer, the italics are as in the 
original] 

The Language of Honeybees 
Evolution is a theory man has proposed as a way to explain how organisms, 
from the simplest, single-celled bacterium to the most complex animal, 
came into existence without a Creator¶s designing hand. But in order for 
evolution to work, the design, behavior, and existence of these organisms 
must be explainable through a series of random yet beneficial events. The 
Waggle Dance in honeybees is particularly perplexing for evolutionists to 
explain. There are such specific and calculated components of the dance that 
trying to explain this dance as a result of a series of smaller, random, and 
beneficial changes is proving to be virtually impossible.   

What is the Waggle Dance? 
The Waggle Dance is a form of 
communication from one foraging 
honeybee to her foraging sisters in the hive 
to let them know where to find a specific 
source of food, water, or new hive location. 
In the picture to the right, the honeybee in 
the center is performing the figure-eight 
dance to an audience of a dozen or so other 
honeybees. She is demonstrating to these 
other bees where to go to find a specific 
food resource.  
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The Waggle Dance Explained 
By two main components, the Waggle Dance shows other bees where new 
resources are: the orientation of the dance to the sun gives the bees the 
direction and the number of ³waggle´ passes gives the distance; so the bees 
know how far to fly and in what direction to find the resource. In addition to 
the dance, the bee will be covered in the scent of the flowers she visited, 
which is picked up by the recruited bees and helps them to find the resource 
in demand. 

Component 1: Direction Determined 
Starting from the hive, if the 
location of the new resource is in 
the same direction as the sun, the 
bees will direct the ³waggle´ 
portion of the dance in an upward 
direction on the comb (³up´ = 
³towards the sun´). This dance 
will be at a 90-degree angle from 
the ground (see diagram).  If the direction of the food resource is at an angle 
off from the sun, the dancing bee will replicate that same angle off the ³up´ 
or y axis. Dancing bees that have been in the hive for a long period of time 
will adjust the angle of their dance to reflect the change in the sun¶s position 
relative to the hive. So as the sun moves across the sky as the day 
progresses, the angle the bee dances will change to match the change in the 
sun¶s position. This ensures they are still giving accurate directions to their 
sisters, even though the resource¶s angle relative to the sun has changed. 

Component 2: Distance Displayed 
The distance of the new resource is conveyed by the duration of the waggle. 
The ³waggle´ is best described as the bee wiggling the tail of her body 
rapidly from side to side. The farther the distance, the longer the waggle 
portion of the dance. The speed of the waggle also indicates how good a 
resource it is. The better the resource, the more rapidly the dancing bee will 
waggle from side to side, which helps to draw the attention of other 
foragers. 
There are times where multiple dancing bees are trying to convey different 
resources to the same foragers. These competing bees will disrupt each 
other¶s dances to try to persuade the majority to follow their lead. They 
disrupt each other by head butting the competition and making a peeping 
sound. If they are persuasive enough, the competition will discontinue their 
dance and the majority will follow the persuasive bee.  

Evolutionist¶s Explanation 
Honeybees display a complex form of communication which involves the 
calculation of angles and distances. Such a system in an animal like the 
honeybee does not have an explanation through evolutionary processes. 
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When asked how the waggle dance could have evolved, Andy Barron, an 
evolutionist in the Department of Brain Behavior and Evolution at 
Macquarie University, perfectly summarized an evolutionist¶s understanding 
of how this complex form of communication could exist within the 
honeybee: ³Now how a genome programs behavior with this level of 
complexity I have absolutely no idea, and I don¶t think anybody has any 
idea;«.really we still have absolutely no idea, but it¶s a great question ± it is 
an absolutely fantastic question.´ 
                                                                            Melissa Vest, Denver, CO 
________________________________________ 
References 
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The Moral Authority of the Creator 
Mankind is endowed with freewill, and as such, there is a wide range of 
behaviors open to everyone irrespective of convictions concerning the origin 
of the universe and mankind upon the earth. Furthermore, man has no innate 
understanding of morality or what is ³good.´ Paul professed that he did not 
possess an innate understanding of God¶s morality when he stated, «for I 
had not known lust, except the law had said, Thou shalt not covet (Romans 
7:7). The Scriptures state our ways are not God¶s ways (Isaiah 55:8), but we 
have been given the capability to assess our actions, thoughts, and intentions 
against moral standards. The question to be addressed here is not can moral 
behavior develop outside a belief in the Creator, but rather, what kind 
of morality develops if the Creator is left out of the equation?  
Our youth today are growing up in a vastly different world than that in 
which previous generations were raised. For  instance, in the space of 
less than fifty years, many western governments have gone from regarding 
homosexual behavior as a criminal offence to be outlawed by society, to an 
inherent right to be championed by society. In the face of this torrent of 
moral relativism, we as a people need to have a strong foundation in which 
our moral standards are anchored. The first foundation on which our moral 
choices are based is the conviction that God is our Creator, as the Psalmist 
expresses it, It is he that has made us and not we ourselves (Psalm 100:3). If 
our youth are not persuaded of this truth and are not equipped to defend it, 
they are vulnerable to being swept away in the torrent of ungodly thinking 
that is openly endorsed by the media, the entertainment industry, and 
governmental institutions ± including public education.   
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What kind of morality is apt to develop if the Creator is left out of the 
equation? Moral concepts developed and practiced without respect to 
the absolute authority of a Divine Creator are fundamentally flawed. God 
admonished His people, Surely your turning of things upside down shall be 
esteemed as the potter¶s clay: for shall the work say of him that made it, 
He made me not? or shall the thing framed say of him that framed it, He 
had no understanding? (Isaiah 29:16) 
The Apostle Paul states the argument for design, For what can be known 
about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them.  For his 
invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been 
clearly perceived, ever since the creation of the world, in the things that 
have been made. So they are without excuse (Romans 1:19-20 ESV). God 
has shown to all men His attributes ± His eternal power and divine nature in 
the things that He has made. So strong and compelling is this evidence 
that it leaves men without excuse for unbelief. 
The response of the unrighteous class of humanity to this evidence is then 
described, For although they knew God, they did not honour him as God or 
give thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking and their foolish 
hearts were darkened. Claiming to be wise, they became fools and 
exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling mortal man 
and birds and animals and creeping things (Romans 1:21-23 ESV). There 
was an unwillingness to submit to God, to show honor to Him or to be 
thankful to Him. Thus overtaken by their own pride and high-mindedness, 
their foolish hearts were darkened. 
When the conviction that God is the Creator is rejected, the 
consequences are reflected in immoral behavior. The next par t of the 
apostle¶s accounting for the darkening of the human heart begins with the 
word, ³Therefore.´ Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts 
to impurity, to the dishonouring of their bodies among themselves, because 
they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshipped and served the 
creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever! (Romans 1:24-25 
ESV) There is no place for love and service to God, nor respect for His 
judgments, in mankind¶s morality. 
The apostle Paul continues to explain the consequences that follow from 
the rejection of God as the Creator, addressing one consequence in 
particular which we recognize as so prominent today. For this cause God 
gave them up unto vile affections. He then goes on to specifically describe 
those vile affections as homosexual behavior practiced by both men and 
women, committed as shameless acts (vss. 26-27 ESV). The use of the word 
³pride´ in association with these acts today underscores the extent of 
shamelessness with which they are committed. 
There is, then, a clear connection between society¶s rejection of God as 
the Creator and the acceptance and promotion of the western nations¶ 
homosexual agenda. In order  for  us as a people to bear  witness to the 
evil of the ³shameless acts´ of ³debased minds doing that which ought not 
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to be done´ (vs. 28 ESV), it is essential that we have a strong and robust 
conviction that God is our Creator. 
The effects of misattributing the source of life and morality are not 
limited solely to the level of the individual. Ultimately, abandonment of 
the Designer¶s instructions removes any hope of true goodness and 
morality in the world. Defining moral actions through evolutionary 
biology, social psychology, or humanistic philosophy, makes true morality 
and justice unattainable. Without regulation of moral behavior, fairness and 
³right´ are left to the caprices of the powerful (e.g. Luke 18:1-7). In fact, 
removing God as the source of life and moral teaching reduces human 
existence to a ³zero-sum´ game. Whether it is couched in terms of 
happiness, material possessions, or genetic success, within worldviews that 
disavow God, there are only finite benefits available to mankind, and life is 
merely a competition. As this view permeates human thinking, it is used to 
explain and excuse unbridled greed and lust by which many have been 
overcome.    
Endowed with freewill and capable of self-reflection while not 
recognizing the source of true morality, defines the natural human 
condition. The standard of morality is external to our  thought processes 
and rationalizations, and must be sought out and adopted. As the Creator 
and Sustainer of the universe, and the only source of true good, God 
possesses the right to establish moral standards, to place expectations upon 
His creation with respect to those standards, and to judge adherence to those 
standards (e.g. Isaiah 64:18; Acts 17:30).  
Having to answer for one¶s actions has always been a challenge for 
mankind. Inherently, we do not like accountability and responsibility. 
That is what makes the humanistic view of the origin of the world so 
attractive. It either allows us to define our own moral standards (which will 
be flexible and relative to our own interests and motivations), or it makes 
accountability situationally contingent (i.e. dependent on one¶s own status 
within society or on the visibility of one¶s actions).   
Belief in the Divine Creator means recognizing there is something  
much better in store than the conditions and circumstances of this life 
(Isaiah 11). If we do not believe that God is the Creator of the natural 
creation, how can we believe that His power will form the new creation, 
instantly bringing thousands of men and women back to life again? The 
doctrine of the resurrection of the dead is a doctrine in which the creative 
power of God will be exercised to accomplish a great outcome, namely, that 
those redeemed by the blood of Christ might be partakers of the Divine 
nature. Let us not fail to affirm the reasons for our faith in the first creation 
in order that, by the grace of God, we might be partakers of the second one  
to come. Therefore, my beloved brethren, be ye stedfast, unmoveable, 
always abounding in the work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your 
labour is not in vain in the Lord (1 Corinthians 15:58).  
                                                                                   Advocate Committee 
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The Terror of Going Where the Evidence Leads 
The Dawkins/Atkins school of scientific triumphalists cannot accept the 
crucial point that information, as opposed to matter, necessarily implies 
some kind of creative intelligence behind it. They are therefore refusing to 
go where the evidence leads them ± the key characteristic of a discourse 
based on reason. And what is making them so resistant is of enormous 
significance. It is not because they are confident that the counterargument 
is wrong; it is because they are terrified that it might be right. The 
consequence of it being right is too awful for them to contemplate: they 
would have to acknowledge that God might exist. 
Richard Lewontin, a geneticist at Harvard, has been remarkably frank in 
admitting why a materialist ideology has a powerful hold on scientists: 
³Our willingness to accept scientific claims that are against common 
sense is the key to understanding the real struggle between science and 
the supernatural. We take the side of science in spite of the patent 
absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite of its failure to fulfil many 
of its extravagant promises of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of 
the scientific community for unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we 
have a prior commitment, a commitment to materialism« Moreover, 
that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the 
door.´ (Richard Lewontin, review of Carl Sagan, The Demon-Haunted 
World, in New York Review of Books, January 9, 1997) 

The terror of allowing even a Divine Toenail to peep over the threshold is 
so great that these scientists are prepared to put forward theories they know 
are absurd. Their phobia against religion is so profound that they would 
rather entertain the possibility of little green men from outer space than the 
existence of God. 
They would rather believe the impossible, as a Harvard University 
biochemist and Nobel laureate, George Wald, confessed in 1954 when he 
contemplated the origins of life. ³Spontaneous generation of a living 
organism is impossible,´ he conceded, and yet he believed it was the cause 
of our existence. 
³When it comes to the origin of life there are only two possibilities: 
creation or spontaneous generation. There is no third way. Spontaneous 
generation was disproved one hundred years ago, but that leads us to 
only one other conclusion, that of supernatural creation. We cannot 
accept that on philosophical grounds; therefore, we choose to believe 
the impossible; that life arose spontaneously by chance!´ (George Wald, 
³The Origin of Life,´ Scientific American, Vol. 191, No. 148, May 
1954) 

From The World Turned Upside Down ± The Global Battle Over God, 
Truth, and Power; by Melanie Phillips (Encounter Books, New York, New 
York, 2010), pp. 86-87 ± available from Amazon.   




