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" Misplaced Sympathies " Kevin Shapiro

Kevin Shapiro wrote:

Proponents of intelligent design, like the mathematician William Dembski, argue that we don’ t understand
the origins of various biological systems and never will, because they can’ t be broken down into smaller
parts that could be explained by natural selection. Therefore, we should give up on Darwin and accept the
existence of a designer. Alas, this kind of argumentum ad ignorantium flies in the face of an ever-increasing
amount of evidence from molecular biology, and hardly measures up to the neoconseratives’ rigorous
intellectual standards.
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“ Biological novelty appears in the fossil record suddenly and without similar precursors. The Cambrian
explosion is the prime example”
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Intelligent agents * re-use’ functional components that work over and over in different systems (e.g.,
wheels for cars and airplanes):

Murray wrote:

Friends of IDT have suggested some concrete ways in which the fertility of IDT might be manifest in
contemporary science. Two recurring examples are: a) it might lead us to think that junk DNA has some



important function after all and b) it might similarly lead us to look for the function of so called vestigial
organs.

) a) DNA
b)

While it might be the case that approaching natural science in this way will sometimes vyield fruit, the
likelihood of red herrings runs equally strong. The reason is that IDT will provide a fertile theoretical
backdrop in a certain domain only if (a) we can be fairly confident of what the designer’ s intentions are in
that domain, and (b) we are sure that the specific matter under investigation is relevant to those intentions.

(a)
(b)

"he Vacuity of Intelligent Design Theory" Ryan Nichols

Nichols wrote:

In my argument against Intelligent Design Theory | will not contend that it is not falsifiable or that it implies
contradictions. I’ Il argue that Intelligent Design Theory doesn’ t imply anything at all, i.e. it has no content.
By * content’ | refer to a body of determinate principles and propositions entailed by those principles. By
* principle’ | refer to a proposition of central importance to the theory at issue. By * determinate principle
"I refer to a proposition of central importance to the theory at issue in which the extensions of its terms
are clearly defined.

I Il evaluate the work of William Dembski because he specifies his methodology in detail, thinks Intelligent
Design Theory is contentful and thinks Intelligent Design Theory (hereafter * IDT’ ) grounds an empirical
research program. Later in the paper | assess a recent trend in which IDT is allegedly found a better home
as a metascientific hypothesis, which serves as a paradigm that catalyzes research. I’ Il conclude that,
whether IDT is construed as a scientific or metascientific hypothesis, IDT lacks content.

William Dembski



Nichols Dembski

Before | proceed, however, | note that Dembski makes an important concession to his critics. He refuses to
make the second assumption noted above. When the EF implies that certain systems are intelligently
designed, Dembski does not think it follows that there is some intelligent designer or other. He says that, “
even though in practice inferring design is the first step in identifying an intelligent agent, taken by itself
design does not require that such an agent be posited. The notion of design that emerges from the design
inference must not be confused with intelligent agency” (TDI, 227, my emphasis).
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Dembski wrote:

As for your example, I’ m not going to take the bait. You’ re asking me to play a game:“ Provide as much
detail in terms of possible causal mechanisms for your ID position as | do for my Darwinian position.” D is
not a mechanistic theory, and it s not ID’ s task to match your pathetic level of detail in telling mechanistic
stories. If ID is correct and an intelligence is responsible and indispensable for certain structures, then it
makes no sense to try to ape your method of connecting the dots. True, there may be dots to be connected.
But there may also be fundamental discontinuities, and with IC systems that is what ID is discovering.

[William A. Dembski: "Organisms using GAs vs. Organisms being built by GAs thread" at ISCID 18.
September 2002.]
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Dembski van Till

Dembski wrote:

Design theorists find the “ theism” in theistic evolution superfluous. Theistic evolution at best includes
God as an unnecessary rider in an otherwise purely naturalistic account of life. As such, theistic evolution
violates Occam’ s razor. Occam’ s razor is a regulative principle for how scientists are supposed to do
their science. According to this principle, superfluous entities are to be rigorously excised from science.
Thus, since God is an unnecessary rider in our understanding of the natural world, theistic evolution ought
to dispense with all talk of God outright and get rid of the useless adjective “ theistic.”



Witt

Dembski

Witt

Witt wrote:

If Darwinism is true, not one but millions of transitional species, each slightly evolved from its predecessor,
existed between bony fish and land-dwelling vertebrates. Darwinists have neither the fossils nor even a
credible description of a hypothetical pathway to support such an evolutionary journey,...
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