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Abstract: When proponents of Intelligent Design (ID) theory deny that their theory is religious, the
minimalistic theory they have in mind (the mini-ID theory) is the claim that the irreducibly complex
adaptations found in nature were made by one or more intelligent designers. The denial that this theory is
religious rests on the fact that it does not specify the identity of the designer -- a supernatural God or a
team of extra-terrestrials could have done the work. The present paper attempts to show that this reply
underestimates the commitments of the mini-ID Theory. The mini-ID theory, when supplemented with four
independently plausible further assumptions, entails the existence of a supernatural intelligent designer. It is
further argued that scientific theories, such as the Darwinian theory of evolution, are neutral on the question
of whether supernatural designers exist.
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If a system found in nature is irreducibly complex, then it was caused to exist by an intelligent
designer.

Some of the minds found in nature are irreducibly complex.

Therefore some of the minds found in nature were caused to exist by an intelligent designer.

Any mind in nature that designs and builds an irreducibly complex system is itself irreducibly
complex.

If the universe is finitely old and if cause precedes effect, then at least one of the minds found in
nature was not created by any mind found in nature.

The universe is finitely old.

Causes precede their effects.

Therefore, there exists a supernatural intelligent designer.

In this argument, apparently non-religious premises lead to an apparently religious conclusion.
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According to a narrow definition of this type of implication, they do:
(N) A proposition P has implications about the existence of supernatural beings if and only if P entails that a
supernatural being exists or entails that there are no supernatural beings.

(N) P
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(B) A proposition P has implications about the existence of supernatural beings if and only if there exist true
auxiliary assumptions A such that P&A entails that a supernatural being exists, or entails that there are no
supernatural beings, but A by itself does not.

) A P A

A:
P:
P AND A ==> P:

This broader criterion entails that the mini-ID theory has implications about the existence of supernatural
beings.
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For if P is false, then “ notP or supernatural beings exist” is true and P, when conjoined with this
disjunction, entails that there are supernatural beings while the disjunction, by itself, does not.

A= "(Not P) OR ( )"
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This defect in (B) is reminiscent of the problems the logical positivists uncovered when they tried to define
what it means for a statement to have observational implications,

(B)
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(Ob) Proposition P now has observational implications if and only if there exist auxiliary assumptions A and
an observation statement O such that (i) P&A entails O, but A by itself does not entail O, (ii) A is true, (iii)



we now are justified in believing A, and (iv) the justification we now have for believing A does not depend on

believing that P is true (or that it is false), and also does not depend on believing that O is true (or that it is
false).
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Criterion (Ob) judges, correctly, that the laws of optics now have observational implications about the
occurrence of eclipses. The laws, by themselves, do not make any such predictions, but when
independently obtained information about the earth, sun, and moon are added, the resulting conjunction
does have such implications.

(Ob)

(Ob)

Criterion (Ob) is time indexed (* now” represents any time t) so that a proposition can fail to have
observational implications at one time though it has such implications at another. This reflects the fact that

there is a perfectly legitimate sense in which a proposition might be empirically testable at one time but not
at another.
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To say that a proposition is untestable in principle apparently requires omniscience about the future of
inquiry; one would have to be able to say that no auxiliary principle A could ever be discovered that would
permit P to have observational consequences.
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This is why | prefer the weaker, less modal, concept of testability -- the concept of testability now. Of course,
if a proposition is now testable, it is testable in principle.
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(E) Proposition P now has implications about the existence of supernatural beings if and only if there exist
auxiliary assumptions A such that (i) P&A entails that there are supernatural beings, or entails that there
are none, but A by itself does not have either implication, (ii) A is true, (iii) we now are justified in believing
A, and (iv) the justification we now have for believing A does not depend on believing that P is true (or that it
is false), and also does not depend on believing that there are supernatural beings (or on believing that
there are none).
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Duhem (1914) was right that physical theories, by themselves, do not have observational consequences.
But it would be a mistake to conclude that these theories have no observational consequences.

A concept of observational implication is needed that takes Duhem’ s point into account but explains how
theories manage to make observational predictions.

Duhem(1914)

Duhem

Duhem, P. (1914): The Aim and Structure of Physical Theory. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954.
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By “ Darwinian theory,” | mean a pair of claims that all the organisms alive today (on earth) trace back to
a common ancestor and that natural selection has been an important cause of the similarities and
differences we observe among extant organisms.

(i) either the Darwinian theory is false or a supernatural being exists;
(ii) either the Darwinian theory is false or no supernatural beings exist.
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Of course, a theist who thinks that God is a supernatural being will endorse (i) and a naturalist will endorse
(ii). But notice that someone who has no opinion on whether naturalism is true and has the same agnostic
attitude towards Darwinian theory has no basis for accepting either.
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Obviously, the claim falls short of asserting that the designer in question has all the characteristics of the
Christian God. However, that isn’t enough to show that the mini-ID theory isn’ t religious; after all, there are
religions other than Christianity.
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Perhaps, if the supernatural intelligence to whose existence the mini-ID theory is committed were worthy of
veneration, that would show that the theory has religious, and not just supernatural, implications.
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1.
Perhaps they will want to argue that a supernatural intelligent designer is an eternal and self-sustaining
being, and thus does not need a cause external to itself to come into existence or to remain in existence. Or
perhaps they will maintain that a supernatural designer is a simple being, and therefore won’ t exhibits
complex features at all.
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