
DARWIN’S DOUBT and Intelligent Design    Posted on July 29, 2014 by Fr. Ted 

In Darwin’s Doubt: The Explosive Origin of Animal Life and the Case for 

Intelligent Design, Philosopher of Science, Stephen C. Meyer (founder of the 

Discovery Institute and advocate for Intelligent Design), offers scientific 

evidence which questions the Theory of Evolution and advocates for why he 

believes Intelligent Design can in fact explain the existing fossil evidence 

(particularly the Cambrian Explosion) for which Darwinism cannot fully 

account.   Meyer says the problems with neo-Darwinian theory can be readily 

accounted for by the notion of Intelligent Design.  It should be noted that a 

number scientists who do accept the overall concept of evolution have publicly 

pointed out problems with the theory – so what Meyer is offering is not news 

nor a surprise to scientists committed to neo-Darwinian theory. 

The impasse is that even many of the scientists who have serious reservations about evolution still stick 

with purely materialistic explanations of how life evolved on earth.  Meyer thinks that is a limit imposed 

on science by atheism but is not itself a scientifically verifiable premise.  It is a philosophical 

assumption.   He says many of the dilemmas existing in the evolutionary theory of scientific materialism 

can be readily resolved by simply acknowledging that intentional design is part of what happened.  Of 

course for those who deny the possibility of design, they cannot by their own belief system admit to the 

possibility of a designer.  Meyer argues that one does not have to acknowledge the God of the Bible, 

even if one sees design in the universe.  His argument is that in fact design (and thus intention) are 

obviously there even if we cannot account for it.  He does not assume all explanations must be found in 

materialistic explanations so is willing to look beyond scientific atheism to understand creation.  And just 

like not every scientist agrees with the current theory of evolution, not every Intelligent Design advocate 

believes in a 6000 year old earth.  Meyer wants everyone to be clear that Intelligent Design is not 

related to the ideas of biblical literalist’s New Creationism which insists the world is only about 6000 

years old based on the history gleaned from the Bible.  Many atheists who oppose Intelligent Design try 

to lump the two ideas together, but Meyer points out this is a ploy to discredit the science supporting 

the ideas he presents for Intelligent Design.  He seems to accept the notion that the universe is in fact 

billions of years old.  However old the earth may be, Meyer is not convinced that the time periods are 

enough for macro evolution to have incurred as envisioned in Darwinian 

theory. 

The first half of Meyer’s book is his look at the scientific challenges to 

evolutionary theory.  The last part of the book is more a philosophical 

argument for Intelligent Design.  Meyer summarizes his scientific evidence 

against the current theory of evolution this way: 

“This book has presented four separate scientific critiques demonstrating the 

inadequacy of the neo-Darwinian mechanism, the mechanism that Dawkins 

assumes can produce the appearance of design without intelligent guidance. 

It has shown that the neo-Darwinian mechanism fails to account for the 
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origin of genetic information because: (1) it has no means of efficiently searching combinatorial 

sequence space for functional genes and proteins and, consequently, (2) it requires unrealistically long 

waiting times to generate even a single new gene or protein. It has also shown that the mechanism 

cannot produce new body plans because: (3) early acting mutations, the only kind capable of generating 

large-scale changes, are also invariably deleterious, and (4) genetic mutations cannot, in any case, 

generate the epigenetic information necessary to build a body plan.”   (Kindle 

Loc. 7644-50) 

According to Meyer an increasing number of prominent scientists admit that 

the evidence we currently have cannot account for how life might have 

original arisen, nor can it account for the Cambrian explosion.  In the next blog 

we will look at some of the evidence Meyer offers.  But he admits that 

scientists still are committed to finding a materialistic explanation for 

everything, and with this philosophic commitment, they will not even consider 

the merits of Intelligent Design.  In a future blog I’ll offer a few quotes from 

Meyer on why he considers Intelligent Design to be true science, and why he 

sees a commitment to materialism to be a philosophic not scientific choice and belief. 

“During the nineteenth century, biologists regarded the adaptation of organisms to their 

environment as one of the most powerful pieces of evidence of design in the living world. By 

observing that natural selection had the power to produce such adaptations, Darwin not only 

affirmed that his mechanism could generate significant biological change, but that it could 

explain the appearance of design—without invoking the activity of an actual designing 

intelligence. In doing so, he sought to refute the design hypothesis by providing a materialistic 

explanation for the origin of apparent design in living organisms. Modern neo-Darwinists also 

affirm that organisms look as if they were designed. They also affirm the sufficiency of an 

unintelligent natural mechanism—mutation and natural selection—as an explanation for this 

appearance. Thus, in both Darwinism, and neo-Darwinism, the selection/variation (or 

selection/mutation) mechanism functions as a kind of “designer substitute.” As the late Harvard 

evolutionary biologist Ernst Mayr explains: “The real core of Darwinism . . . is the theory of 

natural selection. This theory is so important for the Darwinian because it permits the 

explanation of adaptation, the ‘design’ of the natural theologian, by natural means.” Or as 

another prominent evolutionary biologist, Francisco Ayala, has put it succinctly, natural selection 

explains “design without a designer.”  (Kindle Loc. 6315-27) 

Scientists tend to discredit Intelligent Design as not truly 

answering the questions science is asking about how 

things did, can or do happen in the existing 

world.  Claiming there is design built into the universe just 

creates a different mystery and at best solves nothing in 

their minds, but, even worse, adds a non-material being 

into the equation which does not help science understand 

how the empirical universe works.   A number of scientists 
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who have identified themselves as theists and who accept evolution have tended to doubt the current 

theory of Intelligent Design for similar reasons.  Theistic scientists tend to assume science has to look for 

materialist causes as science is in fact focused on the material world.  They accept the existence of a 

Creator God but do not try to make God part of any scientific formula or equation.  Intelligent Design on 

the other hand accepts that the very existence of a Creator explains some aspects of the material world 

which science cannot account for by its current theories.  For ID defenders simply saying there is a 

Creator is sufficient explanation for some mysteries.  Materialistic science looks only for cause and effect 

in the material world, and does not see how claiming there is design in the universe helps us understand 

how the material world in fact works. 

The Science that Doubts Darwin  Posted on July 30, 2014 by Fr. Ted 

Meyer presents in great detail the scientific problems with the theory of Darwinian 

Evolution.  In fact, several prominent scientists have expressed their own doubts 

about the Theory of Evolution based upon its inability to explain what we know 

about  biology or based upon its failure to account for the known fossil 

record.  Where Meyer diverges from the majority of these scientists who question the 

Theory of Evolution is they continue to search for explanations only in material 

causes, while he has accepted the notion that there is design or intention built into 

biology and which can be observed through the long history of the development of 

life on earth.   Below are a select few of the scientific reasons he offers which call into question the 

Theory of Evolution as it is commonly taught.  He is piggybacking on the work of various scientists who 

have put forth questions about whether the current theory of evolution can in fact account for the 

known evolutionary evidence.  He is bringing all of the various questions together to make his case 

stronger.  Keep in mind that  scientists committed to current evolutionary theory are also familiar with 

these objections, but have not concluded that the current theory needs to be abandoned.  They tend to 

believe that eventually the theory and evidence will compliment each other by altering the theory not 

by completely abandoning it. 

One problem for Darwinian evolution is how to account for the appearance in 

cells of the mechanisms that allow cells to function both individually and as part 

of an organ or organism.  To date, according to Meyer, science cannot explain 

how the sequencing of characters might have occurred. 

“The type of information present in living cells—that is, ‘specified’ information in 

which the sequence of characters matters to the function of the sequence as a 

whole—has generated an acute mystery. No undirected physical or chemical 

process has demonstrated the capacity to produce specified information starting 

‘from purely physical or chemical’ precursors. For this reason, chemical 

evolutionary theories have failed to solve the mystery of the origin of first life—a 

claim that few mainstream evolutionary theorists now dispute.”  (Kindle Loc. 63-

67) 
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The origins of life itself from inanimate materials is for Meyer a key problem with Darwinian 

evolution.  He is convinced that accepting the notion of Intelligent Design can explain how life could 

have emerged – it was intended to emerge.  For materialists of course his argument is a “God of the 

gaps” idea which science will eventually overcome:  we simply do not know YET how they happened but 

we will eventually be able to offer a materialist explanation for how they happened.  Meyer, however, 

argues: 

“To those unfamiliar with the particular problems faced by scientists trying to explain the origin 

of life, it might not seem obvious why invoking natural selection does not help to explain the 

origin of the first life. After all, if natural selection and random mutations can generate new 

information in living organisms, why can it also not do so in a prebiotic environment? But the 

distinction between a biological and prebiotic context was crucially important to my argument. 

Natural selection assumes the existence of living organisms with a capacity to reproduce. Yet 

self-replication in all extant cells depends upon information-rich proteins and nucleic acids (DNA 

and RNA), and the origin of such information-rich molecules is precisely what origin-of-life 

research needs to explain. That’s why Theodosius Dobzhansky, one of the founders of the 

modern neo-Darwinian synthesis, can state flatly, ‘Pre-biological natural selection is a 

contradiction in terms.’ Or, as Nobel Prize–winning molecular biologist and origin-of-life 

researcher Christian de Duve explains, theories of prebiotic natural selection fail because they 

‘need information which implies they have to presuppose what is to be explained in the first 

place.’ Clearly, it is not sufficient to invoke a process that commences only once life has begun, or 

once biological information has arisen, to explain the origin of life or the origin of the 

information necessary to produce it.” (Kindle Loc. 104-15) 

“To those unfamiliar with the particular problems…”   Meyer presents a great deal of scientific evidence, 

but it appears his target audience is not scientists, but the non-scientist.  So those hoping that science 

might support their faith, might find Meyer’s arguments convincing.  I, for one, am a non-scientist.  I 

think he does a great job presenting the known scientific information.  However, the strength of his 

argument is better measured by whether scientists themselves, who already are familiar with the 

scientific challenges to Darwinian Theory, conclude that Meyer is correct and that Intelligent Design is 

the solution to the Theories problems.   So far, though perhaps a growing number of scientists admit to 

problems with evolutionary theory, few have 

abandoned it in favor of Intelligent Design. 

To summarize, Meyer writes: 

“As an increasing number of evolutionary biologists 

have noted, natural selection explains ‘only the 

survival of the fittest, not the arrival of the 

fittest.’”    (Kindle Loc. 156-57) 

Meyer looks at a number of scientific papers which 

dispute his claims, says they do not disprove what he is arguing. 
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“Upon closer examination, however, none of these papers demonstrate how mutations and 

natural selection could find truly novel genes or proteins in sequence space in the first place; nor 

do they show that it is reasonably probable (or plausible) that these mechanisms would do so in 

the time available. These papers assume the existence of significant amounts of preexisting 

genetic information (indeed, many whole and unique genes) and then suggest various 

mechanisms that might have slightly altered or fused these genes together into larger 

composites. At best, these scenarios ‘trace’ the history of preexisting genes, rather than explain 

the origin of the original genes themselves (see Fig. 11.2). This kind of scenario building can 

suggest potentially fruitful avenues of research. But an obvious error comes in mistaking a 

hypothetical scenario for either a demonstration of fact or an adequate explanation. None of the 

scenarios that the Long paper cites demonstrate the mathematical or experimental plausibility of 

the mutational mechanisms they assert as explanations for the origin of genes. Nor do they 

directly observe the presumed mutational processes in action. At best, they provide hypothetical, 

after-the-fact reconstructions of a few events out of a sequence of many supposed events, 

starting with the existence of a presumed common ancestor gene. But that gene itself does not 

represent a hard data point. It is inferred to have existed on the basis of the similarity of two or 

more other existing genes, which are the only actual pieces of observational evidence upon 

which these often elaborate scenarios are based.”  (Kindle Loc. 3948-60) 

Meyer thinks the rich information we now have about DNA in fact shows that how DNA works and is 

made cannot be accounted for by Darwinian evolution.  There is no mechanism that can account for 

how life emerged or how macro evolution can occur.  For basically the current science shows that 

genetic mutation usually ends in death, not in the development of new forms of life. 

“If mutating the genes that regulate body-plan construction destroy animal forms 

as they develop from an embryonic state, then how do mutations and selection 

build animal body plans in the first place? The neo-Darwinian mechanism has 

failed to explain the generation of new genes and proteins needed for building the 

new animal forms that arose in the Cambrian explosion. But even if mutation and 

selection could generate fundamentally new genes and proteins, a more 

formidable problem remains. To build a new animal and establish its body plan, 

proteins need to be organized into higher-level structures. In other words, once new proteins arise, 

something must arrange them to play their parts in distinctive cell types. These distinctive cell types 

must, in turn, be organized to form distinctive tissues, organs, and body plans. This process of 

organization occurs during embryological development. Thus, to explain how animals are actually built 

from smaller protein components, scientists must understand the process of embryological 

development.”  (Kindle Loc. 4815-22) 

Additionally genetic science has shown that genetic development is far more complicated than first 

imagined by science.  The development of life is not as simple as information processing by genes for 

there exist multiple layers involved in the genetic process. 
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“But building a new body plan requires more than just genetic information. It requires both 

genetic and epigenetic information—information by definition that is not stored in DNA and thus 

cannot be generated by mutations to the DNA. It follows that the mechanism of natural selection 

acting on random mutations in DNA cannot by itself generate novel body plans, such as those 

that first arose in the Cambrian explosion.”  (Kindle Loc. 5269-72) 

“The neo-Darwinian mechanism does not account for either the origin of the genetic or the 

epigenetic information necessary to produce new forms of life. Consequently, the problems 

posed to the theory by the Cambrian explosion 

remain unsolved.”  (Kindle Loc. 5359-61) 

Meyer summarizes his arguments: 

“Clearly, standard evolutionary theory has reached an 

impasse. Neither neo-Darwinism nor a host of more 

recent proposals (punctuated equilibrium, self-

organization, evolutionary developmental biology, 

neutral evolution, epigenetic inheritance, natural genetic 

engineering) have succeeded in explaining the origin of 

the novel animal forms that arose in the Cambrian 

period. Yet all these evolutionary theories have two 

things in common: they rely on strictly material processes, and they also have failed to identify a cause 

capable of generating the information necessary to produce new forms of life. .”  (Kindle Loc. 6289-93) 

For Meyer the great test case which Darwinian theory fails is the sudden appearance of so many new life 

forms in what is called the Cambrian explosion. 

 “The features of the Cambrian event point decisively in another direction—not to some as-yet-

undiscovered materialistic process that merely mimics the powers of a 

designing mind, but instead to an actual intelligent cause. When we 

encounter objects that manifest any of the key features present in the 

Cambrian animals, or events that exhibit the patterns present in the 

Cambrian fossil record, and we know how these features and patterns 

arose, invariably we find that intelligent design played a causal role in 

their origin. Thus, when we encounter these same features in the 

Cambrian event, we may infer—based upon established cause-and-

effect relationships and uniformitarian principles—that the same kind 

of cause operated in the history of life. In other words, intelligent 

design constitutes the best, most causally adequate explanation for the 

origin of information and circuitry necessary to build the Cambrian 

animals. It also provides the best explanation for the top-down, 

explosive, and discontinuous pattern of appearance of the Cambrian 

animals in the fossil record.”  (Kindle Loc. 7085-92) 
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For Meyer the problem science faces is not that it lacks theories or data, but rather that it is 

philosophically limited by and blinded by its commitment to atheistic materialism.   Science has bound 

itself to showing the material cause for everything in the universe, and thus cannot admit to what it 

cannot explain, nor can it allow itself to think outside this restrictive box.  So it continues to search for 

theories and explanations which ignore some of what the known evidence points to – that there is 

design in the biological life of our planet.  However one may account for it, design is built into life. 

Scientific materialism on the other hand is interested in a different set of 

questions.  It might be similar to finding an ancient music score.  We see the 

signs and symbols telling the ancients how to play the music.  Yet we have 

no idea how to translate the written symbols into sound.    Science is more 

interested in what the symbols tells us that can then be translated into 

music.  What should the music soundlike?  Intelligent Design says the music 

is proof of a composer, but for science that doesn’t help us know how to 

play the music, how to read and interpret the score.  This is where there is a 

huge chasm between what Meyer is arguing versus what science seems 

interested in.   Even if we has the musical score there is a vast difference 

between seeing it on paper and hearing a symphony orchestra performing it. 

 

Signs of Design    Posted on July 31, 2014 by Fr. Ted 

Stephen Meyer presents in his book the science that doubts Darwin – this is not scientific evidence he 

has manufactured, but evidence that scientists committed to Darwinian evolution 

have brought forth which challenges some aspect of the current theory.   He 

presents this science to call into question the materialistic basis of the science itself 

and then offers Intelligent Design as a solution to issues which Darwinism itself 

cannot right now answer.  Evolutionary scientists have debated the evidence and 

the questions raised but most so far have not seen his solution – Intelligent Design – 

as truly solving any problematic issue that science raises. Most scientists do not see 

materialism as being the problem which needs to be solved. 

So whereas evolutionary scientists and Intelligent Design defenders might both point to problems with 

aspects of Evolutionary Theory and the extant evidence in the fossil record, they are miles apart in the 

philosophical issues which Meyer in the last part of his book presents as an argument for Intelligent 

Design.  Meyer attempts to use the fact that some scientists question some aspects of Evolutionary 

Theory to suggest that there are major cracks in the Theory and its collapse is inevitable.  But as far as I 

can tell despite recognizing some problems with the Theory, most scientists accept it as the best 

approximation of reality that humankind has been able to develop to this point.   Meyer is a Philosopher 

of Science, and in this part of the book he deals more with the philosophy of science, trying to show why 

he believes Intelligent Design is science based on scientific principles, reasoning and logic. 
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Meyer’s criticism of science is exactly that it has made a philosophical commitment to atheistic 

materialism; this is a philosophical commitment not a scientific law. 

“In this case, however, those wearing the mental blinders have 

elevated an unwillingness to consider certain explanations to a 

principle of scientific method. That principle is called “methodological 

naturalism” or “methodological materialism.” Methodological 

naturalism asserts that to qualify as scientific, a theory must explain 

phenomena and events in nature—even events such as the origin of the 

universe and life or phenomena such as human consciousness—by 

reference to strictly material causes. According to this principle, 

scientists may not invoke the activity of a mind or, as one philosopher 

of science puts it, any “creative intelligence.”   (Kindle Loc. 7125-29) 

Meyer criticizes what he sees as rationally inconsistent the scientific commitment to materialism even 

when he feels the scientific evidence might suggest an intelligent design in the universe.  However, 

believers adhere to faith in God even in the face of contrary evidence, inexplicable events, failure of the 

faithful to live up to the ideal, or the silence of God in face of pleas for Him to intervene in certain 

situations.  There is no basic difference in how we adhere to what we believe.  Meyer is firm in his 

conviction however that scientists are wrong to  be so steadfast to their philosophical position: 

“In 1997, in an article in the New York Review of Books, Harvard geneticist Richard Lewontin made 

explicit a similar commitment to a strictly materialistic explanation—whatever the evidence might seem 

to indicate. As he explained in a now often quoted passage: 

We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite of its failure 

to fulfill 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. It is not that the 

methods and institutions of science somehow compel us to accept 

a material explanation of the phenomenal world, but, on the 

contrary, that we are forced by our a priori adherence to material 

causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of 

concepts that produce material explanations, no matter how 

counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. 

Moreover, that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a 

Divine Foot in the door. 

The commitment to methodological naturalism that Lewontin describes, as well as the behavior of 

scientists in cases such as Sternberg’s, leave no doubt that many in science simply will not consider the 

design hypothesis as an explanation for the Cambrian explosion or any other event in the history of life, 

whatever the evidence. To do so would be to violate the “rules of science” as they understand 

them.”  (Kindle Loc. 7170-83) 
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It may be a point of frustration for believers that some scientists are committed philosophically to 

materialism.  But our task remains the same: to witness to what we believe is true and through our lives 

to offer some compelling reason for non-believers to reconsider their position and to at least consider 

the possibility that there is a God who created the universe.   We have to show by our own lives that 

belief in God contributes positively to our daily existence and to the wellbeing of the world.  Meyer 

makes his case as to why he believes Intelligent Design is consistent with the principles of natural 

science.  It is a position which many believers can sympathize with as we already accept the notion that 

there is a Creator God.  But, the real test case is whether those committed to scientific materialism 

come to see in his arguments reason to at least consider the possibility of design in the universe and a 

Designer who place it there.  

Meyer pushes his argument that intelligent design logically is as scientific as materialistic evolution: 

“There is another compelling, if convention-dependent, reason to regard intelligent design as a scientific 

theory. The inference to intelligent design is based upon the same 

method of historical scientific reasoning and the same 

uniformitarian principles that Charles Darwin used in On the 

Origin of Species. The similarity in logical structure runs quite 

deep. Both the argument for intelligent design and the Darwinian 

argument for descent with modification were formulated as 

abductive inferences to the best explanation. Both theories 

address characteristically historical questions; both employ 

typically historical forms of explanation and testing; and both 

have metaphysical implications. Insofar as we regard Darwin’s 

theory as a scientific theory, it seems appropriate to designate the theory of intelligent design as a 

scientific theory as well. Indeed, neo-Darwinism and the theory of intelligent design are not two different 

kinds of inquiry, as some critics have asserted. They are two different answers—formulated using a 

similar logic and method of reasoning—to the same question: “What caused biological forms and the 

appearance of design to arise in the history of life?” It stands to reason that if we regard one theory, neo-

Darwinism or intelligent design, as scientific, we should regard the other as the same. Of course, whether 

either theory is true or not is another matter. An idea may be scientific and incorrect. In the history of 

science, many theories have proven to be so.” (Kindle Loc. 7293-7305) 

Meyer makes some good points and logical sense.  But then I am already a believer in God, and his 

reasoning does not really change my thinking nor does it cause me any cognitive dissonance.  All 

thinking believers are faced with the fact that science and scientific materialism are not only 

competitors to the Christian faith but pose serious challenges to our understanding of truth and the 

Scriptures.  Personally, I find the arguments of theistic evolutionists to be more satisfying than 

Intelligent Design.  But theistic evolution is also more comfortable with the fact that science and faith 

approach the world and truth from different philosophical perspectives and we may never be able to 

reconcile the two perspectives.  Intelligent Design adherents seem more intent on trying to insist that 

faith and science, or sometimes more specifically that a literalist reading of Genesis and science are 

completely compatible.  I am not a biblical literalist, and am at home in a world in which the 
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assumptions and goals of materialistic science and Christianity are simply different and on some points 

irreconcilable.  I don’t believe the Genesis account of creation is science in the modern sense nor do I 

think it ever was intended to be that.  But the fact that there is scientific truth which is not found in the 

Bible or even challenges Biblical claims does not to me disprove the existence of God.   I think what 

science does effectively challenge is a literalist reading of Genesis and some simplistic beliefs about 

God.  But even in the Bible itself we find people inspired by the Holy Spirit struggling to find God in the 

midst of historical reality and truth: “How long, O Lord..?”  “Why do you remain silent, O Lord?” Faith in 

God does not always make coping with life easier or more simplistic.   In can complicate life when we 

wrestle to figure out where God is when we need Him. 

To me science is interested in researching 

and explaining the empirical 

creation.  Christianity, like most religions, is 

claiming that there is a non-

material/spiritual world/realm as 

well.  Believers are interested in the material 

creation as it is made by God to be 

good/beautiful and to be united to divinity. 

This last aspect is not the interest of 

science.  Science digs ever deeper into the 

depths of material creation, but I would say 

ignores the spiritual realm.  I believe a human (and to be human) is more than biology and 

chemistry.  To reduce humans to physics is in fact reductionism for it does not tell the whole story of 

being human.   I think conscience and consciousness and free will do exist and they are every bit as 

important to understanding a human and what it means to be human as is biology, chemistry and 

physics.  Christianity is trying to make sense of the world by bringing its ideas of the soul, God, the 

immaterial world, and the spiritual into its understanding of material creation.  We believe the created 

world is far richer and deeper then the limits of its empirical nature imply.   Because we believe there is 

meaning to life and that it means something to be human, we look to answers beyond the limits of 

science and the material world. 

Science based in materialism does have 

fundamentally different assumptions about 

creation than does faith, based in the accepted 

testimony of believers.   Believers seek meaning 

and purpose which science cannot 

reveal.   Science would be interested in design in 

the universe if it led to further understanding 

the material world.   But when one tries to take 

the empirical world and show that it points to a 

non-material creator, science loses 

interest.  And if the scientists are committed to 
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atheistic materialism, they are going to see references to Intelligent Design as simply a ploy to get them 

to believe in the non-material world, but not truly science. 

Meyer’s books was the best I’ve read defending the tenets of Intelligent Design, but it does not make 

me abandon theistic evolution in favor of Intelligent Design.  I think his effort is really geared at those 

whose faith is shaken by the claims of science and who want it to be true that science and religion are 

teaching the same truth and therefore cannot disagree.  The scientists who criticize his efforts as a 

veiled way to reintroduce religious beliefs back into the work of science probably have good cause to 

think what they do.   The evolutionary scientists who have criticized aspects of the theory of evolution 

show that they are not afraid to challenge the theory and they are interested in establishing the truth 

about the empirical world to the best of the ability of scientific materialism.  Their unwillingness to 

consider Intelligent Design tells me that they remain unconvinced that ID can help them out of any 

dilemmas caused by the fossil evidence.  While some scientists have a hostility to religion, it still falls on 

us believers to offer clear and compelling reasons to the non-believers as to what blessing faith 

brings.  Those who are trying to reconcile their faith with science may find Intelligent Design to be 

helpful.  Other believers may find theistic evolution to satisfy the two realms of understanding the 

universe – a spiritual and an empirical.  The fruit of Meyer’s efforts is not going to be whether believers 

find his arguments convincing, but whether non-believing scientists feel compelled to reconsider their 

commitment to scientific materialism and methodological naturalism.  Even most of those who have 

questioned certain tenets of the neo-Darwinian Theory have remained faithful to its basic principles and 

have not been convinced that accepting design in the universe changes anything. 

Intelligent Design is an 

argument that appeals to 

some believers trying to 

build a bridge between 

biblical faith and scientific 

materialism.  Unfortunately 

for the most part those on 

the materialism side of that 

chasm have not been been 

swayed in their thinking 

and aren’t willing to walk 

on that bridge which they 

feel has no real foundation 

under it. 
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