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ABSTRACT

In this paper, | shall criticise some essentigkass of the so called ‘Intelligent
Design Theory’ (ID), from the point of view of sorstandard thesis in the philosophy
of science. In particular, | shall criticise thetioa of ‘explanation’ that underlies 1D
arguments (sections 1 and 2), in particular Willaembski's “explanatory filter”, as
well as the ideas about ‘information’ and ‘probdpilon which those authors base the
arguments, in particular, Dembski’s use of the fie@ lunch theorems”.

1. WHY DEMBSKI'S ‘EXPLANATORY FILTER’ MISREPRESENTS WHAT A

SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATION IS. *

The most notorious argument presented in favothetheory that asserts that
living beings are necessarily the result of a camscand deliberate act of intelligent
creation, is William Dembski’s ‘explanatory filtefEF)? According to this argument,
when explaining anything, we have three alternatifiest, we shall try to explain it as
the result of anatural law; if, on the basis of the information we have, wadude that
it is not possible that the phenomenon we wankpdagn is the result of a natural law,
then we consider a second alternative, which ctssighe assumption that the
phenomenon is due thance lastly, if the chances of the phenomenon haveigd
generated by a purely random process are too lem,\we are left with no other option
than the third possible explanation, which consisthie assumption that the
phenomenon is the product oflaliberateaction by an intelligent being. So the EF
amounts to the thesis thaterythingis the product either of natural laws (‘necessity’
of chance, or of intelligent design. Dembski, ofis®, adds to this schema (which, as

we shall confirm very shortly, is far from beingoptem free) the additional premises
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that the existing living beings have features thake impossible to accept that they are
the product of natural laws or of chance, hencelooling that, ‘necessarily’, they are
the children of a conscious mind.

Most criticisms of Dembski’'s EF have mainly inetn the lack of basis of his
claim that biological features cannot be causeddiyral processes (neither known, nor
unknown); | will shortly refer again in a more détd way to this point in section 3,
when discussing the ideas of information and proibglbout, since this is a much more
common topic, | will not concentrate too much ghand will devote the rest of this
section to analyse the idea of ‘explanation’ thederlies the EF, and to contrast it with
the ideas of explanation which have become thalatdrnn the literature on philosophy
of science! The most important thing to say in this respethig ‘explanation’ refers,
in Dembski’'s argument, to what we can call morerappately ‘causation’; it is
assumed that everything must have one of the ffussible and alternative types of
‘causes’, and it is also assumed that ‘explaingayhething consists identifyingits
‘cause’. Certainly, there is a strong traditiorplilosophy of science claiming that
scientific explanation is basically causal; scigntiesearch, however, does not usually
consists in identifying ‘causes’, butdescribing the wain which the causesausethe
phenomenon. The other two most common approachssewotific explanation are, as
it is well known, the nomologico-deductive viewgdathe unification view. According
to the former, something is explained when itagigally or mathematically) derived
(deducedifrom laws or regularities, whereas accordingh®latter, a theory is
explanatory when it covers a great variety of ddfd facts. These other two views of
scientific explanation are much less favourablgneonaive notion of explanation of the
EF than the causal theory, for according to thealogico-deductive view, ‘design
explanations’, as long as they are explicitly dfees$ as something different from
explanation from laws, fails to be a scientific Eqation (for no regularity is indicated
in this case), and also, according to the unificatiiew, explanations from design fail
to be successful as explanations because theytdolow to ‘unify’ the biological
phenomena with other natural ones (for they offeompletely different kind of
account of why things are as they are in the biokdgealm, from the account that
works in physics, chemistry or geology, for exampléis last comment might perhaps
be contested by pointing that ID is coherent withilarly theologico-finalistic

% A very good selection of papers discussing ormttifey ID is Dembski and Ruse (2004).
4 See Salmon (1989) for a survey.



explanations often presented for the so calle@ ‘fuming’ of physical constants, and
even that it is coherent as well with explanatargaants of supposedly non natural
processes, like miracles; but, even acceptinglbhaan be considered as a segment of a
wider explanatory enterprise which has some degiraeifyingness’, it is not less true
that, within the processes which are able of bsuigntifically, i.e., experimentally
studied, ID introduces a completely heterogendaugof explanation; furthermore, the
other problems of the EF strategy we shall exanmribe next paragraphs are so strong
that the possible unification virtues of ID thedmgcome irrelevant.

The main problem with Dembski’'s EF, in connectwath philosophical
explications of the notion of scientific explanatjas that, even accepting that some
theories about scientific explanation put causddias the fundamental element of
explanatoriness, the truth is that all the threed#rd views on scientific explanation |
have mentioned share something that is clearlyingse the ‘explanation from design’
strategy. This common ground is the assumptionathatientific explanation consists
in a kind of descriptionwhat the theories, models or laws that explaipieoal
phenomena do, is nothing else than offering aglatéscription ohowthe world is,
what specific types girocessesake place in the world, or according to precisehat
kinds ofregularitiesthose phenomena are linked. The nomologico-dedriettcount is
the weakest of the three, in being relatively agjnas liberal about what kind of ‘laws’
or ‘regularities’ are legitimate in empirical scan the causal view demands
additionally that those regularities must be dedions of causal processes, and the
unification view demands that those regularitiestie applicable to several realms;
but the three accounts state explicitly thatcientific explanation starts by specifying
‘how’ something happenand the option for the third ‘horn’ of the EF s@sts,
precisely, in the renounce to know anything alibatdescription of the proceby
which living beings happened to have the featureg have. We are said that such an
such features of biological beings would have begrossible without conscious
design, but we are not given any hint at all atbmwtthe supposed existence of the
conscious designevould have ledo the existence of those featunebgreas it is this
‘how-would-it-had-led-to” to we understand by ‘eaphtion’ in modern scienc&o,
Intelligent Design theory pretends to offer a stifenexplanation while refusing to
make the effort that turns an explanation intoiargtfic one, an effort that consists in
showing how the phenomena to be explained cdadieo-mathematically deduced

from the description of the world given in the pneged explanation. l.e., to explain
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somethingjn empirical scienceconsists in formulating a description of a med$in
or process (the description can, of course, beghaaind limited to some features or
constraints the process is supposed to fulfil), thed inferring, from the hypothesis that
this mechanism or process is real, that the phenomt be explained will have the

properties we have discovered in it, instead oéotionceivable properties.

2. WHY THE ‘EXPLANATORY FILTER’ IS NOT FILTER AT AL L.
Besides confusing what a scientific explanatioibsmbski’'s ‘explanatory
filter also commits the worst mistake that cancbenmitted while using ‘disjunctive
syllogism’ as a method of inference: not ensurmthe first place that the proposed
alternatives arenutually exclusivandjointly exhaustiveWe shall see that the three

horns of Dembski’s filter fail to obey both conditis.

2.1. Law and chance as friends, not enemies.

Ignoring for a moment the question of deliberaigopse (the third horn), which
we shall examine in the next subsection, it is $yfgdse that explanations in science
respond to some fundamental alternative between dad ‘hazard’. To say the list,
there is no explanation ‘fromerelaw’. Rather on the contrary, a typical scientific
explanation of a fact (or set of facts) always aorg both elements (‘law’ and
‘hazard’), usually in a very welhtegratedway, in what is customarily known as a
model A scientific model consists in a numberdeterministicequations or other
constraints, together with some assumptions albewstatistical distributionof the
‘mistakes’; to this we add empirical informationde measures) about concrete entities
or systems, information that, combined to thoseagguos and statistical assumptions,
allows to infer other items of information (e.gregictions). What serve to explain the
facts we want to explain is the pecul@mbinationof deterministic equations and
statistical assumptions about the deviations frieensblutions of those equations. This
means that there is simply no example in empiscance of ‘explanation from (mere)
laws’, even in the case of deterministic theoriesthere is always a stochastic element
(due to measurement or specification errors) iragh@ication of the models to the
empirical facts (indeterministic models are thas/hich the statistical distribution of

values does not only affect to measurement erpboitsto the ‘real’ variables as well).



In a similar way, there is nothing in science léelanation ‘from mere chance’.
When scientistefer that some data are ‘random’, what they are sagitigat it has
been possible to proof that the data respond &rtecplar statistical distribution, or,
more exactly, to what might be expected from sepexific stochastic procesBhis
means that scientists have discovered in thisagsaticular regularity, only that it
consists in &tatistical regularity not in a deterministic one, and hence it becomes
possible tacalculate the probabilityhat single data or sets of data show such ard suc
properties. Obviously, different assumptions abwlost is the stochastic process that is
actually generating the observed data, will leadii@rent predictions, and the
statistical success or failure of these will magierstists accept or reject those
assumptions. And, what is more important, thereaarailtitude of different stochastic
processes, a variety which becomes explosive wbetbined with the number of
different theoretical models (‘combinations of IQwsith which those stochastic
processes can form a single ‘explanation’. Altexsdy, when scientists reach the
conclusion that ninownstochastic process can lead to the statistictilalision of
events they empirically know, then they do not egbat ‘these events are explained by
hazard’; rather, what such a situation indicateékas theydo not know the explanation
of those events, for scientists are able of oftgneither a theoretical model about the
mechanism according to which the events are prajux® even a stochastic model
about how they are generated, i.e, they are net@lleducing the phenomena to any
knownregularity, neither deterministic nor statistical.

So, when ID theorists talk about ‘explanation fromance’, they should make
explicit what particular mathematical assumptionsud the stochastic process are they
referring to, and check whether the scientific Medeat are actually used to try to
explain what they say that cannot be explainecctignce’, fulfil those assumptions or
not. The case is that usually they do not: for gxamwvhen ID’s ‘calculate’ the
probability of a particular protein being formed dgmputing the possible sequences of
DNA, they are assuming that the stochastic prolesging to the existence of the
protein ismathematically equivalend having an urn with infinite balls for each bét
four DNA bases, and from which we extract a nundfdralls equal to the length of the
sequence needed for our protein. Of course, theat@uocess leading to the existence
of a given protein isot mathematically (and henga;obabilistically) equivalent to
such ‘bingo-like’ stochastic fiction, and the indaces that can be derived from this

absurd model about the probabilities that in ttz weorld (e.g., in a world submitted to
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the stochastic processes associated to Darwinpdicaton) such and such protein is
formed are patently nonsense.

Hence, contrarily to what Dembski’'s EF says, sdiennodels do not explain
‘either’ through laws, ‘or’ through chance, but alyg through some specific
combinationof deterministic equations and statistical regtiks (the latter can affect
either to the measurement processes, or to thieveeables, or both). Perhaps this
would not be considered as very relevant by 103s, ih any case, they think that
biological phenomena cannot be explainedby‘combination’ of deterministic laws
and statistical regularities, though, in fact, Dekilireats the two first horns of his
three-horned dilemma as separate: he talks ofaaxplg by laws’ as if it were
something like ‘finding a natural law stating tleaery timehat life emerges, it must
alwayshave such and such type of protein’, which is piyeabsurd (scientific models
employ'general’ laws, but the specific combination oiathat a model employs is
assumed to affect to a particular type of situaj@mnd so the modgselfis not a
‘universallaw’), and he talks of ‘explaining through chanasg’if it simply consisted in
the ‘bingo-like’ model | have just criticize. Noage is given in Dembski’s rhetoric to
allow to think in the mathematical possibilitiesao€ombination of several universal
laws and several statistical regularities appleedgecific circumstances with specific
constraints, which is the way scientific modelsga®d when trying to explain anything.

2.2. Purpose and design as a type of law.

In a similar way, ‘explanation from purpose’ is &gt significantly different
from ‘explanation from laws’ (or frormodels to be more faithful to real scientific
explanatory activity) as ID’s want us to accept] as to entitle the separation of
intelligent purpose as an independent horn of theHer, after all, our empirical
knowledge of the world show us tHptirpose’ and ‘design’ are a particular type of
capabilities that some empirically given entitiepbysical systems manifeStiamonds
have the capacity of cutting crystal, stars haeectipacity of transmuting chemical
elements, tree leafs have the capacity of photbsgiging sugar, and certain types of
animals (including us) have the capacity of coniogiyplans and acting through
purposes. Empirically, there is, hence, no reas@eparate intelligent action as an
ontologically different type of ‘causal force’, @xplanation’. Of course, many things
that can be done through the action of an inteligeimal (who, besides its

intelligence, has a muscular system capable ofdoteg with its environment in order
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to carry out the plans and goals it has conceivat)not be done through any other
known (or even conceivable) physical process. Bigtdoes not legitimise at all the
conclusion that the claim ‘this is due to intellg@ction’ is a scientifically valid
explanatiorper se what would be necessary to add to such a clairatsform it into a
real explanation, is (as | said in section 1) infation about how the existence of the
intelligent system initiated an empirically tes@aptocessvhose final step was the
result to be explained, for it is the theory altihvetcausalprocesgnot just about the
causal ‘principle’) what has explanatory power.sTheans that ‘intelligence’, if it has
to have any meanings a legitimate concept within empirical scieneders to the
peculiarities of thgprocesseshat take place within some empirically given &esi or
systems; for example, we say that intelligencerseti@ the characteristic way in which
our organisms solve the problem of finding food; ot to the way in which they solve
the problem of keeping blood in circulation. Of ce@, we do not know all the details
about how our bodies solve both problems, andtruis that we know much less about
the first than about the former, but we do knoweast that altering such and such parts
of our brains severely distorts our capability ehhving intelligently, and that having
some types of nerve system allows to display a wiglege of intelligent behaviours.
So, we are able to attribute a causal power telligence’ in the case of animals
because there is an empirically testable caudabltween the assumed cognitive states
of their brains, on the one hand, and their behayion the other hand. If there were
absolutely no way of inferring that a physical systcontains something like ‘cognitive
states’, then, no matter how complex and appar@uitigoseful its behaviour were, our
natural response would be that this behaviour isaosed by a cognitive process, but
by other properties of the system, with nothingdowith ‘intelligence’.

The scientific attitude to intelligence and purpaséience, to take them as
empirical phenomena, and limiting our claims abdww they are linked to other events
to the regular connections that we can empiriadibgover (through the common pack
of scientific research strategies, from experimimtato model building to statistical
analysis) between those psychological propertidsiaese other facts. From this point
of view, the regularities we happen to discovendlphysical systems that manifest
intelligent and purposeful behaviour, will be ing&d in a natural way in the scientific
models with which we’ll try to explain whatever emgal facts we like. So, in a
nutshell, to separate ‘explanation by intelligeasidn’ from ‘explanation by natural

laws’ is exactly as absurd as to claim that ‘behegresult of a digestion’, or ‘being the
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result of a nucleosynthesis’, are processes tlssrde to be considered as a type of
scientific explanation essentially different thaaeing the result of the operation of
natural laws’. Explanation in scienceailsvaysexplanation by lawsc(gmstatistical
assumptions), independently of whether those lawshe laws of chemistry, the laws

of geology, the laws of physics, or the laws ofgislogy.

2.3. Ignorance and the real filter.

To sum up, Dembski’'s explanatory filter fails tdfiitthe minimal demand of a
disjunctive syllogism because, in the first plabe, three options he presents are not
independent alternatives. The real options (e ane which are relevant in science)
are not ‘this is explained by laws’, ‘this is exipked by hazard’, and ‘this is explained
by design’, but, instead, something like the folilogv ‘this is explained byhis specific
model, or it is explained biis second specific model, or lblyis third specific model...,
or bythis n-th specific model’, where each model is a paliccombination of laws
and statistical assumptions, and each law can fetoany possible branch of science.
How many horns does such a filter contain? Obvigued many as we are able to
invent. But, in the second place, even such a nfiagrfilter still fails to fulfil one of
the essential requisites of the type of logicaliargnt it exemplifiesexhaustiveness
For we are not able, of course, of imagining algbssibleexplanations of a fact, and it
can be the case (and it is, in many cases!wvkdtil tofind any acceptable explanation
for the phenomena we are trying to understand:gpsrkhere are one or several
unknown types of causal process, that are respersilthose facts, i.e., our list of
explanatory models can be (and it usuallyiistpmplete simply because of our
ignoranceof the whole list of possible explanations. Sopmplete version the ‘real
explanatory filter’ would be : ‘this fact is exphaad bythis specific model..., or bthis
n-th specific model, or the fact must remairsté unexplained By the way, one
curious consequence of the application of Dembsidision of the EF is that, if it were
correct, then we will actually have an explanafmnevery phenomenon, and with little

effort. Unfortunately, real science seems to besnatasy.

3. ON INFORMATION AND PROBABILITY.
After having shown the ways in which the EF strgtegsconceives and

misapplies the nature of scientific explanatioshall devote this section to discuss



another mistake in Dembski’s work: the way in whitthemploys the ‘no free lunch’
theorems (NFLJ. According to NFL, no search algorithm performs,average, better
than blind search (given certain assumptions ath@ustructure of the stochastic
process on which the algorithm works, for examitiat it is based on a uniform
distribution), and hence, selection algorithms.(ebgrwinian processes) only ‘work’ if
they are ‘intelligently programmed’ with the necassinformation to perform better
than random. This is a valid mathematical theorama, hence it cannot be discussed
empirically. As a mathematical truth, it can alst contradict any state of affairs that
happens to be true in some possible world: botkiplesworlds in which god exists and
worlds in which she doesn’t, possible worlds inethihere are animals and worlds in
which there are none, would be worlds in whichNid. theorem is valid. This simple
fact makes it suspect the use of the theorem to drg/factual conclusion. But, of
course, which can be contested isititerpretationthat ID’s make of the theorem. For
example, Dembski assumes that, if there is a psabed leads to the emergence of
something complex enough, then the process must lien ‘consciously
programmed® but there are other alternatives: for exampleait be the case that some
assumptions of the theorem do not obtain in thiepegess (e.g., the underlying
probability distribution may not be uniform — oinifigo-like’), or it can be the case that
the real world contains indeed the information thatprocess needed to make the
complex entity emerge, though this information hasbeen ‘introduced’ in the world
by something like ‘a mind’.To understand this possibility, consider, for eptanthe
emergence of a planetary system out of a nebula maidof gas and dust; the system
originates out of the simple laws of mechanicsgpluclear physics —in the star— and
chemistry —in the planets—); the planets can hdeéa& marvellous details, from seas
and caves, to volcanoes and dawns; hence, we misude that the laws of physics
and chemistry, plus the distribution of dust ans igethe original nebula, contained
the information needed to create such improbalti@ldebut this does not entail that
the molecules of the nebula were placed in exadtigre they should be ‘by an
intelligent mind’.

Dembski’ interpretation is founded on a confusidmal deserved to be

mentioned: ‘information’ is too messy a concept] &ary often it is employed as if it

® See, e.g., Dembski (2002).

® | will not discuss in this paper Dembski’s notioit‘complex specified information”; see Elsberrydan
Shallit (forthcoming), for a survey of the argun®an this disputed notion.

" Cf. Haggstrom (2007).



had something to do particularly withinds even more, as if it might only loeeated

by minds. Of course, there is absolutely no th€neyther mathematical, nor empirical)
about thecreation ex nihiloof information (thermodynamics says perhaps somgth
about its ‘destruction’), in the sense that whathematical theories say about
information is simply how would a system evolyigenthat it has such and such
amounts or types of information, and how wouldnfsrmation be ‘distributed’ among
the parts of the system given certain conditiong.tBe mathematics of information is
as agnostic about the ‘ontological origin’ of infation as arithmetic is about the
‘creation’ of numbers; and, exactly in the same wiig as silent about whether
information has something essential to do with ‘@simas arithmetic is about whether
numbers have something fundamental to do with laackunts. ID’s assert that
‘mechanistic’ processes cannot ‘create new infoiznaf{what is disputable, at least in
the sense that they can ‘re-allocate’ informatigisteng in the environment), and derive
from this dubious premise the conclusion that itfigrmation ‘must have been created
by a mind’; but the NFL theorems do not make amgvant distinction between
mechanistic and cognitive systemsnafalgorithm can perform better than mere hazard,
it does not mind if it is the algorithm describitige emergence of complex things by
means of random mutation and natural selectioit,i®the algorithm describing the
functioning of someone’s mind. So, any argumeniciithg that ‘mechanistic’
processes cannot make complex entities to emeddwapplyexactly in the same way
to ‘mental’ processes (more on this below). Defesdé ID are, hence, committing the
fallacy of assessing with different criteria ‘meanfstic’ and ‘mental’ explanations: they
do not demand to the latter what they demand tdaitmeer, i.e., a clear explanation of
howit is possible that a cognitive system (be it ggatal brain, or a supernatural agent)
canreachthe cognitive state consisting in having the idka,intention and the
capability of producing the kind of complex entiifnose existence we are trying to

explain®

® To put an illustrative example: imagine that Mazsad lived a creative life till his sixties. WHatthe
probability of one of us being capable of replingtexactly one of the new symphonies Mozart would
have composed in those extra third decades? Siiredygs close to zero as we want. But Mozart bifns
would Is this due to some ‘non-mechanistic’ influendéévimzart’s mind on the physical universe (which
wouldn’t have ‘by itself’ the capacity of producitigat piece of information —the new symphonie—)? Or
is it simply beause Mozartlsrain (taking into account both its amazing and uniguecsural

peculiarities and the information it gained from 2at’s education and experience) contained the
information needed to give birth to those marvel@rsl now inexistent) works? Obviously, it is besmau
of this second reason, and this lead us to thatsfidally relevant question of ‘how was it posslbr a
human brain to develop those capabilities’, a qaedgbr which the ‘information-always-comes-from-a-
mind’ theory is not able even of putting.
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Another aspect in which Dembski’s use of the idgfasformation and
probability are confusing is the fact that it seemgnore what is an inescapable
consequence of a theor¥) (being an explanation of certain phenomena or eoabi
laws E). Since a necessary requisite Taio explaink is thatk logically derives fromr
(or, at least, from T and certain initial conditsoor limiting constraints), it follows that
the prior probability off can be at most as high as thaEof.e., the prior probability of
the explanation is always not higher than thaheféxplained phenomena (for, it is an
elementary truth of probability calculus thatAientailsB, thenp(A) < p(B); the
conclusion does not change, of course, if we stulbstprior by posterior probabilities).
This means both that the explanation (or the satl@auses) oE always containsnore
informationthankE itself (or, at least, the same). This is complegelalogous to the
NFL theorem, but can be interpreted in a very déifié way than Dembski’s: it entails
thatthe universe is essentially unexplainatilet me explain it: one fact ‘demands’
more strongly an explanation, the more improbatkeaccording to the rest of our
knowledge; and the more ‘strange’ a phenomenooria Ccombination of phenomena),
the more improbable must it be the theory thatseddo explain it. So, the more facts
our theories happen to explain (the more succeisylare), the more improbable a
priori it will be that the real world happens todevorld in which those theories are
true, instead of a world that is governed by ddférlaws (or by no laws at all), and so,
the more difficult it will be to find an explanatiaf why the world happens to obey
precisely those theories.

Hence, recognising that the explanations we offestralready contain all the
information that we find out in what we want to &p, does not lead us necessarily to
the conclusion that this information comes from ommd’, or from some supernatural
entity, but is a simple reminder of our fate agé¢tkers in an unended quest: we live in a
universe that happens to be like it is, while tildohave been of an incomputably high
number of different ways, and we shall simply igntorever why it is that our universe
is the way it is. The more successful sciencensore we will be able to condense
our description of the world into simple and nibedries, but this will not approach us
a single millimetre to the ‘metaphysical sourcettud ‘information’ that our world
contains.

Let’s illustrate this point with a remake of th@assic ‘clock-on-a-beach’
example. As defenders of ID have asserted fronucest finding out something as

complex as a mechanic clock would lead us to stispe@xistence of someone who
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has created, through an intelligent and conscioosgss, that marvellous piece of
engineering. So, what to say about the existeneaties incredibly more complex
than clocks, as living beings are. But let me mafidlate the example in two opposed
directions. First, imagine that what we discovetlmmbeach is not a mechanic clock,
but a Palaeolithic arrow point. Second, imagine wiaat we discover is a PET scanner.
In the three cases we shall be led to the conciubiat ‘somebody’ has deliberately
created our astonishing finding, but who? Recomsligeclock case: it has really not
been created by orsingle personbut by asocietyable of developing suchprofession
as that of clockmakers, with all the division dbdair and the accumulation of technical,
cultural and scientific knowledge that allows agwer to become a clockmaker. The
stone point, being much simpler than the clock, itave been created by a much less
complex society (or we don’t need to suppose themore complex than the former).
Instead, the PET scanner demands a society sti# smmplex than the one that created
the clock, with still more division of labour ancone accumulation of knowledge. So,
the more complex (and less probable a priori) rsfioding, the more complex will
necessarily be the ‘explanation’ of it. Hence,ifavering a living being led us to think
that it is so complex that it must be the proddcame intelligent mind, this mind
would need to be incredibly more sophisticated ti@society that is able of
producing the PET scanner. And lastly, this ‘creafdiving beings’ (or, to be more
precise, théact that this entity haarrived to the ideaf creating something like a

living being, has developed tparposeof doing it, and has collected theeans
necessary to do it) would be much more difficulexgplain than the creator of the
scanner (or, again, than the fact that in our $psemehow the idea and the decision of
creating such a thing, together with the gatheoihgll the means to build it). Or, to
connect it again with the discussion of the NFLotleen: the fact that all the information
needed to successfully starting the process ofingea living being was actually
existing within the entity that actually startedista fact that demandsoreexplanation
than the existence of living beings themselves,thrsdis true no matter what our
hypotheses about the nature of that process ak.lArthe way, the fact that living
beings are so much more complex than artificiadlghimay also lead us to suspect that
they are due to eompletely different kind of procesme that is able of producing not
only things as complex as snails or sequoias, Isataaimal societiegable of designing

arrow points, clocks or PET scanners.
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So, in conclusion, the ID argument is based oruttgrounded assumption that
information isontologically dependeritom rational minds, whereas the only thing that
we can conclude from observing the existence ofptexnentities is that the world is
such that the physical process originating thosgienhave been able of benefiting
from lots of information contained in the world/here does this information “come
from” is simply a question that cannot be resoltr@dugh scientific research, nor by
any other rational means, of course. It is, fomahing else than larute fact
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