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We readily acknowledge that evolutionists have admitted the inefficacy of Neo-Darwinism regarding 
life's genesis. However, evolution claims (with no proof, as usual) to have solved this problem: "For 
those who are studying the origin of life, the question is no longer whether life could have originated 
by chemical processes involving non-biological components. The question instead has become which 
of many pathways might have been followed to produce the first cells."1 NMSR claims that the Hand 
of God may have been required; necessary to start the process, later offering naturalistic speculations.  
NDT can't have it both ways. The initiation of the process is the sine qua non evolution in its many 
forms must answer. Of course we reject as foolishness the claim that to assume that God must be the 
answer is the end of scientific inquiry. Such greats as Newton, Pascal, among a list of giants freely  
assumed  that  an  infinite,  personal,  loving  God  authored  the  universe,  it's  neither  capricious  nor 
inscrutable. 

NMSR claims evolution has been proved, yet our earlier essay we demonstrated that evolution isn't  
even a scientific statement about a coherent process. Evolution is so generally described it's tough to 
disprove. Indeed, the simplest life is exceedingly complex - evolution has no explanation; evolution 
cannot scientifically occur at the atomic level. 

NMSR's statement regarding Cytochrome C is unsupportable with real evidence. Leading evolutionists, 
such as Orgel and Crick, are surprised there aren't multiple codes in nature. Yet evolutionists claim that  
the universal genetic code is strong evidence for evolution. (Ridley, Blackwell,  1993).  The protein 
synthesis argument has been thoroughly debunked, because different proteins evolve at different rates, 
that different portions of the genome evolve at different rates for a species; that the same region evolves 
at different rates in different species and though the fossil record is used to calibrate the clock, the clock 
otherwise disputes and contradicts the fossil record. 

Michael Behe himself has explained to Orr the error of his position. Orr doesn't understand IC. We 
print Behe's private response as a footnote. 

The nylon bug's an interesting study, but misses the point. Creationists don't state mutations cannot 
exhibit novel characteristics. We reject the following: New information is generated; New species are 
generated;  and  Speciation  mutations  are  spontaneous  and  random.  NDT states  that  mutations  and 
changes must be random and spontaneous. If a creature responds and changes to outside stimuli, it is 
not NDT. 



Bacteria Klebsiella aerogenes, was prompted to metabolize a synthetic sugar (Xylitol) similar to (ribitol 
or D-arbitol). Denying its normal food causes a series of point mutations by turning on a repressor gene 
normally inhibiting the formation of RDH. The gene lost information, became less specific; used the 
synthetic sugar2. The bacteria were still Klebsiella aerogenes. 

This is a form of microevolution that creationists readily agree to. Neither of these supports NDT, 
however. Claims of using molecular enabling the trace of lineage of viruses and bacteria dosn't prove 
anything. Creationists agree that changes demonstrate micro-evolution. But they are still viruses and 
bacteria. 

footnotes 

1.  (Science and Creationism: A View from the National  Academy of Sciences,  Second Ed.,  p.  19, 
National Academy Press, 1999). 

2. Spetner, L. Not by Chance. Judiaica Press, New York 1998. Ch 5. 

3. Personal notes from Dr. Michael Behe. My thanks to the Boston Review for publishing my reply to  
Allen  Orr's  review of  my book.  I  would  like  to  address  the  main  points  of  several  critics  in  the 
symposium who, I believe, have mistaken notions of what I am arguing. 

Allen Orr 

Professor Orr has a mistaken notion of irreducible complexity. I thought I made that clear in my reply, 
but  from his response I  suppose I  did not,  so let  me try again.  I  define irreducible complexity in 
Darwin's  Black Box as  "a  single  system composed of  several  well-matched,  interacting parts  that  
contribute to the basic function, wherein the removal of any one of the parts causes the system to 
effectively cease functioning." Orr, however, uses the term loosely to mean something like "if you 
remove a part, the organism will die." In his review he talks about lungs, saying "we grew thoroughly 
terrestrial and lungs, consequently, are no longer luxuries-they are essential." The problem is, if you 
quickly dissect lungs from an animal, many parts of it will continue to work. 

The liver will work for a while, muscles will twitch, cells will metabolize until they run out of oxygen. 
Thus lungs are not absolutely required for the function of those other parts, not in the way that a spring 
is absolutely required for a standard mousetrap or nexin linkers are required for ciliary function. That's 
the problem with using poorly chosen examples, especially at the whole-organ level. I am careful in my 
book (pp. 46-47) to say that you must look at molecular systems to see if Darwinism can explain their  
development. 

When you look at irreducibly complex molecular examples, it is clear that Darwinism has not and, I 
believe, cannot explain them. Orr's main line of argument, therefore, simply misses the point. 

I should also point out that, contrary to Professor Orr's assertion, we do not know that swim bladders 
evolved into lungs by natural selection. There is absolutely no evidence for it. It may be likely that 
lungs are descended from swim bladders, but no experiment has indicated that natural selection can do 
the trick. In fact, no one even knows at the nuts-and-bolts molecular level what it would take. Orr 



simply assumes it is possible because he is not bothering with the myriad molecular difficulties that  
would face such a transformation. 

Orr says that the parts of a mousetrap might have started out as something else, and then were changed 
into their current parts. I address this type of argument on page 66 of Darwin's Black Box. Essentially 
this approach doesn't help. The parts still have to be adjusted to each other at some stage, and they still  
don't work until all the parts have been so adjusted. That requires intelligent activity. Orr says we know 
mousetraps are designed because we have seen them being designed by humans, but we have not seen 
irreducibly complex biochemical systems being designed, so we can't conclude they were. I discuss this 
on pp. 196-197. 

We apprehend design from the system itself, even if we don't know who the designer is. For example,  
the SETI project (Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence) scans space for radio waves that might have 
been sent by aliens. However, we have never observed aliens sending radio messages; we have never 
observed aliens at  all.  Nonetheless,  SETI workers  are  confident,  and I  agree,  that  they can detect  
intelligently-produced phenomena, even if they don't know who produced them. Orr's criterion is also 
subject to a reductio ad absurdum. Suppose we flew to an alien planet and observed a deserted city.  
Orr's position would hold that we can't conclude the city was designed, because we have never seen 
aliens producing cities, and he would oblige us to search for an unintelligent cause for the manifestly 
designed city. 

Orr finds it "extremely curious" that I think some systems could evolve by natural selection, but that 
others couldn't. I discuss this on pp. 205-208. Simply put, some systems are more complex than others, 
irreducibly so. If one biochemical system looks pretty much like the other to Orr, then he isn't going to 
see any problems. However, if you attend to the details of each system, as I tried to do, difficulties for 
Darwinism loom at many places. 
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