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Exciting Developments in the Teleological Argument by Creation Scientists and Intelligent 

Design Proponents 

 

 It is an exciting time to study the doctrine of creation. This is not only due to the fine-

tuning of exegetical interpretations of Genesis chapters 1 and 2 and the development of paradigms 

in, among other areas, geology, astronomy, and human origins that are in line with biblical teaching 

but also the development of fine-tuning arguments and teleological arguments by Creation 

scientists and proponents of Intelligent Design.  

 

The Embarrassing Bankruptcy of Macroevolution 

 

 Never have such searing criticism of Darwinian macro-evolution come from the press. 

Richard Dawkins and other evolutionists have used acidic wit to attack belief in God and 

Creationism. But they have met their match in the wit and erudition of the incomparable David 

Berlinski. Berlinski, a secular Jew, is a renaissance man whose erudition is evident in his startling 

literary skills combined with his mathematical genius and insider view of modern physics and the 

paradigms of the Neo-Darwinians. One only needs to peruse Berlinski’s mathematical writings to 



2 
 

grasp his literary ability and his genius for communicating difficult concepts with simple prose. 

Simplicity is the product of a profound mind. Little minds are confused and complex. Berlinski is 

not afraid of polemics—he veritably revels in polemics—conscious of the rich history of polemics 

in western thought. He wields polemics as the effective apologetic weapon that fighting words can 

be. He understands how literary polemics combined with scientific insight, logic, and 

philosophical acumen has convincing power for those who have minds to comprehend.  

 David Berlinski is a happy warrior, a knight errant, in the style of G.K. Chesterton. But 

while Chesterton as a joyful knight errant fighting for a western civilization influenced by 

Christian orthodoxies who sought to make his opponents laugh with him; Berlinski is a polemicist 

who inspires his readers to laugh at his dogmatic opponents. Berlinski’s arsenal includes profound 

philosophical insights into Western thought and the bankruptcy of the presumptions and 

assumptions of evolutionary naturalism. G.K. Chesterton fires off literary fireworks—although 

after reading one of his essays one does not always have a clear or logical understanding of what 

was said. The genius of paradox is not always so clear. Berlinski, in contrast, wields logic with 

rapier precision and brings a formidable understanding of mathematics and the history of science 

to the discussion. Berlinski is every Neo-Darwinists worst nightmare. Therefore, he is delightful 

reading. 

 Berlinski begins The Denial Darwin & Other Essays in style—excoriating the supposed 

rationality, objectivity, and pure scientism of evolutionary dogmaticians: “It is hardly surprising 

that from their inception in the seventeenth century to the present day, the physical sciences, like 

the Catholic Church have required a cadre of dedicated Dominicans, men prepared to spread the 

faith while dispelling doubt.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 11) Berlinski pops the bubble of the egotism of 

evolutionary scientists with the wild statement: “In the United States and England, scientists today 

appear before the public as mandarins to the manner born.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 11) 

 Berlinski is a rare secular scientific writer in that he affirms mystery. He emphasizes 

humanity’s ignorance. While Neo-Darwinians act as if they (1) understand all mysteries, (2) have 

grasped the depths of reality, (3) create quick explanations for every conundrum, and (4) can solve 

all problems of evolutionary development with reference to the unholy trinity of natural selection, 

random mutations, and great ages of time; Berlinski exposes the poverty of Neo-Darwinian 

explanations of such basic issues as the origin of life or the possibility of any new functional 

information being added due to random mutations. Darwinians who act like their theories are 
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proven scientific fact on the order of the principles of mathematics become playthings—mice in 

the mouth of the feline Berlinski. He contrasts the four great physical theories with the unscientific 

and mythical theories of Darwinian orthodoxy: 

 

There are now four great physical theories: Newtons’ mechanics, of course, Clerk 

Maxwell’s theory of the electromagnetic field, Einstein’s theories of special and general 

relativity, and quantum mechanics. Each is fundamental. The laws of nature that they 

express are so compressed and therefore so vatic that they may be written down in no more 

than half a page. They are extraordinary in their quantitative precision, theory and 

experiment agreeing in both general relativity and quantum mechanics to something like 

13 decimal places. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 12) 

 

And then there are the loosy-goosey theories of Darwinianism which proponents attempt to portray 

as possessing the canonical status and consistency of the great physical theories. Berlinski’s 

response to the pride and unwarranted megalomanic of the Richard Dawkins of this world is: “the 

sense of skepticism engendered by the sciences would be far more appropriately directed toward 

the sciences than toward anything else.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 13) 

 Berlinski has so much fun at the expense of the dogmaticism of the orthodox Neo-

Darwinists because without a smirk on their faces they claim that “the sciences comprise a 

uniquely self-critical institution, with questionable theories and theoreticians passing constantly 

before stern appellate review. Judgment is unrelenting. And impartial.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 13) 

One reads Berlinski for comments like the one he makes about the pretensions of the Darwinists: 

“Individual scientists may make mistakes, but like the Communist Party under Lenin, science is 

infallible because its judgments are collective.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 13) 

 

Social Darwinism 

 

 One delightful element in Berlinski’s thought is his unfashionable but righteous hatred of 

Nazism and Communism. He perceives the symbiotic connection between Darwinism and the 

ideologies of Marxism and Nazism. Darwinism is far from being an abstract scientific theory that 

has no influence upon social life. It is also far from being scientific fact. “Darwinism is the reigning 

ideology of scientific life.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 14. Emphasis added) 
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Charles Darwin’s Social Darwinism 

 

 In “Charles Darwin: The First Social Darwinist,” Thomas D. Schwartz argues that Darwin 

was indeed the father of the ideology of Social Darwinism. (Schartz, 2001) Schwartz quotes from 

a letter that Charles Darwin wrote to William Graham in 1881. What Darwin writes “chillingly 

anticipates the efforts of his later disciples, including Adolf Hitler.” (Schartz, 2001, p. 128) Darwin 

wrote: 

 

I could show fight on natural selection having done and doing more for the progress of 

civilization than you seem inclined to admit. Remember what risks the nations of Europe 

ran, not so many centuries ago, of being overwhelmed by the Turks, and how ridiculous 

such an idea now is! Looking to the world at no very distant date, what an endless number 

of lower races will have to be eliminated by higher civilized races throughout the world. 

(Darwin, 1888, p. 1:316) 

 

 Darwin came to speak about natural selection as the “survival of the fittest.” (Schartz, 2001, 

p. 125) Atheologians (philosophical proponents of atheism) who try to claim that Christianity and 

religion are the greatest causes of evil in the world studiously ignore Darwin’s own Social 

Darwinism. Such critics of religion also ignore the rise and triumph of atheism wedded to Social 

Darwinism that produced such monsters as Adolf Hitler, Vladimir Lenin, Joseph Stalin, and Mao 

Zedong and the monstrous and unparalleled evils they orchestrated. They believed Nietzsche’s 

claim that God was dead; and they acted accordingly. And they consciously acted as followers of 

the ideology of Social Darwinism. The new atheologians act like Hitler and Stalin and Mao were 

not atheists who affirmed Social Darwinism. They act as if the ideology of atheism and Social 

Darwinism can be separated from the strictly scientific paradigm of macroevolution and natural 

selection. But there is an ideological and symbiotic relation between evolutionary thought, 

atheism, and Nazism or Marxism. 

 Schwartz writes that “Darwin clearly promulgated a race-driven version of evolutionary 

theory as applied to humans. He believed that the nations and races of humanity were locked in a 

struggle for survival and that only the fittest—the white races—would survive.” (Schartz, 2001, p. 

127) He believed and supported the concept that the racially superior white European peoples 

would overpower other racial groups that he was not unafraid to describe as “savages.” (Schartz, 

2001, p. 128) In The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex, Darwin revealed a negative 

view of non-European peoples: 
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At the present day civilized nations are everywhere supplanting barbarous nations, 

excepting where the climate opposes a deadly barrier; and they succeed mainly, though not 

exclusively, through their arts, which are not products of the intellect. It is, therefore, highly 

probably that with mankind the intellectual faculties have been mainly and gradually 

perfected through natural selection. (Darwin, The Descent of Man, and Selection in 

Relation to Sex, 1981, p. 1:160) 

 

Darwin compares inferior savages to apes: “Apes are much given to imitation, as are the lowest 

savages.” (Darwin, The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex, 1981, p. 1:161) If the 

Founding Fathers of the United States are being cancelled and having their statues toppled over 

because they either owned slaves or had racist views of African peoples, then Charles Darwin also 

needs to be cancelled. For Darwin viewed the triumph of Europeans over aboriginal peoples as 

comparable to the survival of the fittest in the animal world: “Wherever the European has trod, 

death seems to pursue the aboriginal….The varieties of man seem to act on each other in the same 

way as different species of animals—the stronger always extirpating the weaker.” (Darwin, Journal 

of Researches into the Geology and Natural History of the Various Countries Visited During the 

Voyage of H.M.C. Beagle Round the World, 1906, pp. 418-419) Robert M. Young has argued 

convincingly that “the extrapolations from Darwinism to either humanity or society are not 

separable from Darwin’s own views, nor are they chronologically subsequent. They are integral.” 

(Schartz, 2001, pp. 130-131 cited) In plain English, Young is stating that Charles Darwin did not 

just introduce an abstract scientific theory; he also introduced an ideology that we can call Social 

Darwinism. Darwin is the father of an ideology, not just a non-social and abstract scientific theory. 

Schwartz concludes: 

 

Darwin was the first Social Darwinist, and his doctrine of the “survival of the fittest” 

provided a scientific basis and philosophical foundation for the destruction of multiple 

millions of persons in the totalitarian regimes of the twentieth century. If Darwin is to be 

given credit for his dubious scientific achievements, it is only fair to consider them in light 

of the disastrous consequences of his theory. (Schartz, 2001, p. 132) 

 

Berlinski is correct in identifying Darwinian macro evolution as an ideology that is intimately 

related to twentieth century racist ideologies. 
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Bon Mots 

 

 One can find many nuggets of polemical judgments in The Deniable Darwin & Other 

Essays. This is not a book that you should read in bed. I learned that I could not read the comedy 

of Patrick McManus, an outdoor humorist, while in bed. I would wake my wife with my laughter. 

Berlinski’s writings are scattered with pithy statements that are on the level of aphorisms. You can 

think of these witty remarks as bon mots in the French style—after all David Berlinski has lived 

for more than a decade in Paris. Berlinski has fun with the pretensions of the new atheists Richard 

Dawkins and Daniel Dennett: 

 

Richard Dawkin’s The Blind Watchmakerand Daniel Dennett’s Darwin’s Dangerous Idea 

are books in which ignorance is made an epistemological principle. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 

173) 

 

About the pretensions of neo-Darwinian biologists, Berlinski states: 

 

A great many biologists seem keen to smash that pedestal [of human arrogance, N.B.], 

seeing forever an ape’s haunted eyes peering from every human face; but the more that 

Darwinian thought shows that life is going nowhere, the less it explains about where life 

has gone, the net effect akin to division by zero. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 169) 

 

 Berlinski contrasts Clerk Maxwell’s 1856 insights into the electromagnetic field which 

became “part of quantum field theory, and so a part of the great canonical structure created by 

mathematical physics” which Darwin’s arguments for macroevolution in the 1859 “On the Origin 

of Species”: 

 

By contrast, the final triumph of Darwinian theory, although vividly imagined by 

biologists, remains along with world peace and Esperanto, on the eschatological horizon 

of contemporary thought. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 41) 

 

 He has fun with the lack of evidence for macroevolution in the fossil record: 

 

The facts in favor of evolution are often held to be incontrovertible; prominent 

biologists shake their heads at the obduracy of those who would dispute them. Those facts, 

however, have been rather less forthcoming than evolutionary biologists might have hoped. 

If life progressed by an accumulation of small changes, as they say it has, the fossil record 

should reflect its flow, the dead stacked up in barely separated strata. But for well over 150 

years, the dead have been remarkably diffident about confirming Darwin’s theory. 

(Berlinski, 2009, p. 42) 

 

Berlinski is the most quotable anti-Darwinist of the 21st century. 
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 He notes that the atheistic scientific guild, along with Daniel Dennett confidently claim 

that Darwinism “is no longer in dispute among scientists.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 43) So far is the 

scientific guild from genuine objectivity that atheistic biologists toe the party line to “present a 

single face to the public.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 43) But beneath the surface and behind closed office 

doors there is skepticism. Skepticism that must remain private if one wants to remain an accepted 

member of the scientific guild. Berlinski and other Intelligent Design proponents discuss the 

existence of honest, but hidden doubt among members of the guild about the success of Darwinist 

theories about the origin of life, the fossil record, or the possibility of random mutations leading 

to new information in DNA.  

 

But it was to the dead that Darwin pointed for confirmation of his theory; the fact that 

paleontology does not entirely support his doctrine has been a secret of long standing 

among paleontologists. “The known fossil record,” Steven Stanley observes, “fails to 

document a single example of phyletic evolution accomplishing a major morphologic 

transition and hence offers no evidence that the gradualistic model can be valid.” 

(Berlinski, 2009, p. 43) 

 

 Berlinski has fun with the circular arguments of the Neo-Darwinists. Creation Scientists 

have long pointed out the circular arguments related to age that Neo-Darwinists make to date 

artifacts. They date the artifact by where it is found in the geological strata and then they turn 

around and date the geological strata in terms of the age of the artifact. Berlinski writes about how 

Darwinists talk about sharks: “The shark is an organism wonderfully adapted to its environment. 

Pause. And then the bright brittle voice of logical folly intrudes: after all, it has survived for 

millions of years.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 43) Our mathematician describes the logic involved: 

 

Time and again, biologists do explain the survival of an organism by reference to its fitness 

and the fitness of an organism by reference to its survival, the friction between concepts 

kindly nothing more illuminating than the observation that some creatures have been 

around for a very long time. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 43) 

 

 Berlinski questions Darwinian orthodoxies. Darwin himself was staggered at the idea that 

“an organism so perfect as the eye” could have evolved by natural selection. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 

44) Richard Dawkins, discontent with Darwin’s skepticism, made the dubious claim: “Vision that 

is 5 percent as good as yours or mine is very much worth having in comparison with no vision at 

all.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 44) Philip Johnson rebutted Dawkins’ assumption “that 5 percent of an 

eye would see 5 percent as well as an eye.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 44) Daniel Dennett thought that 
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Dawkins was correct in affirming “the incremental view” of the development of the eye. (Berlinski, 

2009, p. 45) For the Darwinists there is no other explanation. Here Berlinski affirms a hermeneutic 

of humility and ignorance. He writes that “What is at work in sight is a visual system, one that 

involves not only the anatomical structures of the eye and forebrain, but the remarkably detailed 

and poorly understood algorithms required to make these structures work.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 

44) He asks the following question about the eye: “Could a system we do not completely 

understand be constructed by means of a process we cannot completely specify?” (Berlinski, 2009, 

p. 45) He answers: “The intellectually responsible answer to this question is that we do not know—

we have no way of knowing.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 45) 

 Berlinski recognizes that the Neo-Darwinists treat macroevolution as an unfalsifiable 

theory: “The theory of evolution, by contrast, is incapable of ruling anything out of court. That job 

must be done by nature. But a theory that can confront any contingency with unflagging success 

cannot be falsified. Its control of the facts is an illusion.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 47) 

 Berlinski appeals to our intuitions about human artifacts and their intelligent design in 

relation to the second law of thermodynamics. The second law states that in an isolated system 

(one that is not taking energy), entropy never decreases. There is a gradual decline into disorder. 

The first law of thermodynamics teaches that energy is conserved. The second law of 

thermodynamics teaches that closed systems inexorably become less structured and organized until 

they slide into an equilibrium of homogenous monotony and stay there. The second law of 

thermodynamics poses a fundamental problem for macroevolution.  In our ordinary experience we 

see the second law at work; we are surrounded by decay and decline. “It is the second law of 

thermodynamics that holds dominion over the temporal organization of the universe, and what the 

law has to say we find verified by ordinary experience at every turn. Things fall apart.” (Berlinski, 

2009, pp. 47-48) Following proponents of Intelligent Design, Berlinski develops the relationship 

between the design of cultural artifacts by intelligent humans and the evidence for intelligent 

design of the universe and the creatures in it: “The structures of life are complex, and complex 

structures get made in this, the purely human world, only by a process of deliberate design. An act 

of intelligence is required to bring even a thimble into being; why should the artifacts of life be 

different?” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 48) And then Berlinski mocks how the Neo-Darwinists claim that 

“sheer dumb luck” through random mutations can design marvelous creatures—and this all in a 

world that is subject to the second law of thermodynamics. 
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Darwin’s theory of evolution rejects this counsel of experience and intuition. 

Instead, the theory forges, at least in spirit, a perverse connection with the second law itself, 

arguing that precisely the same force that explains one turn of the cosmic wheel explains 

another: sheer dumb luck. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 49) 

 

He has fun with this nonsense: 

 

The dense and ropy chains of RNA—they were created by sheer dumb luck, and sheer 

dumb luck drove the primitive chemicals of life to form a living cell. It is sheer dumb luck 

that alters the genetic message so that, from infernal nonsense, meaning for a moment 

emerges; and sheer dumb luck again that endows life with its opportunities, the space of 

possibilities, over which natural selection plays, sheer dumb luck creating the mammalian 

eye and the marsupial pouch, sheer dumb luck again endowing the elephant’s sensitive 

nose with nerves and the orchid’s translucent petal with blush. (Berlinski, 2009, p. 49) 

 

Berlinski concludes: “Amazing. Sheer dumb luck.” (Berlinski, 2009, p. 49) 

 

The Signature Chapter 

 

 The signature chapter in The Deniable Darwin & Other Essays is the second chapter, a 

publication for 1996 entitled “The Deniable Darwin.” If this essay was not sufficiently 

entertaining, the reader gets the treat of a third chapter entitled, “Denying Darwin: David Berlinski 

& Critics,” which includes critiques of “The Deniable Darwin” and Berlinski’s delicious rebuttals 

of his naïve critics. If one wants an example of the close-mindedness, intellectual sophistry, and 

bankruptcy of Neo-Darwinism one need only read this essay. The Neo-Darwinists are effective 

only when they do not have critics or when they cow critics into silence. Berlinski holds up for 

display the intellectual and scientific bankruptcy of Neo-Darwinist formulations. 

 


