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Rejoinder
by Randy Isaac

I appreciate Robert Marks’s kind remarks and his 
taking the time to clarify his perspectives. I would 
like to underscore several points.

1. Any input from an intelligent source required by 
a mathematical model or an algorithm such as 
Chaitin’s is due to the fact that these models and 
algorithms are human simulations of a natural pro-
cess. It cannot be inferred that the natural process 
itself requires an intelligent source of information. 
Whatever merit the law of conservation of infor-
mation—which asserts that new information can 
be generated only by an intelligent agent—may 
have in computer models, it does not apply to 
information in general and is not relevant to DNA 
information.

2. A key assumption of the information argument 
for intelligent design is that functional meaning 
of information such as DNA is identical in every 
way to abstract meaning of information. Hence it 
is claimed that since abstract meaning can be gen-
erated only by an intelligent source, it is also true 
for functional meaning. However, the reason that 
abstract meaning requires an intelligent source 
is the abstract nature of the meaning and not the 
characteristic of information itself. Functional 
meaning does not necessarily have an abstract 
component.1 Biochemical processes transform 
DNA information into functional biological activ-
ity without a single step of abstract relationships. 
Evolutionary processes associate useful biological 
activity with specifi c DNA information without 
the need for an a priori abstract blueprint. 

3. The way in which Marks considers probabilities 
implies that complex biomolecules are assembled 
anew by starting from a random collection of com-

ponents. No such process is proposed in biological 
evolutionary theory. Rather, each reproductive 
event starts with a proven successful set of DNA 
information. Descent with modifi cation has a high 
probability of succeeding in generating a new liv-
ing organism. Biological evolution works.

4. Biology abounds with examples of DNA altered 
through descent with modifi cation which chang-
es the DNA information set and generates new 
biochemical functions.2 Such creation of new 
information is theoretically possible without 
an intelligent source, and it is experimentally 
observed.

5. The assumption of teleology is the primary reason 
why some mathematical models of evolution lead 
to impossibly low probabilities. The existence and 
nature of teleology in evolution is an open ques-
tion of great interest.3 I look forward to studying 
it further. 
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“The earth is the LÊÙ�’s 
and everything in it, 

the world 
and all who live in it.” 

–Psalm 24:1
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