Defending the Marriage between Design Evolution Against the World’s Largest Group of Atheists


Zach:  Do you have any thoughts on more of like a macro-evolution? Like if you think about neo-Darwinism for a second and what they say – tadpole to human – what’s your thoughts on that?

Perry:  You look at the mechanisms of evolution, and there are mechanisms that produce small incremental changes. Transposons, like Barbara McClintock discovered, is a small incremental change. It’s not a massive thing. Horizontal gene transfer is when organisms trade genes with each other. That’s a gradual mechanism of change. Epigenetics is when basically genes stay the same but they switch on and off, and your body is doing this all the time. That’s a gradual mechanism.

But then there are two quantum leap mechanisms. One of them is hybridization. I could cross a lion with a tiger and I can get a liger, and a liger has twice as many chromosomes. Occasionally with animals you’ll get a fertile. Usually you’ll get sterile, but occasionally you’ll get a fertile, and once in a while it will take and you will get a new species of animal from hybridizations.

Then after the hybridization happens there’s this whole process called hybrid dysgenesis, which is basically transposons and epigenetics switching things on and off and dealing with instabilities in the genome. This happens occasionally with animals. It happens with plants all the time. Then there’s another one called symbiogenesis, which is cellular mergers. 

It’s widely believed that a chloroplast, which has its own DNA and reproduces independently, is really a blue-green algae living in a plant cell. It’s like a Starbucks in a Marriott. It’s like, “Hey, you come in here and you provide some juice for the customers, and we’ll give you a safe place to do business.” This is what a chloroplast is in a plant cell. We have lots and lots of good reasons to believe that this happened probably two billion years ago. Lynn Margulis championed this theory. So you have mechanisms of gradual change and you have mechanisms of sudden change, and the mechanisms of sudden change don’t kick in very often. 

It’s just like human technology. Human technology has lots and lots and lots of incremental improvements, but then once in a while somebody will come out with an iPhone. Or when I was a kid they came out with the Sony Walkman, and all the sudden a cassette player can be this big and then everything is different. They come out with a CD and that changes everything. In biology it’s kind of the same way. In biology they call it punctuated equilibrium. 

What Christians need to stop and think about is what is going on inside these cells that makes this actually happen? If this is all new to you, you should ask why. Why am I the first person to tell you this? This should be in every high school biology book, let alone freshman, junior or senior. 

Unfortunately, the advanced mechanisms of evolution mostly only get introduced when you’re a sophomore or junior in biology, but for the beginning of your biology education they just tell you that the changes are random. Then later in your career you kind of find out they’re not random, but it’s almost like they’ve already served up the pink Kool-aid. They’ve already given you the notion that hands evolved just randomly by accident. The truth is we don’t know how these cells know how to do what they do. We just know that they do it. It’s just so amazing what they do.

Zach:  We’re going to jump into that in a second definitely. All those things you just brought up – the five pieces that make this…

Perry:  I call them the Swiss Army Knife, the five mechanisms of evolution.

Zach:  So these five blades of the Swiss Army Knife, if you will, these are things that the CRSQ published that they had already known for a long time. To me, and again I’m kind of an outsider a little bit here, but it almost sounds like slightly fighting words. I’d be a little bit like, “Why have you not told me?” just like you said earlier. “Why have you not told me? Why have you not published this?”

Perry:  And they’ll say, “Well, we did and we talked about it,” but the angle that’s in all their articles and all their journals is “Macro-evolution is not true. Darwinism is not true.” I agree. Darwinism, not correct. Evolution, however, is true. Natural genetic engineering is true. 

They don’t believe in common descent. They’re offended by the idea that life could start as a single cell and then end up including humans. Well, I think it’s a remarkable engineering achievement. 

Now, there’s a part of the CRSQ review where Royal Truman talks about symbiogenesis. Basically he says common parts do not imply common ancestry. What he’s saying more or less is, “I realize that a chloroplast looks an awful awful lot like an algae, but that just means God used the same parts but he made them both from scratch.”

Let’s understand, there’s a very good reason why you would want a common ancestry view, and it’s the same reason that you want one equation for comets and asteroids and apples. It’s because it unifies everything. 

Furthermore, try this on for size. Let me take a little detour. There’s a really interesting book by Guillermo Gonzalez called The Privileged Planet. It’s also a film. This is an astronomer who goes to one of these eclipses to observe the corona of the sun while the moon is covering up the sun. They go to India or somewhere where there’s an eclipse and they set up all their equipment.

He’s like, “Huh. It’s really interesting that from the vantage point of the earth, the moon and the sun are exactly the same size in the sky. And because they’re exactly the same size in the sky, it enables us to observe the corona, and there’s no other way to observe the corona that way. It gives us data that we wouldn’t have any other way, and that data helps us piece together the mystery of the universe.” He’s like, “It’s almost like the universe is designed to maximize observation and understanding,” which I thought was a very interesting argument.

I said, “You know what, what if the universe is designed to maximize human understanding? What if the universe is designed to reveal itself to us as we uncover its mysteries?”

If you take an evolutionary view, that means that God is revealing more to us through a process that we can study than if he just makes things ad hoc. If life is a process that started presumably with a single cell and eventually ends up with 10 million species and ecosystems and everything – if all of that is a continuous process that can be studied, then science gives us even more windows into the mind of God. But if God just needs a zebra, makes a zebra, needs a lion, makes a lion, needs primates, makes primates, needs human, makes human – there’s nothing we can study. 

So let’s talk about symbiogenesis. The Creation Research Quarterly says, “Oh, I know it looks like they’re the same, but really it’s just that God did the same thing twice.” 

I’ve got a friend named Kwang Jeon and he’s a professor emeritus at the University of Tennessee at Memphis. He did symbiogenesis experiments. He took amoeba and x-bacteria and he put them together, and they fought like cats and dogs for 18 months, but at the end of 18 months they had made a symbiotic merger where one was living inside the other. They had both discarded parts of their DNA that they didn’t need. They had consolidated functions. It was like a Starbucks in a Marriott.

It was like, “Hey, we don’t need a whole other set of pipes from the water company. How about we tap into these pipes,” and you get rid of all this redundant stuff that’s duplicated between the two, and they merge together.

The formal definition of a symbiotic event is that once the symbiosis is complete, if you separate the two they’ll die. It would be like if I took a big saw and I sawed out the Starbucks and put it out on the street, the water wouldn’t work, the electricity wouldn’t work, and there’d be a big hole in the middle of the Marriott. No one would want to be in the lobby and nobody would want to go to the Starbucks, so they would both die.

Same thing. He tried to separate them after the symbiosis event and they died. So symbiosis events have been produced and they are quantum leaps. They are massive changes from what was originally there. They don’t happen very often, but they create something brand new that never existed before. 

Every green plant, every green thing you’ve ever seen in your life – grass, trees – it’s green because of that symbiotic merger. It’s the world’s most successful merger acquisition, and we can study how these things happen because God reveals himself to us through nature.   The whole earth is full of his glory.

So I say Darwinists under-estimate nature because they tell you it’s random and accidental. It’s not. And creationists under-estimate God. I think the creationist’s God is small and limited and much less than the real God. That’s a strong statement but I think it’s true. I think they’re denying an entire dimension of the grandeur of the universe, and I think they’re doing a huge disservice to Christianity, to non-Christians, to everybody, and they’re creating a war between science and religion that shouldn’t be there.

Zach:  So have you abandoned your young earth creationism?

Perry:  I am definitely not a young earth creationist, and I believe in a common ancestry of evolution. Why? Because it provokes a higher view of God than any other view. As an engineer I say, “Which is more impressive? Making zebras when you need a zebra, making lizards when you need a lizard, making humans when you need a human? Is that impressive, or is it more impressive if you can start with a single cell and it could all develop from there?” In my mind that’s way more impressive.

If I went to an engineering team and I said, “I want you to design something that does that,” the common descent version is way harder to design, and it doesn’t require God to have to show up and do stuff. 

Now, this does not mean that I don’t believe in miracles. I do. I’ve been in the room twice when people got healed from being deaf for 30 years. I’ve seen it with my own two eyes. I’ve seen miracles. And you know what’s an interesting irony? Most young earth creationists don’t believe in modern miracles. They don’t. 

Where I grew up, which is very typical of the young earth creationist evangelical thing, I remember this musician came to our church and he was kind of famous. His name was Dino Kartsonakis and he was this piano guy and he was amazing. So he comes and he plays the piano and he has this concert and everybody’s dancing and it was really great. 

In the middle of this presentation he tells some story, and I don’t remember the details really, but it was something about his mother and his grandmother, and one of them was sick and I think they cast out a demon or something like that. It was one of these kinds of stories, and she got all better. Then he goes on with his concert.

We were driving home and my dad says, “We uninvited Dino from ever coming back again.” I was 9 years old and I remember this clear as day. I’m sitting in the back seat and I go, “Why?” and dad goes, “Because he told that story about healing that grandmother, and that doesn’t happen anymore.” I’m 9 years old and I go, “Well, it happens in my Bible all over the place. How do you know that didn’t happen? He told the story.” But at Mr. G’s church it was “None of that miracle stuff. We’re not going to let any of that around here.”

So you go, “The creation of the world is this series of miracle, miracle, miracle. Zebras are a miracle and cats are a miracle and humans are a miracle, but there’s no miracles now.” And what I realized is, “Well, if you don’t have any miracles now, then you have to have miracles 6,000 years ago or there’s no miracles.” So I guess they’re hanging onto them for dear life. “Don’t take away my miracle! If cats and dogs can come from a common ancestor, then you just took away my miracle.” I don’t know if that’s right, but it kind of seems like that’s what the logic is.

First of all, I’ve seen people healed of stuff. If you go to coffeehousetheology.com/miracles you can read a whole huge blog post I wrote about a whole bunch of experiences I’ve had. You could spend six hours just watching all the videos and following all the links, and I would encourage you to do that. 

Absolutely miracles happen. But if humans weren’t around to observe it, then I’m voting for natural process because then we can observe it and discover it. I think the universe is designed to maximize discovery, and if evolution is true then the universe is more designed to maximize discovery than if it’s not.

Furthermore, let’s talk about the prize and how that all happened, because that’s a perfect segue right into this. Here’s how this developed. I go, “DNA is a code. All the other codes are designed; therefore, DNA is a design, by inference. You can’t prove DNA is design, but is there any other explanation?” So I piece this together and I think I’ve got a pretty good argument.

I gave this talk at Willow Creek. My friend Andy and I had the apologetics thing called Truth Quest, and Andy runs the thing. He goes, “Perry, why don’t you come and give a DNA talk, because I know you’ve been doing all this stuff and I know about your brother and everything.” So I go to Willow Creek and I give a talk called, “If you can read this, I can prove God exists.” It’s a little tongue in cheek because you can’t prove God exists, and I admitted that. 

But I said, “Look, DNA is a code and here’s all the definitions. All the other codes are designed. There aren’t any codes that aren’t designed that we know; therefore, DNA is design, therefore God exists,” and I gave this whole presentation. I recorded it and I put it on my website and I put it in my email series and I pushed it out there and it went viral, and man, the atheists were mad. They were mad!

I saw something really interesting going on with my websites, and that was whether we were talking about science or religion, I got every kind of person you could possibly imagine. I got Scientologists and I got Jewish people and I got Urantia and I got Hindus and Buddhists and every denomination of Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, you name it. I talked to all these kinds of people, but nobody was more furious than the atheists any day of the week on any topic. It was like they were just miserable or something.

They would be so offended and you’d just see them coming a mile away. You could tell just from the very first email, whether they told you anything about themselves or not. It’s like, “Oh, it’s one of these really angry guys, like the disciples of Richard Dawkins.”

This started to become a game. How fast can I back the atheists into the corner? Can I do it in a week? Can I do it in a day? Can I do it in an hour? Can I do it in 10 minutes? Can I do it in three paragraphs? I mean really. It became a very serious experiment of how do I explain this in such a simple and clear way that it cannot be refuted, so that we get down to the core issues instead of just dancing around all these side issues.

So I’m kind of practicing, and this guy comes along. “Oh, I see through all your sophistry and all of that,” and he starts arguing with me about DNA and I back him into a corner and he’s feeling flustered. Sometimes with these people it would almost be like this sensation of I’m strangling the guy. I don’t know how to describe it, because man, they are so invested in this view of the world and I’m challenging it and it is not making them comfortable at all. 

So he goes to the largest atheist website in the world, which was called Infidels at the time. This was 2005 and they had a discussion board. It’s the largest atheist discussion board in the world and he posted a link. He goes, “Hey, you guys, I’ve been conversing with Perry Marshall, author of “If You Can Read This, I Can Prove God Exists.” Be nice to this guy while you rip him to shreds.”

Then he emails me and he goes, “Hey, just want to let you know…” and I’m like, “Oh no, oh no.” I had gotten reasonably comfortable doing this one-on-one in private, not in front of a million people, but all right man, top of the flagpole. They want to nail you to that thing and make an example out of you. Oh no. Oh, please. I didn’t want this.

I went out to breakfast with my friend John and he’s like, “What do you mean you didn’t want this? You’ve been inviting it the whole time. Don’t deceive yourself, Perry. You’ve been fixing for a fight and you got one, so I think you’re going to have to man-up and be in the fight.” Oh man, not these people.

 Zach:  Because you knew about this…

Perry:  Oh, I knew about Infidels. I was talking to Mark Vuletic about Infidels seven or eight years before that, when we were sitting in a coffee shop in Oak Park. He was part of their – I don’t know if it was Board of Directors, but he wrote articles for them, so yeah, I knew who these people were. I’m like, “Oh man. Okay dude! Put on your big boy pants and go in there and defend yourself, so here we go.” 

I was scared to death. “If you make one slip, if you even say one wrong word, they will just paste you to the floor. They will run you over. You will be roadkill, man. You’d better be really careful of what you say.” 

And also on top of this, at this time I have this blossoming reputation as a guy who’s teaching online marketing and Google AdWords. A year later I published the world’s best-selling book on internet advertising, which is called Ultimate Guide to Google AdWords, which is now in its 5th edition, so I had this really sterling reputation online and people like Perry. “Perry helps us figure out our internet traffic and stuff,” and then over here these people just hate me, and that’s going viral. You type in “Perry Marshall idiot” on Google and hundreds of websites would come up and all these angry people. 

So I’ve got to explain this and I’ve got to defend myself. DNA is a code, and I’ve got to defend that. All the other codes are designed, and I’ve got to defend that. Therefore, DNA is designed, and I’ve got to defend that. Here we go. It’s one of me and I don’t know how many of them – 50? 100? I don’t know. 

It went on for well over 1,000 posts over seven years. It became the longest-running most-viewed thread in the history of the largest atheist website. As I said, it’s one of me and a whole bunch of them, and they couldn’t get around it. They couldn’t solve it. 

I’m like, “Snowflakes are not a code, and sand dunes aren’t codes, and hydrochloric acid isn’t a code. This is what a code is. Engineering textbooks, biology textbooks…” and I just keep defending this successfully, and they keep unsuccessfully trying to poke holes in it, and this goes on and on, and after a while it just starts getting comical.  They’ll make up anything to avoid this. 

Eventually that forum got shut down and sold to somebody else. It’s a big long story, but it ran for seven years and I was very successful with this. I was still trying to figure out how do you nail this thing down? How do you keep people from just going round and round and round in circles, which is mostly what would happen. They would just go around in circles. 

One day I was going back and forth with this guy on my blog because of this whole experiment of how do you explain this to the world? It’s still going on, and I have this realization. “Perry, you have to explain to him exactly how to prove you wrong. Show him how to prove you wrong,” because it’s possible. If you can show a code that’s not designed and show that nobody designed it, you win and Perry’s wrong, so write a spec. So I get this engineering textbook and I write a spec and I put it up there. 

I said, “If you can solve this, I will write you a check for $10,000.” I press Publish on the blog and thought, “What’s going to happen?” Nothing happened. He disappeared. Game over. I put money on the table and I told him exactly how to prove me wrong. “You figure this out and I’ll write you a check,” and he didn’t even say, “Aww, I don’t believe you’ll write me a check.” He didn’t even say that. 

Apparently I had enough credibility that they knew – famous author, public figure, best-selling author – if a best-selling author puts money on the table and says, “You do this and I’ll write you a check,” then that’s some serious skin in the game. He couldn’t solve it.

I started writing Evolution 2.0 and a friend said to me, “Perry, when your book comes out, instead of having a $10,000 prize you need a $10 million dollar prize.” I was talking to this guy about it and I go, “How on earth am I going to get investors to be willing to write a check that big? I can’t write a $10 million dollar check. There’s no way.” And this guy says to me, “Well, make it an award for the patent,” and I go, “What patent?” 

He goes, “Look, if somebody solves chemicals-to-code, if someone can pour chemicals in a bathtub and get digital communication without designing it, that’s AI, baby. That’s like a serious, serious advance in technology. Microsoft would buy that in a hot second.” I’m like, “Oh, I never thought of that before.” 

This had never entered my mind. I had never really thought through, “If somebody actually did figure this out, what would the implications be?” Yes, it would have implications for the origin of life, but it would also have implications for technology. I’m like, “Oh, okay. That’s interesting.” So I went around and I started raising money.

I had to do what anybody starting a company who needs investors has to do, which is you make a list of rich people and you go start pitching them. So I call my friend Greg. “Greg, can we go out to lunch? I want to show you something really interesting,” and I stumble through this whole story. “You can buy a slot if you’ll commit to writing a $1 million dollar check if we have a discovery. Then if I get 10 guys like you…” and he’s like, “That’s nice, Perry, but you know…”

So I spent several years pitching people on this. I mean it took a long time, and I didn’t really have anything to show them other than this story about the Infidels thread and my blog and everything. I don’t have a book done yet. I mean this is pretty abstruse – hand at the end your arm, evolution, cells, genetic code, AI – it’s a lot of stuff to piece together. But eventually I got a group of investors together, and they’re in all kinds of industries – medical doctors, cryptocurrency, entrepreneurs, real estate, all these different people, and we got backing for the prize. 

Along the way it also became evident that you need judges. Perry’s an electrical engineer. He’s not a research scientist. He’s not at a major university. It could kind of seem like this Don Quixote kind of a thing, so I need real legitimate judges who a) if there’s a dispute about the prize, they will adjudicate, and b) to lend credibility that the whole idea is fundamentally sound in the first place.

So I went on the hunt for judges. I went to an evolution conference at the Royal Society of Great Britain and I introduced myself to the organizer, Denis Noble. He’s a very respected scientist. He’s probably one of the top 100 scientists in the UK. He has a Commander of the British Empire medal from Queen Elizabeth. He’s the guy who figured out the cardiac rhythm, which made pacemakers possible. He was the first person to model a human organ on a computer, which he did in 1960 in the basement lab with punch cards on borrowed time that he convinced somebody to let him use on the computer mainframe. He’s a Fellow of the Royal Society. He’s been the editor of several journals. He’s been the president of the International Union of Physiologists. He’s a serious, serious scientist, and he came on board as a judge.

I got George Church. Now, George Church is not a household name unless you’re in genetics. Everybody in genetics knows who George Church is. He has been involved in almost every genetic engineering breakthrough in the last 30 years. He has 95 patents, 420 papers published, and he’s a rock star. He’s at Harvard Medical School. 

In fact, if anybody knows what CRISPR genome editing is, his team and Jennifer Doudna’s team at Berkeley are battling for the patent rights over CRISPR. So this guy’s a total rock star. He’s on my judging panel. 

The president of HeroX, who hosts our prize – we’re the largest prize on HeroX, which was founded by Peter Diamandis, who founded the X Prize for space flight – Christian Catalini says to me, “Perry, everybody knows you’re a Christian. You need some atheists on your team. Can you go get like $5 million dollars of atheist money?” and I’m like, “I don’t know, but I’ve got an idea,” and I go to Michael Ruse.

Michael is an atheist professor of the philosophy of history of science at Florida State University. Michael has testified in creationist trials. He’s written at least 5 or 10 books about Darwinism and creationism and all this kind of stuff. He’s a wonderful delightful guy. I like him. I find most of the atheist crowd to be disingenuous, but he’s a really friendly guy, so I got a hold of him and he came on board. So I got these three really sterling A-quality judges on my team. 

Paul Davies is a very famous physicist and he invited me to come to Arizona State University at the Beyond program, and I launched the prize at ASU in August of 2017. Paul has been a long-standing figure in the dialogue between faith and science. I do not know what Paul’s religious beliefs are. He’s not a Christian and I’m really not sure, but he’s met the Pope and he’s met the Dalai Lama and he’s been a peacekeeper. He’s like, “Hey, there doesn’t need to be this war going on,” so he was comfortable having me.

There are several magazines that have written about the prize, for example the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers and Frontline Genomics, so the prize is out there. Right now at this moment it’s $5 million. Eventually I’ll raise more money and we will get it up to $10 million, but we have a very serious thing on the table right now.

People say, “What are the chances that anybody’s going to solve this?” and I say, “Well, it’s a really hard problem. I think it’s the biggest question in all of science that can be precisely defined, and it’s a big question.”

Where did life come from? Where did the genetic code come from? It’s a huge question. In fact, I think it overlaps with consciousness, evolution, artificial intelligence, and it overlaps all kinds of stuff. It would be absolutely huge. It’s hard. Maybe a 10% chance. Maybe I’m right, maybe I’m wrong. George Church is more optimistic than that. He thinks we’ll solve it in five years, for example. There’s an interview with him on Frontline Genomics about it.

But here’s the thing. The way that I originally framed it, it’s a “God in the gaps” argument. It’s “God did it and you don’t know any other way, so see, I win.” Well, okay, that’s nice but I don’t like that kind of argument. I don’t think it’s a very good reason to believe in God because it’s like, “So if somebody figures this out, Perry, are you going to stop believing in God? Does God go away?”

Listen, every time you make a scientific discovery and a puzzle piece comes in, it leads you to three more puzzle pieces that nobody’s found yet. I’ve never seen an exception to the pattern. Science just keeps getting deeper and deeper and deeper and deeper. 

It could be that this is solvable. It could be that the universe is designed so that this question is answerable. It could be that the genius of God is revealed in the answer, and I’m certain that if you find an answer it’s only going to raise more questions.

I think a really good reason to believe in God is to ask the question, “Where did the universe come from? Where did the Big Bang come from? Where did the laws of physics come from? Where did all that fine-tuning come from? Why is there something rather than nothing? Where does morality come from?”

These are the classic reasons that have always been given, and I think they’re very valid reasons. I like those reasons better than a “God in the gaps” argument that might get solved, but at any rate, no matter how that settles out there’s one thing I can tell you for sure. Codes are always intentional. Evolution is always intentional. 

You can’t get a hand at the end of your arm through a series of random accidents. You get a hand at the end of your arm through a series of precise adaptations to threats and to opportunities, which biological organisms are doing all the time. Barbara McClintock’s plants muted as a direct response to what had happened to the damage, and they repaired the damage specifically. Damage is random. Repair is not. All of biology is intentional and directional and goal-directed and teleological. 

This is where I think a lot of Christians have kind of missed the punchline. The question is not whether evolution happens or not. The question is whether evolution is intentional or whether it’s random and accidental. It’s clearly intentional. We don’t even know the degree.

So now we have this whole bigger question. How did these cells know how to do what they do? Barbara McClintock put it better than anybody I’ve ever heard. She said in her Nobel Prize paper, “What does a cell know about itself?” Now that’s a good question. I don’t know what a cell knows about itself. What does a cell know? I don’t know, but they know something. Bacteria communicate with each other with language. They have words for me and you, and us and them, and how many of us are there? It’s unbelievable. 

I think cells are smarter than humans in some sense. Maybe they’re savants, if you will, but they’re better programmers than anybody at Google or Silicon Valley. If Microsoft knew what one bacterium knows, their stock price would go up 10X or maybe 100X. We would be in a whole new world if they figure that out.

Zach:  Speaking about that, how does somebody solve the prize? What’s the spec?

Perry:  You have to get an encoder, a message, and a decoder to self-organize. That’s it.  A digital communication channel.

Zach:  So for a mortal like myself and maybe some of the people watching, can you explain that?

Perry:  Get out your cell phone. I text you and I press Send. Then what I texted appears on your screen. My phone is the encoder, your phone is the decoder. It’s that simple. If you can get anything like that to self-organize, and it’s got to be this side, the message, and your side, they have to self-organize – if you can get that to happen, you win the prize.

You could have the letter A and then Morse Code for letter A, then back to letter A – if you can get a system with a whole alphabet that will do that, you’ve solved the prize. That’s it. It’s actually pretty simple.

Zach:  Sure. Just about any predisposition inside this is…

Perry:  Right, you can’t pre-program it in any way. You can’t cheat. If you get that to happen without cheating you win. Our investors not only will buy the patent from you, they’ll pay for the patent to get filed. We’ve budgeted a generous amount of money for lawyers and patents. I mean it’s going to be a fight. This is a patent fight if there ever was one. If somebody figures this out, oh my goodness. It might be worth way more than $10 million dollars. 

There might be a whole bunch of negotiation. We’re at least guaranteeing that whatever the prize amount is, that the discoverer will at least get that much money, and they’ll be partnered into the company so they can get future profits. 

We’ve thought this through and I’ve got some very smart people in my investment group. One of them is worth over half a billion dollars. There’s some very talented people on my team. George Church is no slouch and Denis Noble is no slouch. We’ve got some very smart people. Maybe this can be solved, and if it can, great. If it can’t, then we’re not going to make up stories. 

One time, and I think this was 2004 or 2005, something like that, I was listening to this radio show and it was Richard Dawkins going head to head with George Gilder on an NPR station in Boston. Richard Dawkins is the world’s most famous atheist and he wrote the world’s best-selling book on evolution, which is called either The Selfish Gene or Blind Watchmaker. They’re both hugely popular books.

Somebody calls on the phone and they go, “So Mr. Dawkins, where did life come from?” and Dawkins goes, “It was a happy chemical accident,” and then he just kind of goes on. I’m like, “Happy chemical accident? What kind of answer is that? Did he just say that? And then he just went on as though he had answered the question? That’s no answer. That’s not even science. That’s anti-science.”

When we’re talking about where did life come from, there’s not going to be anymore lucky lightning strike, warm pond, happy chemical accident. That is not an acceptable answer to the most interesting and fascinating question in all of science. That is not okay. 

He was a professor at Oxford and he has no business shrugging off those kinds of questions so glibly. This is a serious question and it deserves a serious answer. This is not a joke. Life is not a joke. If you don’t know, you say you don’t know, but you don’t make stuff up. That’s not science and that does not serve the public. Any professor at any university has a fiduciary responsibility to serve the public and to tell the truth. 

What has happened is that Christians have invented their own version of science, and the atheists have invented their own version of science, and neither of them matches up to the facts. Neo-Darwinism – that falcons have copying errors – nobody should believe that. Nobody should ever believe that, but especially since Barbara McClintock. In fact, science was really on a wrong path for 60 or 70 years. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Really, neo-Darwinism is dying and it cannot be saved and they all know it can’t be saved. I would say if you want an official date, neo-Darwinism died an official death at the Royal Society meeting in November 2016, which Denis Noble organized. Basically he said, “All right, we need people who believe in evolution but do not buy into neo-Darwinism. We need a major conference where all the leading thinkers that are studying natural genetic engineering and all these kinds of systems in nature get together and present what they’ve discovered.”

There was a huge political fight within the Royal Society and there were a lot of people that didn’t want that conference to happen, but they pulled it off and they got it to happen, and I was there and it was incredible. 

Nobody is willing to defend neo-Darwinism in public anymore, not really. Jerry Coyne won’t even debate people in public. He avoids it. He’ll shoot people from the safety of his blog, but he won’t actually go out and debate people head-to-head. I’d love to see him debate Jim Shapiro or Eva Jablonka or Denis Noble or any of these people, but he would end up looking very bad. And Dawkins won’t do it either. 

We’re in a new era of biology.
