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Intelligent Design — The Origins of Intelligent Design 
(As I See Them)

In so far as I can tell, here is what intelligent 
design is. Once human beings got brains that 
could think beyond procreation and food, they 

began to be arrogant. They were, after all, so much 
smarter than the rocks, plants and other animals. 
They began to figure they were so smart that they 
knew it all, they had all of the answers, they knew 
everything that could be known. 

By G. Michael Fenner, Professor of Law

Intelligent Design
and Presidential Power in Time of War

The fallout from that is the following 
belief: If what we know about nature 
cannot explain an event, then it must 
be supernatural. 

Volcanoes erupted and we could 
not explain this fire exploding from 
the mountain. We did not have the 
scientific knowledge needed to explain 
it and so we decided that it could not 
be explained scientifically. It had to be 
the result of the direct intervention of 
an angry God. We sacrificed virgins 
to appease this angry God, and the 
volcanoes stopped exploding. 
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The sun slowly began to disappear right in 
the middle of a cloudless day — as though 
some round thing was covering it. Maybe 
it was some kind of lid. What we knew 
about the natural world could not explain 
it, and so we fell to our knees and prayed 
and what we saw was that God removed 
the lid, just as slowly as he had placed it 
on. Because our knowledge of the natural 
world could not explain it, it had to be 
supernatural. This eclipse had to be the 
result of the direct intervention of God 
(or, at least, we could not take the chance 
that it was otherwise because, after all, the 
sun was disappearing). And, I don’t know, 
I suppose we were so thankful that God 
showed mercy on us by removing that lid 
that we sacrificed virgins. 

There is too much of this: If science 
has not explained it, then it cannot be 
explained by science, and it must be 
intelligent design. Because we cannot 
wrap our minds around any other 
explanation, there cannot be any  
other explanation. 

Bacterial Flagellum
The latest poster child for intelligent 
design is the bacterial flagellum. It is a 
tiny propeller attached to some bacteria. 
It is like a very small and very fast-moving 
outboard motor. It spins at more than 

20,000 revolutions per minute, propelling 
its bacterium through the water. It is 
made up of roughly 30 different proteins, 
all arranged in the precise way that makes 
the flagellum work.1 

The proponents of intelligent design 
state that a gradual process of natural 
selection could not build something like 
a flagellum. It is just too complex to have 
happened by evolutionary chance. Just as 
the volcano was too complex, just as the 
eclipse of the sun was too complex, the 
bacterial flagellum is too complex for any 
other explanation. 

Arrogance, Pride,  
Self-Glorification
My own belief is that this is arrogance on 
our part. Unbecoming and unjustified 
arrogance — if there are other kinds. The 
belief that because our science cannot 
explain it now, science will not be able 
to explain it ever is a prideful belief. This 
is the self-glorifying, false logic: “I don’t 
get it. Those around me don’t get it. 
Therefore, it cannot be gotten.”

But of course intelligent design is not 
based on logic, but on faith and, faith-
based as it is, it is not science. 

Unable to Ask  
the Right Questions
We never have known it all. We do 
not now know it all. Historically, we 
haven’t even known how to ask the right 
questions. Our knowledge of the natural 
world could not explain the volcano or the 
eclipse in large part because at that stage of 
our knowledge we could not ask the right 

questions. I have no reason to believe that 
we know the right questions today. 

If we cannot explain the bacterial 
flagellum, it may well be because there 
is not and never will be any explanation 
other than that it is the direct result of the 
intervention of a creator,2 of an intelligent 
designer. It may also be because we just 
don’t know yet how to ask the right 
scientific question — we have not gotten 
it all figured out. There is a lot of scientific 
evidence of evolution. For me, there is no 
scientific reason to believe that, because 
we cannot demonstrate how the flagellum 
evolved, it is valid — let alone valid 
science — to say that it did not evolve. 

I do have reason to believe that others 
take it on faith that there is an intelligent 
designer who, among other things, 
designed the flagellum. I also know that 
we once took it on faith that an intelligent 
designer erupted the volcanoes and put a 
lid on the sun. But I see no reason to call 
any of that science.

Yesterday afternoon (as I type the first 
draft of this piece), I was driving to an 
appointment in West Omaha. I turned 
on AM radio and tuned in to one of the 
Christian radio stations. The preacher was 
talking about this very topic: intelligent 
design versus evolution.3 He said that 
“DNA precludes the theory of evolution.” 
He said that the scientist who discovered 
DNA was an atheist and that he — the 
scientist — knew that DNA could not 
have been a result of evolution. But, he 
was an atheist and he refused to believe 
in God. So this scientist was stuck, said 

1.  See Kitzmiller v. Dover Area School Dist., 400 F.Supp.2d 707, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 33647 (M.D. Pa. 2005) (hereinafter Kitzmiller). 
2.  The bacterial flagellum was first used as evidence of creationism. Kitzmiller, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS at *44. Now it is used as evidence of intelligent design. 
3.  I know this much about the program. It was on KLNG 1560 AM on the local radio dial. The program in question was heard on Thursday, Jan. 19, 2006,  

sometime between 2:30 p.m. and 3:30 p.m. 

m
et

a-
lib

ra
ry

.n
et

The bacterial flagellum (illustrated above)



Intelligent Design and Presidential Power in Time of War

30 | Creighton Lawyer • Spring 2006

this preacher: Evolution could not explain 
DNA and, since, for him, there was no 
God, the existence of God could not 
explain it either. So the scientist came up 
with a third theory. That third theory, 
according to the preacher, is what has 
become the current theory of evolution. 
I’ll quote the preacher: “The current 
theory of evolution is that the planet was 
seeded with sperm from outer space.” 
(Evolution is not pretty.)  

I don’t think we yet have enough 
knowledge to even ask the right questions. 

The Solution to the 
Controversy Surrounding 
the Teaching of Intelligent 
Design in Science Class
There is, of course, currently a controversy 
— and some litigation — over the 
teaching of intelligent design in science 
classes in elementary and secondary 
schools. To my way of thinking, the 
solution to this problem is so simple. 

Me: In some other class, you teach 
that there is a controversy. In a civics 
class, for example, you teach about the 
controversy between evolutionary theory 
and intelligent design. Or teach it in a 
philosophy class. 

Don’t teach it as science, because it is  
not science. 

Judge John E. Jones III: I agree with Judge 
John E. Jones III from the United States 
District Court for the Western District 
of Pennsylvania. In his opinion regarding 
the Dover Area School District mandate 
that intelligent design (referred to therein 

as “ID”) be a part 
of ninth grade 
biology classes, 
he took all the 
evidence either 
side wished to 
present and he 
said this: “After a 
searching review 

of the record and applicable caselaw [sic], 
we find that while ID arguments may be 
true, a proposition on which the Court 
takes no position, ID is not science.”4 

True or not true, that is not the point. 
The point is this: Is it science? 

The Vatican: And look who else seems to 
agree — the Vatican. “The official Vatican 
newspaper published an article this week 
labeling as ‘correct’ the recent decision by 
a judge in Pennsylvania that intelligent 
design should not be taught as a scientific 
alternative to evolution.”5 

This makes perfect sense to me: Mixing 
religion in with science dilutes the science. 
And it is just as true that mixing science 
in with religion dilutes the religion.6 

I do not say that there is not an intelligent 
designer. I do not say that I know that 
the flagellum was not designed by an 
intelligent designer. Or that the fire 
on the mountain and the “lid” over 
the sun are not the result of the direct 
intervention of an intelligent designer. I 
just say it is not science. 

I just say that it is no more science than 
the theory “that the planet was seeded 
with sperm from outer space.”

Pat Robertson’s View of 
Intelligent Design

I take it that 
Pat Robertson 
believes in 
intelligent design. 
When Israeli 
Prime Minister 
Ariel Sharon had 
his massive stroke 
and went into 

his coma, Pat Robertson said that God 
did it. In an effort to bring peace to the 
Palestinians and the Jews, Sharon gave 
the Palestinians some land. In an effort 
to preserve a majority Jewish democracy 
in that area of the world, Sharon gave 
the Palestinians some land. Robertson 
said that because Sharon gave up some of 
God’s land, God struck him down. 

I’ve seen Ariel 
Sharon on 
television. I mean 
no disrespect 
to the Prime 
Minister, but 
he must have 
weighed 300 
pounds. I am not 

sure it was God who brought him down. 
I think it may have been the shwarma, 
falafel and Matzah Kugel. 

Pat Robertson believes in an 
interventionist God — intelligent design 
purposefully carried out each and every 
day in the design of bacterial flagellum 
and Prime Minister Sharon’s coma.7  

4.  Kitzmiller, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS at *81.
5.  The New York Times (Jan. 19, 2006) (referencing and quoting the Jan. 16-17 edition of L’Osservatore Romano). 
6.  “It only creates confusion between the scientific plane and those that are philosophical or religious.” The New York Times, supra (quoting L’Osservatore Romano).
7.  I do not mean that ID necessarily argues that God intervened and, to punish Sharon or to stop him, flung stroke-lightning at him. Many Christian leaders have 

stepped forward to criticize what Robertson said. And credit to President Bush; he condemned Robertson’s statement. 
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Fred Phelps’ View of 
Intelligent Design
Pat Robertson’s view of the work of the 
Lord is not as extreme as that of the Rev. 
Fred Phelps. He is a disbarred lawyer who 
is a reverend with a small congregation in 
Topeka, Kan. Almost every member of 
his small congregation is either a blood 
relative or married to one. 

He used to picket the funerals of 
homosexuals. He and his small band 
of followers were outside the Matthew 
Shepard8 funeral, for example. 

Now Phelps is picketing the funerals  
of American soldiers killed in Iraq.  
Here is his “logic.” Our soldiers deserve  
to die because this country is so tolerant 
of homosexuals. 

On his website, he states that his church 
— and, just to make sure the attribution 
is not missed, I am now quoting his 
website — “engages in daily peaceful 
sidewalk demonstrations opposing the 
homosexual lifestyle of soul-damning, 
nation-destroying filth. We display large, 
colorful signs containing Bible words and 
sentiments, including: God hates fags, 
fags hate God, AIDS cures fags, thank 
God for AIDS, Fags burn in Hell … [et 
cetera, ad nauseum].”9 Bible words and 
sentiments: Anything that starts with a 
screaming “GOD HATES” loses me as a 
Bible sentiment, no matter what follows.

I guess that the Rev. Fred Phelps believes 
in an interventionist intelligent designer 
who sends our young fighting men 
and women to their death because, as a 
country, we are tolerant of homosexuals. 

Pat Robertson actually 
makes me feel sorry 
for the intelligent 
proponents of intelligent 
design. They have to be 
inevitably linked with 
men like Robertson. 

As regards to Fred 
Phelps, I am unaware of 
anyone who links him 
with anything. It seems 
that the main way he 
gets church members 
is to reproduce them. I 
don’t know Fred Phelps. 
I could be wrong about 
this, and there probably 
are people who would 
disagree with me, but he 
seems like a man at war 
with his own sexuality, a 
war he is not winning. 

Presidential Power in 
Time of War
Evolution in the World of 
Constitutional Law
Evolution occurs in the natural world. It 
also occurs in the world of constitutional 
law. The most significant evolution in 
constitutional law has been the 200-year 
increase in federal power. 

In the news these days is the evolution 
of executive branch power. We began as 
a country rebelling against a king. We 
began as a country afraid of too much 
executive power. We began with an 
executive branch of very limited powers. 

No longer. Today the president’s  
powers are far greater than anything the 

8.  He is the young man who was lured from a bar in Wyoming, beaten to near death and lashed to a fence in the cold Wyoming night. He died from the injuries 
sustained. Fred Phelps and his family picketed the funeral. They let Matthew Shepard’s parents know that their son was in Hell. 

9.  I would footnote the web address but it is such a disgusting site that I’d rather not participate in its dissemination. Google it if you must. The quotation is from the 
website as I viewed it on or about Jan. 18, 2006.

E    volution occurs in the natural world. It also 
occurs in the world of constitutional law. The 

most significant evolution in constitutional law has 
been the 200-year increase in federal power.
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Margie Phelps, right, and her nephew, Gabriel Phelps-
Roper, 10, center, both from the Westboro Baptist Church 
in Topeka, Kan., protest before the start of a memorial 
service for soldiers killed in combat from the Army’s 101st 
Airborne Division on Feb. 8, 2006, in front of the main 
entrance to Fort Campbell, Ky.
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framers of the Constitution ever would 
have imagined. 

The first step in this evolution, I think, 
was taken by President Thomas Jefferson. 
There was a man who believed in limited 
federal power, limited power for all three 
branches. He famously believed in limited 
executive powers. He spent much of his 
career battling the Federalists, including 
John Marshall’s Supreme Court, on this 
very point. And then one day France 
offered to sell him the Louisiana  
Territory. By all accounts, he did not 
believe that the executive had the power, 
on his own, without congressional 
authorization, to do this sort of thing. It 
was a legislative function. 

But the land was offered and he purchased 
it. And he did so without seeking 
congressional approval. 

The second large step was taken by 
President Abraham Lincoln. During the 
Civil War, Lincoln took it upon himself 
to suspend the writ of habeas corpus.10 By 
executive act, he suspended individuals’ 
access to federal courts. 

The third large expansion of executive 
power came about as a result of our 
attempt to get the country out of 
the Great Depression. FDR and the 
New Deal brought us government by 
administrative agencies under the control 
of the executive branch. The president 
is at the head of and in charge of this 
sea of agencies that today make many of 
the important domestic policy decisions 
— decisions that to many of us seem to 
be legislative in nature. 

The fourth period of great growth in 
executive power came during the Cold 
War (including Korea and Vietnam), 
when we saw a tremendous expansion of 
the president’s military powers. 

This brings us to today, and the fifth 
era of expansion — the post-9/11 era. 
In response to the war on terrorism, 
President Bush has asserted greatly 
expanded executive branch powers: 

■  Enemy Combatants: President Bush has 
asserted the right to arrest American 
citizens, classify them as “enemy 
combatants,” and detain them without 
trial or access to counsel. 

■  Domestic Wiretaps: President Bush 
has asserted inherent executive branch 
power to wiretap American citizens 
within the United States. He has not 
gone to Congress to get its legislative 
power behind what he is doing. He has 
not gone before a court with probable 

cause for a warrant to get judicial power 
behind what he is doing.

■  Interrogation Techniques: President 
Bush has asserted the right to authorize 
executive branch agents to use 
interrogation techniques that some 
consider torture or at least cruel and 
inhumane. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) 
— who, of course, is a former prisoner 
of war — recently got a statute passed 
that bans cruel, inhumane or degrading 
treatment of prisoners in American 
custody.11 President Bush signed the bill 
into law and then, later that same day, 
followed up with a “signing statement.” 

  The president’s signing statement said that 
the administration would interpret this 
statute “in a manner consistent with the 
constitutional authority of the president 
to supervise the unitary executive 
branch and as commander in chief 
and consistent with the constitutional 
limitations on judicial power.”12 

10.  There was so much opposition to this suspension that Lincoln did, in the end, seek and receive congressional approval. Act of March 3, 1863, § 1, 12 Stat. 755.
11.  42 U.S.C. § 2000dd (Dec. 30, 2005). 
12.  Andrew Sullivan, “We Don’t Need a New King George: How Can the President Interpret the Law as if it Didn’t Apply to Him?” Time (Jan. 23, 2006) (“If the 

President believes torture is warranted to protect the country, he’ll violate the law and authorize torture. If the courts try to stop him, he’ll ignore them too.”)

U.S. Attorney General Alberto Gonzales arrives on Capitol Hill in Washington, D.C., 
on Feb. 6, 2006, to testify before the Senate Judiciary Committee about whether 
President Bush, and others in the executive branch, acted illegally in permitting domestic 
surveillance by the National Security Agency. Gonzales insisted that President Bush is 
fully empowered to eavesdrop on Americans without warrants as part of the war on terror 
and he cautioned Congress not to end or tinker with the program.
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I do not recall such a statement of 
defiance of the judicial branch since 
President Richard M. Nixon sent out 
word that if the court ordered him to 
turn over the Watergate tapes, he would 
not do so. Of course, the court did order 
him to turn them over, and he did so. He 
did not have the option to secretly ignore 
the court’s order. He had to comply or 
face the consequences. If President Bush 

chose to ignore a court order on “cruel, 
inhumane or degrading treatment,” we 
might never know about it. 

These three examples — enemy 
combatants held without access to 
the outside world, executive agents 
secretly listening in on confidential 
conversations of American citizens and 
secret interrogations by unknown means 
of American citizens and others — are 
tremendous expansions of executive 
power and many of them are secret 
expansions of executive power. 

A Question of Trust
We trusted Jefferson and he purchased the 
Louisiana Territory. We trusted Lincoln 
— enough of us did — and he suspended 
the writ of habeas corpus. We trusted FDR 
— perhaps in record numbers — and he 
gave us the administrative state; much 
of what used to come at us as legislation, 
now comes at us as administrative 
regulations — a huge shift of power.

The question for me is twofold. First, do 
you trust this current president enough 
to want him to have this kind of power 
and to be able to exercise so much of it 
in secret? I have my own answer to that 
question. You may disagree with me. You 
may say, as Harriet Miers did, that he is 
the most intelligent man you’ve ever met. 

Whatever your answer to that first 
question, there is still this second 
question: Even if you do trust this 
president to use this power wisely and 
judiciously, he won’t always be president. 

Once the power is expanded, it is rarely 
contracted. Do you trust the next 
president with this kind of unilateral 
secret domestic power? 

I do not deny that a strong president is 
necessary in today’s world — necessary, 
among other things, to respond to the 
threat of terrorism. I understand Cicero’s 
comment, from the first century B.C.: 
“During war, the laws are silent.”

Nonetheless, it is self-evidently 
extraordinary for our president to have 
the power to secretly designate people 
enemy combatants and to secretly hold 
them until either he decides to release 
them or the war on terror is over (i.e., 
the power to hold them forever) and to 
do so without even letting anyone on 
the outside know they are being held, let 
alone granting them access to an attorney 
or a judicial hearing. And it seems almost 
self-evidently unconstitutional at least in 
the case of citizens arrested or held within 
the United States.13 

Likewise, I do not see any reason why 
domestic wiretaps of American citizens 
cannot be reviewed by a judge, even if it is 
a judge on the secret FISA court.   
The FISA court is a creature of the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 
(FISA).14 It is made up of 11 Article III 
judges from around the country and it  
operates in secret. 

This court has the benefit of having 
been authorized by Congress and it 
requires annual reports to Congress. 
The president’s use of this court would 

13.  And the Supreme Court agrees: Rasul v. Bush, 542 U.S. 466 (2004) (federal courts have jurisdiction to hear habeas corpus petitions from Guantanamo detainees 
“imprisoned in territory over which the United States exercises exclusive jurisdiction and control” who allege that they are being detained unlawfully); Hamdi v. 
Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507 (2004) (“[D]ue process demands that a citizen held in the United States as an enemy combatant be given a meaningful opportunity to 
contest the factual basis for that detention before a neutral decisionmaker.”) (plurality opinion). 

14.  50 U.S.C. § 1801, et seq.

Enemy combatants held without access to 
the outside world, executive agents secretly 

listening in on confidential conversations of 
American citizens and secret interrogations 
by unknown means of American citizens 
and others — are tremendous expansions of 
executive power and many of them are secret 
expansions of executive power.
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have behind it not only the executive 
branch’s own powers but also those of the 
legislative branch. In addition, it brings 
into the mix the judicial branch. 

If FISA is too slow, if its procedures are 
too cumbersome, if there is something 
wrong with FISA and it leaves us 
vulnerable to terrorists, then go to 
Congress and get it fixed.

The separation of powers is a large part 
of the genius of our system. It is one of 
our core principles. Like the framers of 
the Constitution, I worry about having 
too much power concentrated in any one 
branch and particularly about having it 
secretly concentrated in any one branch.15 

Furthermore, I am troubled by the 
president’s statement the day he signed 
Sen. McCain’s legislation limiting 
interrogation techniques. He will, he 
said, interpret the statute “in a manner 
consistent with the constitutional authority 
of the president to supervise the unitary 

executive branch and as commander in 
chief and consistent with the constitutional 
limitations on judicial power.” This says to 
me that he is prepared to ignore — secretly 
ignore — what Congress has said when 
it is inconsistent with his view of his 
constitutional authority and, if it should 
be discovered and a lawsuit filed, he is 
prepared to ignore — secretly, again — any 
judicial judgment interfering with his acts. 
His view of separation of powers is that so 
long as he has declared that we are at war 
with terrorism, his powers as commander 
in chief and his authority “to supervise the 
unitary executive branch” vest in him all 
power to combat terrorism.16  

There is also the matter of due process. 
The most disingenuous defense of these 
executive powers is this: “But they are 
terrorists. They’d just as soon blow us 
to bits as look at us. What’s wrong 
with secretly locking up terrorists and 
secretly tapping the phones of terrorists 
and secretly torturing terrorists to get 
information that will save lives?” Let us 

say, for the moment, that there is nothing 
wrong with that statement. Here is what 
is wrong with what actually is being done. 
It skips right over due process of law.  

Saying that someone is an enemy 
combatant, an innocent-civilian-killing 
terrorist, or that someone is on the 
phone with al Qaeda does not make it 
so. That particular defense depends on 
this logic: We can designate a person an 
enemy combatant because he is an enemy 
combatant; we can secretly tap a citizen’s 
phone to see if he is talking with al Qaeda 
because he is talking with al Qaeda; and 
we can torture someone to see if he or she 
has lifesaving information because he or 
she has lifesaving information. 

Phones are not being tapped because the 
conversation is with al Qaeda. They are 
tapped to see if the conversation is with 
al Qaeda. Phones are tapped every day 
to see if there is a drug deal in the works, 
if there is a bookmaking operation in 
the house, if there is a fire being planned 
by environmental extremists or white 
supremacists — and it is all done on the 
authority of a warrant presented to a 
judge and executed upon a showing of 
probable cause.  

This is what separation of powers is 
all about: This power is supposed to 
be dispersed; it is not supposed to be 
lodged entirely with one branch, let 
alone one man. This is an extraordinary 
concentration of power for a system built 
on separation of powers.

The separation of powers is a large part 
of the genius of our system. It is one 

of our core principles. Like the framers of 
the Constitution, I worry about having too 
much power concentrated in any one branch 
and particularly about having it secretly 
concentrated in any one branch.

15.  FISA operates in secret, but with the authorization of Congress, annual reports to Congress, and the participation of the Federal Courts. At least it is not one 
branch secretly flying all alone out at the edge of its powers.  

16.  Could not a president claim the same kind of extraordinary power to combat the war on drugs, a war against an enemy that has taken more American lives than 
the war on terror? 

17.  50 U.S.C. § 1801, et seq.
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As for due process, there is none here. 
There is none unless you count the act of 
the single man, the commander in chief 
and the head of the unitary executive 
branch, as due process of law. In the 
enemy combatant case, before the Court 
stepped in,17 the only process was secret 
executive branch designation. 

On Jan. 31, 2006, in his State of the 

Union address, President Bush said:  
“It is a privilege to serve the values that 
gave us birth.” Our birthright includes 
separation of powers and due process. It 
is these core values that I wish were being 
better served. 

The legislative branch makes the law. The 
president executes the law. The judicial 
branch interprets the law. The president 

has taken on the power to make, execute 
and interpret the law. For purposes of  
the perhaps never-ending war on terror,  
he becomes the executive-legislative-
judicial branch. 

I do not trust this president to exercise 
this kind of secret power wisely. But 
that is not my point. I do not trust 
any president to exercise this kind of 
secret power wisely. I do not care if it is 
Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, 
Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush, Clinton or 
Bush. I do not want a president to have 
this power. 

Conclusion
What I hope for — and what I  
personally do not find enough of — is  
that behind all of these exercises of this 
new executive power there is some kind  
of intelligent design. 

Here is my solution to both these 
problems: Let’s take intelligent design  
out of science class and put it into the 
White House.

About the Author: G. Michael Fenner is the James L. Koley, ’54 Professor of Constitutional Law at Creighton 
University. He is a member of the Nebraska Supreme Court Committee on Practice and Procedure and the House 
of Delegates of the Nebraska Bar Association, and past chairperson of the Evidence section of the Association of 
American Law Schools. He is a frequent speaker at continuing education programs for lawyers, judges and their 
support staffs, and is the author of the treatise The Hearsay Rule. He teaches Constitutional Law, Evidence and First 
Amendment Freedom of Speech at Creighton. He can be reached at fenner@creighton.edu.
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President Bush delivers his fifth State of the Union speech on Jan. 31, 2006, on Capitol Hill 
in Washington, D.C.
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