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The following is the contents page of a book I am writing on the major problems 

of evolution. I post items on these topics for debate my Internet discussion 

group CreationEvolutionDesign. I also have started another Internet discussion 

group ProblemsOfEvolution, where draft text of the book itself will be posted 

for constructive comments and criticisms. I assume the Darwinian theory of 

evolution which is taught compulsorily in schools and universities is the 

strongest theory of evolution, so for brevity I have usually used the terms 

"evolution" synonymously with "Darwinian evolution." 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 1. INTRODUCTION


"Long before the reader has arrived at this part of my work, a crowd of difficulties will have 


occurred to him. Some of them are so serious that to this day I can hardly reflect on them 


without being in some degree staggered; but, to the best of my judgment, the greater 


number are only apparent, and those that are real are not, I think, fatal to the theory." 



- Darwin, 1872, "The Origin of Species," p.156. My emphasis.


"For I am well aware that scarcely a single point is discussed in this volume on which facts cannot be 


adduced, often apparently leading to conclusions directly opposite to those at which I have arrived.  


A fair result can be obtained only by fully stating and balancing the facts and arguments on both 


sides of each question; and this is here impossible.." 



- Darwin, 1872, "The Origin of Species," p.18. My emphasis.


"The first to present his case seems right, till another comes forward and questions him." 



- Proverbs 18:17. My emphasis.

1.
Why the evolution controversy is not going away


1.
Atheist philosopher Antony Flew's bombshell!

In early December 2004, renowned atheist Dr Antony Flew, aged 81, dropped a bombshell! Flew, 

aged 81, emeritus professor of philosophy at Britain's Reading University, became an atheist at age 15 and 

had been a influential champion of atheism for more than a half-century (MSNBC, 2004a; Wavell & 

Iredale, 2004; Witt, 2004). Since the 1950s, Flew has argued that there wasn’t enough evidence for a 

creator (Witt, 2004).

But Flew had now changed his mind, coming to believe in God based on the scientific evidence (MSNBC, 

2004a; Wavell & Iredale, 2004; Witt, 2004 ). Flew has concluded that a super-intelligence is the only good 

explanation for the origin of life and the complexity of nature (MSNBC, 2004; Wavell & Iredale, 2004). 

Flew now describes himself as a deist, whose God is not actively involved in people’s lives (MSNBC, 

2004a). He emphasised he was not a Christian, and he does not believe in an afterlife. (MSNBC, 2004a; 

Wavell & Iredale, 2004; Witt, 2004). However, Flew agreed that his God could be a person in the sense of 

a being that has intelligence and a purpose (MSNBC, 2004a).

For decades Flew had proclaimed the lack of evidence for God while teaching at Oxford, Aberdeen, Keele 

and Reading universities in Britain, and in visits to numerous U.S. and Canadian campuses and in books, 

articles, lectures and debates, underwent a gradual conversion from atheism to theism (MSNBC, 2004a). 

However, in 2001 rumours swept the Internet that Flew had renounced his atheism, or even had converted 

to Christianity, to which he issued a reply, "Sorry To Disappoint, but I’m Still an Atheist!" (Flew, 2001). 

However, the origin of the rumour was an article Flew had submitted to a humanist philosophical journal in 

which he conceded that the Big Bang and the apparent fine-tuning of the Universe, while falling short of 

proof, could reasonably be seen by theists as confirmatory evidence of their prior belief in a Creator (Flew, 

2001).

Flew says his "whole life has been guided by the principle of ... Follow the evidence, wherever it leads" 

(MSNBC, 2004a; Wavell & Iredale, 2004; Witt, 2004). He therefore came to the conclusion from 

"biologists’ investigation of DNA ... the almost unbelievable complexity of the arrangements which are 

needed to produce life, that intelligence must have been involved" (MSNBC, 2004a; Wavell & Iredale, 

2004). "It now seems to me," he says, "that the findings of more than fifty years of DNA research have 

provided materials for a new and enormously powerful argument to design (Witt, 2004).

Being the author of a book called "Darwinian Evolution" (Flew, 1984), still accepts Darwinian evolution 

but doubts that it can explain the ultimate origins of life" (MSNBC, 2004a; Wavell & Iredale, 2004). Even 

if it can explain how organisms evolved, it does not explain where a living, self-reproducing organism come 

from in the first place (Witt, 2004). Flew wrote in a letter in the August-September issue of Britain’s 

Philosophy Now magazine, "It has become inordinately difficult even to begin to think about 

constructing a naturalistic theory of the evolution of that first reproducing organism." (MSNBC, 2004a; 

Flew, 2004). He had "been persuaded that it is simply out of the question that the first living matter evolved 

out of dead matter and then developed into an extraordinarily complicated creature" (Wavell & Iredale, 

2004). If we trace evolution backwards, we reach a primitive single cell than which nothing simpler could 

survive and reproduce (Witt, 2004). But then this first cell must be produced by something other than 

natural selection (Witt, 2004). Flew insists that the scientific establishment has simply failed to answer this 

question persuasively (Witt, 2004). But in taking issue with pre-biotic evolution, Flew is challenging the 

bedrock of modern materialism (Witt, 2004). He conceded that his current ideas had some similarity with 

those of "intelligent design" theorists" (MSNBC, 2004a).

Flew is incorporating his revised ideas into the introduction to a new edition of one of his books, "God and 

Philosophy." In what must be the understatement of the year, Flew said, "I am certain I shall surprise a lot 

of people" (Wavell & Iredale, 2004). Those who admired his intellect when he was an atheist are already 

beginning to dismiss him as persona non grata for changing his mind (Wavell & Iredale, 2004; Witt, 

2004).

A Texas newspaper made the obvious connection: "If the scientific data are compelling enough to cause an 

atheist academic of Antony Flew's reputation to recant much of his life's work, why shouldn't Texas 

schoolchildren be taught the controversy?" (Dallas Morning News, 2004). The fact that Flew has been an 

atheist for the best part of 70 years, yet came to believe on the basis of the scientific 

evidence that fully naturalistic evolution is inadequate to explain the origin of the universe and life, it is 

now going to be untenable for evolutionists in the United States to continue to argue that Intelligent Design 

is just Biblical creationism and therefore should not be taught in schools under the Supreme Court's 

separation of church and State rulings. [top]


2.
There is an evolution controversy

It is a remarkable fact that today, in the twenty-first century, there is an evolution controversy, and 

moreover a controversy that shows no signs of going away and even may be escalating. This is despite 

the general public having taken in its stride every other scientific revolution. It is even more remarkable 

considering that this same general public has been on the receiving end of a half-century of monopolistic 

presentation of evolution in schools and the media, that has continued Darwin's policy of not "fully 

stating and balancing the facts and arguments on both sides of each question" (Darwin, 1872, p.18). The 

thesis of this book is that the main reason the evolution controversy still exists, and is not going away, is 

because the public has learned more about evolution and so has become increasingly aware that 

there are serious problems of evolution, that have not gone away, and in fact are steadily being joined 

by new "difficulties of the theory." [top] 



1.
Gallup Poll [top] 


3.
Why is there an evolution controversy?[top] 


4.
Why is the evolution controversy not going away?[top] 

2.
There are problems of evolution


1.
Darwin's "Difficulties of the theory"

Charles Darwin in his Origin of Species devoted an entire chapter to "Difficulties of the Theory," in which he 

admitted that there remained "a crowd of difficulties," some of which still "staggered" him (Darwin, 1872, p.156).

[top] 


2.
Many difficulties still remain

Many of those difficulties with the theory of evolution still remain and some, like gaps in the fossil record, have 

become worse (Raup, 1979, pp.24-25). [top]


3.
Evolution remains in a state of crisis

The result is that the theory of evolution remains in a permanent state of paradigm crisis (Denton, 1985, pp.356-357). 

[top]


4.
Evolutionists fragmenting into warring camps

Evolutionists are fragmenting into publicly warring camps, e.g. "The Darwin Wars" (Brown, 1999) and "Dawkins 

vs. Gould" (Sterelny, 2001). "Gould ... a man whose ideas are so confused as to be hardly worth bothering with" 

(Maynard Smith, 1995). "Dennett, as Dawkins's publicist, manages to convert an already vitiated and improbable 

account into an even more simplistic and uncompromising doctrine. ... if T.H. Huxley truly acted as `Darwin's 

bulldog,' then it is hard to resist thinking of Dennett, in this book, as `Dawkins's lapdog.'(Gould, 1997) 

[top]


5.
Evolutionists have difficulty seeing problems of evolution

Despite the many problems of evolution, pointed out by critics for more than a century, most evolutionists tend to 

"overlook" these "difficulties for the theory" (Fothergill, 1952, p.5). Indeed, most evolutionists seem to have 

difficulty in even seeing any problems with evolution, or even admitting that there could be problems of 

evolution, as illustrated by this imaginary dialogue between Kerkut and one of his students: 


"Well, now, if you really understand an argument you will be able to indicate to me not only the points 


in favour of the argument but also the most telling points against it.' 'I suppose so, sir.' 'Good. Please tell 


me, then, some of the evidence against the theory of Evolution.' 'Against what, sir?' `The theory of 


Evolution.' 'But there isn't any sir.' - Master-pupil dialogue quoted by Professor G.A. Kerkut, of the 


University of Southampton, in The Implications of Evolution" (Hitching, 1982, p.9; Kerkut, 1960, pp.3-5).


[top] 

3.
Purpose of this book


1.
To comprehensively examine major problems of the theory of evolution

The main purpose of this book is to comprehensively examine major problems of the theory of evolution. Most 

of these problems have been identified by evolutionists themselves, but not comprehensively. To the best of my 

knowledge, there are only two books by evolutionists with the words "problem(s)" and "evolution" in their titles, 

Mark Ridley's "The Problems of Evolution" (1985) and Stahl's "Vertebrate History: Problems in Evolution" 

(1985). But these only address problems in specific areas of the theory of evolution and evolution itself 

is, of course, not (and indeed cannot be) questioned (Halvorson, 2003; Montefiore, 1985, p.75; Johnson, 1993d). 

[top]


2.
To balance evolutionists' unfair and one-sided presentation of the facts and arguments

At the beginning of his Origin of Species, Darwin posted a disclaimer that "scarcely a single point is 

discussed in this volume on which facts cannot be adduced, often apparently leading to conclusions directly 

opposite to those at which I have arrived" and that a "fair result can be obtained only by fully stating and 

balancing the facts and arguments on both sides of each question" but claiming that "this is here impossible" 

(Darwin, 1872, p.18). Yet neither Darwin, nor his followers ever did fully state and balance the facts and 

arguments on both sides of each question, and in fact have done their best to ensure that only their side of 

the question has been presented (Johnson, 2000, p.141). So a purpose of this book is to help balance that inherent 

unfairness and one-sidedness of evolutionary theory. [top]


3.
To subject evolution to scientific and other criticism

There is a wise saying that, "The first to present his case seems right, till another comes forward and questions 

him" (Proverbs 18:17). A false theory can seem right if it is protected from criticism (Johnson, 1992a). 

Darwin's theory has in fact been protected from normal scientific criticism from the beginning (Conklin, 1943, 

p.147; Hitching, 1982, pp.247-249; Hunter, 2001, p.75; 1993, pp.149-151). And Darwin's theory, its modern, 

Neo-Darwinian form, is still protected from normal scientific criticism (Johnson 1990, p.15, 1992b; 1993c; 

1994b, pp.11-12; 1995, p.190; 1996; Meyer, 2001). A major purpose of this book is to subject evolution to such 

scientific and other criticism. This is not to claim that all these criticisms are new, although some will be. Many 

criticisms of evolution have never been satisfactorily answered and therefore they remain valid, despite evolutionists' 

"habit of ignoring the most pertinent criticisms of their theory until they can decently call them out-of-date" 

(Berlinski, 1996)! [top


4.
To consider alternative hypotheses to evolution

It is a fundamental principle of science that "Proposing alternative explanations that can answer a question is 

good science" because "If we operate with a single hypothesis, especially one we favor, we may direct our 

investigation toward a hunt for evidence in support of this hypothesis." (Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.14). Yet evolutionists 

have in fact operated with only a single hypothesis, namely naturalism, and so have ruled out in advance all forms 

of supernatural creation, intervention, guidance and design (Huxley, 1942 p.457; Barzun, 1958, p.10; Dembski, 

2002b, p.xv). Thus evolution was established (Leigh, 1999, p.495; Macbeth, 1971, pp.77-78), and now is 

maintained "by eliminating competing explanations, not by providing evidence" in its favour (Meyer, 1994, 

p.100; Johnson, 2000, p.141). A purpose of this book therefore is, in the interests of good science, to propose an 

alternative hypothesis to evolution. [top] 

4.
Definition of "evolution"


1.
No agreed or adequate definition of "evolution"

The first major problem of evolution is that evolutionists cannot even agree on a definition of what "evolution" 

is! Ernst Mayr, hailed as the "world's greatest living evolutionary biologist" (Gould, 2001a), candidly 

admitted that "Evolution shows so many facets that it looks alike to no two persons" (Mayr, 1970, p.1)! 

A definition of "evolution" that is often given is "any change in allele (or gene) frequency in a population over 

time" (Dobzhansky, 1937, pp.11-12. Cf. Mayr E., 1988, p.529; Gould, 1983, p.335; Hartl, 1987, p.69; Ayala & 

Kiger, 1984, p.771; Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.668; Mader, 1990, p.326; Volpe, 1985, p.21). However, this 

definition is inadequate (Mayr E., 1982, p.611; Gould, 1977c, p.23; Gilbert, 1994, p.855; Dawkins, 1986a, p.135; 

Depew & Weber, 1995, p.393; Wilcox, 1994a, p.198; Lester & Bohlin, 1989, p.102; Plantinga, 1998; Ratzsch, 

1996, pp.86-87; Savage, 1963, p.62).

Mayr's own definition of "evolution," in the glossary of his book, "What Evolution Is," is "The gradual process 

by which the living world has been developing following the origin of life" (Mayr, 2001, p.286). But this is so 

vague that even the strictest creationist could agree with it; therefore it is useless. If Mayr, the "world's 

greatest living evolutionary biologist", cannot supply an adequate scientific definition of "evolution," in a book 

titled "What Evolution Is," then it is a reasonable assumption that evolutionists have no agreed, adequate 

scientific definition of "evolution"! [top] 


2.
"Evolution" defined so vaguely it cannot be false

A favourite tactic of evolutionists, is to define "evolution" so vaguely that it cannot be false. For example, 

Carl Zimmer, in his book based on the USA PBS television series "Evolution," titled "Evolution: The Triumph of an Idea," 

defines "evolution" as "change, nothing more or less" (Zimmer C., 2001, p.135)!


3.
Shifting definition of "evolution"

The lack of an agreed definition of "evolution" enables evolutionists to employ the tactic of a shifting definition 

of "evolution." (Johnson, 1997a, pp.44-45; Hastie, 2001, p.5; Behe, 1996a, p.288). This is a form of the fallacy of 

equivocation (ReMine, 1993, p.107). The use of slippery definitions is like a shell and pea game (ReMine, 1993, p.107; 

Wilcox, 1990, p.1:1). The fallacy of equivocation becomes clear when we substitute Neo-Darwinism's co-founder 

Theodosius Dobzhansky's definition of "evolution" as "a change in the genetic composition of populations" (Dobzhansky, 

1937, pp.11-12) into his famous claim that "nothing in biology makes sense except in the light of evolution" 

(Dobzhansky, 1973). Then we have: "nothing in biology makes sense except in the light of a change in the genetic 

composition of populations"! [top]


4.
The real definition of "evolution"

However, there is a definition of "evolution" which is what mainstream science believes and that is "the standard 

scientific theory that `human beings have developed over millions of years from less advanced forms of life, but 

GOD HAD NO PART IN THIS PROCESS.'" (Shermer, 2002. My emphasis). That this is the real definition of 

"evolution" within mainstream science is evident in that mainstream science will not permit even the most naturalistic 

of theistic evolutionist explanations within science, such as that of today's Kenneth Miller, where even "the idea of 

purpose" is too much (Palevitz, 2000) or yesteryear's Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, whose views were rejected out of hand 

as "pious bunk" (Medawar, 1966, p.xi). Also, dictionaries of biology (Abercrombie, et al., 1990, pp.194-195; Hale 

& Margham, 1988, p.214; Tootill, 1981, p.108), science (Isaacs, Daintith & Martin, 1991, pp.183, 251-252; Lafferty & 

Rowe, 1996, p.222) and philosophy (Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, p.108), define "evolution" as being opposed to "special 

creation". The real definition of "evolution," therefore, is `however it happened, God didn't do it' (Hunter, 

2003, p.10; Johnson, 1992f)! [top] 

5.
The Problem of Evolution


1.
Hydrogen to humans (molecules to man)

The problem of evolution is that, if supernatural intervention by God is ruled out, then evolution 

must ultimately claim that hydrogen gas, over time, became humans! Or as the creationist astronomer 

George Mulfinger put it, the evolutionist's claim must be that "hydrogen is an odorless, tasteless, invisible gas 

which, if given enough time, becomes people" (Gish, 1993, p.154; Morris, 1995). Lest this be dismissed as a 

creationist straw man, a leading evolutionist, the late Carl Sagan affirmed that "all the creatures of our Earth," 

including human beings, are but "the latest manufactures of the galactic hydrogen industry," just "some of the 

things that hydrogen atoms do, given fifteen billion years of cosmic evolution" (Sagan, 1980, pp.337-339).

Julian Huxley, co-founder of the modern Neo-Darwinian theory of evolution, affirmed that, "the whole 

of reality is evolution-a single process of self-transformation," a "universal evolutionary process ... divisible with 

three main sectors or phases-the inorganic or cosmological, the organic or biological, and the human or 

psychosocial" (Huxley, 1955, pp.294-295); that "All reality, in fact, is evolution ... a one-way process in time, 

unitary; continuous; irreversible; self-transforming; and generating variety and novelty during its transformations" 

(Huxley, 1953, p.12); and that "all aspects of reality are subject to evolution, from atoms and stars to fish and 

flowers, from fish and flowers to human societies and values-indeed, that all reality is a single process of 

evolution." (Huxley, 1964, p.78).

A variation on this ultimate claim of "the standard scientific theory" of evolution in which "God had no part" 

(Shermer, 2002) is evolution from "molecules to man" (and cognates), which term evolutionists 

themselves have used both to describe evolution (Scott, 1985, p.30; Van Till, 1996), and as a title of 

evolutionary books (Bendall, 1983; Welch, 1976; Stebbins, 1982; Messel & Butler, 1971). 

However, even Darwin struggled with this the problem of evolution, "the extreme difficulty or rather impossibility 

of conceiving this immense and wonderful universe, including man with his capacity of looking far backwards and far 

into futurity, as the result of blind chance or necessity" (Barlow, 1958, pp.92-93). [top]

6.
Evolution is not an ultimate explanation


1.
Evolution not an explanation of ultimate origins

Evolution is not an explanation of ultimate origins (Hodge, 1892, p.2:10). Evolution can perhaps explain formation but 

not creation (Shedd, 1888, p.1:504) [top]


2.
Evolution is a theory of secondary development, not of original existence

Evolution is a theory of development, which presupposes the prior existence of that from which it develops, 

since non-existence cannot develop into existence (Berkhof, 1958, p.160). Evolution therefore cannot take 

the place of the doctrine of creation (Berkhof, 1958, p.160). Simpson, a co-founder of Neo-Darwinism, 

admitted that "the origin of that cosmos and the causal principles of its history remain unexplained and 

inaccessible to science" and are ultimately referable to the "hidden ... First Cause sought by theology and 

philosophy" (Simpson, 1949, p.278; Wright, 1989, p.19; Johnson, 1993b, p.116). [top]


3.
Evolution cannot be the cause of its own necessary preconditions

It is a logical impossibility for evolution to be the cause of its own necessary preconditions. Therefore, even if 

evolution was proved true, the existence of evolution itself would need to be explained (Dabney, 1871, 

p.37; Livingstone, 1987, p.125). It is "not just any universe ... in which Darwinian evolution would work" (Leslie, 

1989, p.108). The Darwinian `blind watchmaker', natural selection, depends on the "forces of physics" being 

"deployed in a very special way" (Dawkins, 1986, p.5. My emphasis). Biological evolution would not be 

possible if the hereditary substrate was not just right, for example if inheritance were blending instead of 

particulate (Orr, 1996). And the laws of heredity are dependent on the laws of chemistry, which in turn are 

dependent on the laws of quantum mechanics. For example, Pauli's exclusion principle, by which no more than 

two electrons can occupy any one orbital. As Oxford Professor of Chemistry and militant atheist Peter Atkins 

explains: "This is an extraordinarily deep principle of quantum mechanics: it can be traced to foundations 

embedded in the structure of spacetime, and is perhaps the deepest of all [Chemistry] principles ... it is handed 

down on stone tablets as an axiom, from whatever hand carves axioms." (Atkins, 1995, pp.116-117). So 

ultimately these laws of nature on which evolution depends, are referred back to the initial conditions at the origin 

of the universe (Hodge, 1879, p.40). [top]


4.
Evolution can explain how but not why

Evolution at best could only be an explanation of how but not why (Strong, 1907, p.76).

[top]


5.
Evolution, if true, would not disprove creation

If evolution was proved true, it would require only a minor reinterpretation of Genesis 1, as mediate creation, 

or creation by law (Strong, 1907, p.392).

[top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 2. PHILOSOPHY (1)

1.
Materialism


1.
"Matter is all there is"

Materialism (or physicalism) is the philosophical doctrine that all is matter/energy or reducible to it (Geisler, 

1999, p.444; Mautner, 2000, pp.341; Lacey, 1995, p.530; Chomsky, 1999; Moreland, 1987, p.80; Johnson, 

2000b, p.13; Johnson, 1999c). Everything in the universe, including minds, can be explained in terms of matter 

in motion (Vesey & Foulkes 1990, p.182). Matter is the ground of all existence; mind, spirit, and God as well, are 

just words that express the wondrous results of neuronal complexity. (Gould, 1978, pp.13, 24). As Carl Sagan 

put it, "the Cosmos is all that was, is, or ever will be (Sagan, 1980, p.4; Geisler, 1999, p.444).  [top]


2.
Dogmatic

Leading Harvard evolutionary geneticist, Richard Lewontin, speaking on behalf of modern science, publicly 

admitted that, "We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite 

of its failure to fulfil many of its extravagant promises of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the 

scientific community for unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we have a prior commitment, a 

commitment to materialism." (Lewontin, 1997, p.31. My emphasis). That is, modern science's 

primary committment is to materialist philosophy, not science's original committment to 

following the evidence wherever it leads (Barnett, 1949, p.58; Ratzsch, 1996, p.168). Lewontin 

makes this clear by adding that , "It is not that the methods and institutions of science somehow compel us 

to accept a material explanation for the phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our 

a priori adherence to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts 

that produce material explanations, no matter how counterintuitive, no matter how mystifying to the 

uninitiated" (Lewontin, 1997, p.31). That is, it not any requirement of the scientific method that drives 

modern science's materialism, but rather modern scientists' personal materialist philosophy that 

drives modern science! Far from being tentative (Overton, 1982, p.176), Lewontin frankly states, 

"Moreover, that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door" 

(Lewontin, 1997, p.31. My emphasis). That is, this materialist philosophy that drives modern science is held 

with an absolutist dogmatism, that is more befitting a totalitarian dictatorship or a fundamentalist 

religion than a science! "Design is ruled out not because it has been shown to be false but because 

science itself has been defined as applied materialistic philosophy" (Pearcey, 2000a). "Lewontin said that he 

is a materialist not because of the facts, but despite them" (Budziszewski, 2000). "Richard Lewontin has 

written that scientists must stick to philosophical materialism regardless of the evidence, because `we cannot 

allow a Divine Foot in the door.'" (Johnson, 1999c). "Faith in evolutionary naturalism is what unites the 

different factions of evolutionists, not agreement on any concrete scientific propositions. As Mr. Gould's 

ally Richard Lewontin wrote, also in the course of disparaging Mr. Dawkins, `we cannot allow a Divine 

Foot in the door'" (Johnson, 1998b). "In other words, evolution is not a fact, it's a philosophy. The 

materialism comes first (a priori), and the evidence is interpreted in light of that unchangeable 

philosophical commitment. If the evidence seems to go against the philosophy, so much the worse for the 

evidence. To a materialist, putting up with any amount of bad practice in science is better than to let that 

Divine Foot in the door!" (Johnson, 1997a, p.81) "That paragraph is the most insightful statement of what is 

at issue in the creation/evolution controversy that I have ever read from a senior figure in the scientific 

establishment. It explains neatly how the theory of evolution can seem so certain to scientific insiders, and 

so shaky to the outsiders. For scientific materialists the materialism comes first; the science comes 

thereafter. We might more accurately term them "materialists employing science." And if materialism is 

true, then some materialistic theory of evolution has to be true simply as a matter of logical deduction, 

regardless of the evidence." (Johnson, 1997b). "To say that the commitment to materialism is a priori is to 

imply that science should stick to materialism even if scientific testing does not support the claim that 

matter can create life or mind." (Johnson, 1998a). "If you are going to define science as applied materialist 

philosophy, then of course you are going to end up with a materialist creation story, one that excludes the 

possibility of a personal God who created us and answers prayer. Just don't make the mistake of thinking 

that this new story has been validated by scientific testing. The important questions are all decided in the 

assumptions and definitions" (Johnson, 1998c). [top] 


3.
Scientific materialism

The dominant form of materialism is scientific materialism: because only mindless matter is ultimately real, then 

only the natural sciences hold the key to true knowledge of reality (Johnson , 2000a). Therefore materialism is 

virtually synonymous with naturalism (Brown, 1984, p.230; Lacey, 1995, pp.530, 604). Naturalism asserts that 

nature is all there is and materialism maintains that nature is made up only of matter/energy (Johnson 1997a, 

pp.15-16; 1999c). [top]


4.
Denial of existence of mind

Materialism denies that "mind" really exists, being at best only an epiphenomenon or emergent property of the 

matter of the brain (Mautner, 2000, p.341; Geisler, 1999, p.444; Haldane, 1990, p.87). The mind-however 

complex and powerful-is simply a product of brain (Gould, 1978, p.24). 

The Divine Foot does not threaten a science that is content to be one important road to truth, but it does 

threaten "Science as the only begetter of truth." Is it really in the best interest of science itself to claim the 

power to explain everything? It is easy to see why ambitious scientists would be attracted to a philosophy 

that maximizes the explanatory power of science, but this very advantage creates a paradox. If science 

explains literally everything in terms of physical causes, then it also explains the scientific mind and its 

thoughts. If matter is ultimately all there is, and if our brains are the product of mindless chemical 

combinations, and if "the mind is merely what the brain does," then our thoughts and theories are products 

of mindless forces. This disquieting point remains valid even if the relationship between chemistry and 

thought is deemed to be complex, as in the "computational theory of the mind." A computer may come up 

with some astonishing answers, but it computes within the boundaries set by its designer. The computer 

Deep Blue plays chess much better than its programmers could, but it will never defy them and choose to 

write poetry instead. On materialist assumptions it is mysterious that we can reach truth by scientific 

investigation, exploiting mental capacities that would have been useless in the conditions in which they 

supposedly evolved. One common materialist speculation is that the most advanced human mental 

capacities are accidental products of a big brain explosion that just happened to produce a great deal more 

capability than primitive man could make use of at the time. I would say that such an explanation explains 

precisely nothing, especially when it comes from scientists who indignantly reject the idea that brain size is 

a reliable measure of human intelligence today. When we consider all the implications, scientists may have 

as much reason as theologians to be suspicious of materialist reductionism when it is applied to the mind." 

(Johnson, 1998a). [top] 


5.
Denial of existence of God

Materialism also involves a denial of the existence of non-material spirits and divine beings (Mautner, 2000, 

pp.341). Materialism therefore denies there is a Creator-God (Geisler, 1999, p.444). Darwin's theory of random 

variations and natural selection sought to make theological explanations of life processes superfluous (Futuyma, 

1986, p.2). Materialism assumes that nature had to do its own creating, and there was no role for a God 

(Johnson, 1999c). [top]


6.
Belief in eternity of matter/energy

Materialists must either believe that matter/energy always existed in some form, or that it came into existence 

from nothing and by nothing. (Geisler, 1999, p.444; Bavinck, 1977, p.165). [top]


7.
Pre-scientific philosophy

Materialism is a pre-scientific philosophy or world view. The first thoroughgoing materialist was the atomist 

Democritus (Bowden, 1982, p.5; Davies & Gribbin, 1991, p.9; Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, p.182; Lacey, 1995, 

p.530; Gallant, 1975, p.57; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.24). He was followed by Anaximenes (Hall & Boas-Hall, 

1964, p.21), Epicurus (Mautner, 2000, p.341; Dabney, 1871, p.27) and Lucretius (Gallant, 1975, p.57; Pitman, 

1984, p.24). [top]


8.
Academic orthodoxy

Materialism is now an orthodoxy of academic philosophy (Mautner, 2000, pp.341). To materialists, rationality 

itself starts with the premise that `in the beginning were the particles', and that mind itself is a product of matter 

(Johnson, 1999c). [top]


9.
Mythology

Scientific materialism is presented as an alternative mythology that has defeated traditional religion (Midgley, 

1985, p.177; *Wilson, 1978, p.196; Jaki, 1988, p.193). Its narrative form is the epic, the evolution of the 

universe from the big bang (Midgley, 1985, p.177; *Wilson, 1978, p.196). [top]


10.
Modern science is materialistic

Modern science is based on an absolute, dogmatic materialism, as Harvard geneticist Richard Lewontin publicly 

admitted (Lewontin, 1997; Johnson, 1997b; Pearcey, 2000a). That is. modern science now has come to be just 

applied materialist philosophy (Johnson, 1997a, p.80). Materialism is attractive to natural scientists, since if 

matter is all that exists, then they are the ultimate authority about everything, including morals and values 

(Johnson, 1992c). Among scientists the biologists tend to be the most materialistic (Broom, 1998, p.16). Darwin's 

theory of evolution was a crucial plank in the platform of mechanism and materialism-of much of science, in 

short-that has since been the stage of most Western thought (Futuyma, 1986, p.2). So, the Darwinian view of 

nature, which was once a deduction from materialism. has today become materialism's foundation. (Denton, 

1985, p.358). [top]


11.
Evolution is materialistic

The theory of evolution is a materialistic, that is a godless theory (Berlinski, 1996; Eldredge, 1996, p.101). The 

modern view of the origin of life is entirely materialistic: nonliving matter over immense time evolves into living 

matter without the aid of supernatural powers" (Gallant, 1975, p.120). The theory of evolution grows directly out 

of the materialist philosophy: if matter is all there is, and there is no God, then matter had to do its own creating 

and so some form of evolution has to be true, regardless of the evidence (Johnson, 1997a, 1997b). [top]


12.
Darwin's theory is materialistic

Darwin embraced and applied a consistent and uncompromising philosophy of materialism to his interpretation 

of nature (Gould, 1978, p.13). Darwin developed a rigidly materialistic, atheistic version of evolution  based on 

chance variation and natural selection imposed by an external environment (Gould, 1978, p.33). Other 

evolutionists spoke of vital forces, direction and the irreducibilty of mind, but Darwin spoke only of random 

variation and natural selection (Gould, 1978, p.25). Darwin wrote in his private notebooks that the human mind, 

morality, and even belief in God were artefacts of the brain: 'love of the deity [is the] effect of organization, oh 

you Materialist!' he upbraided himself." (Desmond & Moore,1991, pp.xvii; Farrington, 1966, pp.76-77; Gould, 

1978, pp.24-25; Jaki, 1988, p.190). This was the primary feature distinguishing Darwin's theory from all other 

evolutionary theories - its uncompromising philosophical materialism (Gould, 1978, p.24). Darwin's theory of natural 

selection was materialistic, denying God's design, purpose and process in nature (Caudill, 1997, p.5; Eldredge, 1985, 

p.29). Darwinism merged with the materialist philosophy of Herbert Spencer (Dupree, 1959, p.340). Darwinism, along 

with Marxism and Freudianism is a materialist ideology (Johnson, 1996a; Johnson, 1997a; Futuyma, 1986, p.2). [top]


13.
Problems of materialism

Problems of materialism include:



1.
Self-refuting

Materialism is self-refuting. As leading Darwinist mathematician-biologist J.B.S. Haldane realised, "If my 

mental processes are determined wholly by the motions of atoms in my brain, I have no reason to suppose that my 

beliefs are true ... and hence I have no reason for supposing my brain to be composed of atoms." (Haldane, 1927, 

p.209; Lewis, 1947, pp.18-19; Moreland, 1987, p.78ff). That is, materialism applied to the mind undermines the validity 

of all reasoning, including one's own, since if our theories are the products of chemical reactions, how can we 

know whether they are true? (Johnson, 1997a, p.82). Darwin himself expressed his "horrid doubt" that the 

reasoning of a mind that was the result of chance could not be trusted upon (Darwin, 1898, p.285). Thus 

materialistic science destroys its own base, since scientists must be able to trust the conclusions of their 

reasoning, but if man's mind was evolved wholly by natural selection for survival value, then all scientific 

theories, including evolution, would be untrustworthy (Lack, 1957, p.104; Plantinga, 2000; Johnson, 1995b, p.65; 

Sire, 1988, p.94; Wilcox, 1990, pp.2:20-21). Materialists must therefore implicitly exempt themselves from 

materialism in order to make their arguments for materialism (Pearcey, 2000b)! But as Plato long ago pointed 

out, a theory is always wrong which, at its very root, invalidates itself (Grene, 1959, p.56).  [top]



2.
Physics has undermined

Modern relativity and quantum physics has undermined materialism (Davies & Gribbin, 1991, p.8). [top]



3.
Evidence of God




1.
Evidence of design

So strong is the evidence of design in the universe, that "A British philosophy professor who has been a 

leading champion of atheism for more than a half-century, Antony Flew, has recently "changed his mind" 

and "He now believes in God ... based on scientific evidence," that "A super-intelligence is the only good 

explanation" for the origin of life and the complexity of nature" is the best explanation of for "the universe," 

"the origin of life," and "the complexity of nature" (ABCNews, 2004b). While Flew claims to be now only 

"a deist like Thomas Jefferson, whose God was not actively involved in people's lives," nevertheless his 

view of God goes far beyond that of deism which believed "in the existence of a supreme being, 

specifically of a creator who does not intervene in the universe" (Pearsall, 1999, p.378. My 

emphasis), since 'the origin of life and the complexity of nature" arose billions of years after the origin of 

the Universe, and Flew presumably rejects the now largely discredited naturalistic theory called 

"biochemical predestination" which is compatible with deism, where "the origin of life," and "the 

complexity of nature" were programmed into the universe at the Big Bang.[top] 




2.
Universality of belief in God(s)

The universality of belief in God(s) is a problem of materialism to explain. [to be continued] [top]



4.
Evidence of mind




1.
Consciousness

Oxford neuroscientist Susan Greenfield, "My own view is that people who glibly talk about how the brain 

generates consciousness seem to forget that we don't know quite what we're looking for. What fascinates me 

is the meta-question: what kind of question would answer that?" Philosophically at least, there is something 

head-melting about the idea of studying consciousness from a position that will never be outside of it. 

"Yes," says Greenfield. "My father said once, it's like using a knife of butter to cut butter. It's such an 

elusive concept. And whereas it might be hard, say, to design a jet engine, nonetheless you know what you 

have to do. With consciousness, you can give definitions but none of them are completely satisfactory" (Brockes, 2004). 

"But what is consciousness, and what function does it serve? Why should not an unconscious machine do 

everything that we can do? Is consciousness just froth sitting on top of the brain's electronics? Is it a powerless 

epiphenomenon, to use the language of the philosophers? Almost certainly not. ... Consciousness gives us a 

power and flexibility not possessed by those who do not have it. None of this of course explains consciousness as 

such, the reason for and nature of `sentience,' as we might call it. Why should a bunch of atoms have thinking 

ability? Why should I, even as I write now, be able to reflect on what I am doing, and why should you, even as 

you read now, be able to ponder my points, agreeing or disagreeing, With pleasure or with pain, deciding to 

refute me or deciding that I am just not worth the effort? No one, certainly not the Darwinian as such, seems to 

have any answer to this. ... The point is that there is no scientific answer." (Ruse, 2001, pp.72-73). 

Only a minute amount of brain cortical activity finds expression in conscious experience (*Eccles., 1966; Jeeves, 1994, 

p.99). 

[top]




2.
Telepathy [top]




3.
Mind-over-matter [top]




4.
Out-of-body experiences [top]




5.
Near-death experiences 

The first scientific study of "near-death" experiences has found new evidence to suggest that consciousness 

or the "soul" can continue to exist after the brain has ceased to function. ... Reports of "near-death" 

experiences, in which people close to death have vivid encounters with bright lights and heavenly beings, 

date back centuries ... The new study concludes ... that a number of people have almost certainly had these 

experiences after they were pronounced clinically dead. This would suggest that the mind or consciousness 

can survive the death of the brain ... Based on interviews with survivors of heart attacks at Southampton 

General Hospital's cardiac unit, the new study [was] ... published in the respected medical journal 

Resuscitation .... The study's authors [were] ... Dr Peter Fenwick, a consultant neuropsychiatrist at the 

Institute of Psychiatry in London, and Dr Sam Parnia, a clinical research fellow and registrar at Southampton 

hospital ... Dr Parnia said: "These people were having these experiences when we wouldn't expect them to 

happen, when the brain shouldn't be able to sustain lucid processes or allow them to form memories that 

would last. So it might hold an answer to the question of whether mind or consciousness is actually produced 

by the brain or whether the brain is a kind of intermediary for the mind, which exists independently." Dr 

Fenwick said: "If the mind and brain can be independent, then that raises questions about the continuation of 

consciousness after death. It also raises the question about a spiritual component to humans and about a 

meaningful universe with a purpose rather than a random universe." During the study period, 63 cardiac 

arrest patients survived and were interviewed within a week. Of those, 56 had no recollection of their period 

of unconsciousness, a result that might have been expected in all cases. Seven survivors, however, had 

memories, although only four passed the Grayson scale, the strict medical criteria for assessing near-death 

experiences. These four recounted feelings of peace and joy, time speeded up, heightened senses, lost 

awareness of body, seeing a bright light, entering another world, encountering a mystical being and coming 

to a "point of no return". ... By examining medical records, the researchers said the contention of many 

critics that near-death experiences were the result of a collapse of brain functions caused by lack of oxygen 

were highly unlikely. None of those who underwent the experiences had low levels of oxygen. ... Dr Parnia 

... said: "I started off as a sceptic but, having weighed up all the evidence, I now think that there is something 

going on. Essentially, it comes back to the question of whether the mind or consciousness is produced from 

the brain. If we can prove that the mind is produced by the brain, I don't think there is anything after we die 

... "If, on the contrary, the brain is like an intermediary which manifests the mind, like a television will act as 

an intermediary to manifest waves in the air into a picture or a sound, we can show that the mind is still there 

after the brain is dead. And that is what I think these near-death experiences indicate." ... (Petre, 2000) [top]




6.
Prayer [top]




7.
Failure of artificial intelligence (AI)

In addition to the above positive evidence that materialism is false, there is the negative evidence of the 

failure of artificial intelligence (AI), which is a corollary of materialism. "Strong AI is the philosophical thesis 

that appropriately programmed computers have minds in exactly the same I sense that we do" (Blackburn, 1996, 

p.26). "Strong AI (artificial intelligence) is the reductionist doctrine that was most colorfully stated by Marvin 

Minsky" ("the founding father of artificial intelligence"): "the human mind is `a computer made of meat" 

(Johnson., 1998, p.103; Brockman, 1995, p.165).

Recently a "roboticist and AI researcher," Steve Grand OBE, who "has been called Britain’s most intelligent 

man, as well as one of the 18 scientists most likely to revolutionise our lives during the 21st century," whose 

"ambition" is "to create a robot child which develops a real mind of its own" and "is developing Lucy, an 

intelligent living machine which he hopes will grow like a human baby" (NESTA, 2004), wrote: "Forget 

computers. We know of only one machine that can solve the problems involved in picking up a spoon, and that's 

the brain," and "we don't have a clue how it works"! (Grand, 2004).

Leading evolutionist psychologist Steven Pinker asks "Why are there so many robots in fiction, but none in real life? ... 

The reason ... is that the engineering problems that we humans solve as we see and walk and plan and make it through the 

day are far more challenging than landing on the moon or sequencing the human genome. Nature, once again, has found ingenious 

solutions that human engineers cannot yet duplicate" (Pinker, 1997, pp.3-4). So materialism expects us to believe that a 

`blind watchmaker' "has found ingenious solutions" to "engineering problems that ... are far more challenging than landing on 

the moon or sequencing the human genome" that highly intelligent "human engineers" with advanced technology "cannot yet 

duplicate", let alone improve on!

"Here again, in discussing strong AI, we have seen that the idea that man is a mere mechanism is refuted, and it is 

illuminating to see some of the differences between men and machines. Consciousness, reason, understanding and 

a moral sense characterize human beings and nothing else we know of in this universe, whether it be beast or 

artefact" (Holder, 1993, p.136). [top]



5.
Information

Leading Darwinist theoretician George C. Williams has pointed out that information and matter belong to two 

"incommensurable domains" (Williams, 1995, p.43). But if the domain of information is therefore not a product of the 

domain of matter, then no materialistic evolutionary theory can explain it (Johnson, 1996c). [top]



6.
Morality and ethics

The materialistic understanding of reality has led to a moral vacuum, one symptom of which is ethical 

relativism (Johnson, 1999c). According to Richard Dawkins, Oxford Professor for the Public Understanding 

of Science, in a materialist system "there is, at bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil and no good, 

nothing but blind, pitiless indifference" (Dawkins, 1995, p.155. My emphasis). Dawkins has also "We are 

survival machines-robot vehicles blindly programmed to preserve the selfish molecules known as genes" 

(Dawkins, 1989b, p.v). Another materialist, Nobel prizewinning molecular biologist, Francis Crick, wrote that 

"The Astonishing Hypothesis is that `You,' your ... sense of personal identity and free will, are in fact 

no more than the behavior of a vast assembly of nerve cells and their associated molecules. ... `You're 

nothing but a pack of neurons'" (Crick, 1994, p.3). Materialist historian of science, William Provine has 

stated that "naturalistic evolution has clear consequences that ... no ultimate foundation for ethics exists... 

and ... human free will is nonexistent " (Provine, 1998). So if there is in fact both evil and good, and human 

free will does exist, then materialism must be false! Note that this is not saying that materialists are 

necessarily evil, just that by their own admission if their philosophy is true, then good and evil, in the final 

analysis, are just subjective illusions (Colson & Pearcey, 1999, pp.92-93).  [top]



7.
Values

Materialism has destroyed the metaphysical basis for value statements and hence made nihilism inevitable (Johnson, 

2001). If science can only gives knowledge of fact and not value, then distinguishing between good and evil can only 

be a matter of arbitrary preference (Johnson, 2002). [top]



8.
Evil fruits

In the 20th century alone, regimes founded on the materialist philosophy of Marxist-Leninism were responsible for over 

100 million deaths (Johnson, 2002; Glynn, 1997, p.188; Koster, 1989, pp.4,178; Hammond, 1997). [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 2. PHILOSOPHY (2)

2.
Naturalism (Anti-supernaturalism)


1.
"Nature is all there is"

Naturalism is the view that nature is all there is (Johnson, 1997a, p.15; Dembski, 1999, p.100; Geisler, 1999, 

p.522; Macdonald, 1984, p.750). Naturalism views nature "the whole show", as a vast, all-encompassing, 

interlocking closed system of matter and energy, space and time (Geisler, 1999, p.521; Nash, 1997, p.120; 

Mautner, 1996, p.377; Macdonald, 1984, p.750). Since nature is the sum total of reality according to naturalism, 

then the supernatural does not exist (Nash, 1997, p.120). Naturalism is thus an apriori metaphysical 

position, not a scientific theory based on evidence (Dembski, 1999, p.144). Nature, according to naturalism is a 

single sphere in which there cannot be incursions from outside by supernatural beings or agencies (Lacey, 1995, 

p.604). Since everything there is belongs to the natural world, only that which can be studied by the methods of 

the natural sciences is real and apparent exceptions can be explained away (Lacey, 1995, p.604). [top]

Metaphysically therefore naturalism is most akin to materialism (Lacey, 1995, p.604). However, naturalism occur 

in at least two forms, materialism and pantheism (Geisler, 1999, p.521). Because naturalism maintains that 

ultimately nature consists of nothing more than material particles, in this context the terms naturalism and 

materialism are interchangeable (Johnson, 1997a, pp.15-16). 

Naturalism denies the existence of supernatural beings (Mautner, 1996, p.377), including God, so naturalism is 

atheistic (Macdonald, 1984, p.750). Because naturalism claims there is nothing outside of nature, including a God 

who could intervene in nature's closed-system of natural cause and effect (Johnson, 1993b, p.116; Johnson, 1994, 

p.7; Johnson, 1995b, p.38; Dembski, 1999, p.67; Richards, 2001, p.105; Sire, 1988, p.93), naturalism rejects 

miracles outright (Geisler, 1999, p.521), irrespective of the evidence, regarded them as simply not possible and 

so they must be at best improbable natural events which have yet to be explained (Nash, 1997, p.120; Dawkins, 

1986, pp.159-160). By ruling out a spiritual part of the human person which might survive death and a God who 

might resurrect the body, naturalism also rules out an afterlife (Macdonald, 1984, p.750). Naturalism therefore 

does not leave one accountable to a God who punishes sin (Dembski, 1999, p.100). Indeed, naturalism dissolves 

the very concept of sin (Dembski, 1999, p.100). Because naturalism exalts the creation over the Creator, it is a 

form of idolatry (Dembski, 1999, p.226).

Since naturalism assumes the matter/energy that makes up the universe has never been created, it must have 

always existed in some form (Nash, 1997, p.120). It also follows that if nature is all there is, then nature must be 

self-sufficient to develop itself to its present state of order and complexity (Dembski, 1999, pp.17, 99).

Mental powers are also regarded as normal parts of the natural world describable by science (Mautner, 1996, 

p.377). Naturalism tends to deny human freedom on the grounds that every event must be explainable by 

deterministic natural laws (Macdonald, 1984, p.750).

Naturalism denies any absolute values that cannot be grounded in a world made up only of matter and energy 

(Macdonald, 1984, p.750; Lacey, 1995, p.604; Clark, 1993, p.14). Naturalism denies that the universe has any 

ultimate meaning or purpose because there is no God, or anything else which can give to give it meaning or 

purpose (Macdonald, 1984, p.750).

It follows that if the supernatural does in fact exist, for example if the supernatural miracles and predictive 

prophecy in the Bible are true, as claimed by Christianity, then naturalism is false. Or to put it another way, either 

naturalism is true, and then the Biblical conception of reality is an illusion, or the Bible is true and it is naturalism that is 

fantasy (Byl, 2001, p.224)! [top]


2.
Refuted by supernatural



1.
Biblical prophecies




1.
Daniel's prophecy of the 70 `weeks' (Dn 9:24-27)

The Jewish prophet Daniel in 538 BC, predicted that from the issuing of a decree to restore and rebuild 

Jerusalem, which had been destroyed by the Babylonans in 586 BC, to the coming of the Messiah, there would be 

a total of 70 `weeks', divided into three blocks of 7 + 62 + 1 = 70 `weeks' (Dan 9:24-27). The objectively best 

combination of: 1) terminus a quo (starting point) - the decree of Artaxerxes I in 457 BC authorising Ezra to 

restore and rebuild Jerusalem; 2) method of calculation of the 70 (7+62+1)`weeks' - each `week' is 7 ordinary 

solar years; 3) yields: a) by the end of the 1st week the post-exilic restoration of Jerusalem by 408 BC [457 

BC(7x7) = 408 BC]; b) a terminus ad quem (ending point) of the 69th week at the beginning of Jesus' 

public ministry in 27 AD [(69x7)+1-457 BC = 27 AD], and c) Jesus' death in 30 AD [(69x7)+1+7/2-457 BC = 30 

AD]; followed by d) the Jewish final rejection of their Messiah in the martyrdom of Stephen at the end of the 70th 

week in 34 AD [(69x7)+1+7-457 BC = 34 AD; or (70x7)+1-457 BC = 34 AD], and e) the consequent destruction 

of Jerusalem and the temple by the Romans after the 70th week in 70 AD! (Newman, 2002; Newman, 1997, 

pp.223-224; Archer, 1964, pp.386-387; Archer, 1982, pp.289-291; Archer, 1985, pp.111-119; Pusey, 1885, 

pp.184-229; Strobel, 2000, pp.248-249; Unger, 1966, pp.391-392; Finegan, 1964, pp.320,336,468-469). See also 

my work-in-progress, "Daniel's prophecy of 

the seventy `weeks' (Dn 9:24-27)."

Since Jesus is the only is the only person who claimed to be the Jewish Messiah and founded a world-religion 

(Newman, 1997, p.223), this is evidence beyond a reasonable doubt, that naturalism (the denial of the 

supernatural), is false. The Jewish historian Josephus (37-c.100 AD), who lived through the destruction of 

Jerusalem in 70 AD, realised this, that Daniel "wrote many years before [it] ... came to pass. ... concerning the 

Roman government, and that our country should be made desolate by them" and that therefore "the Epicureans 

are in an error, who ... do not believe that God takes care of the affairs of the world... but say that the world is 

carried along of its own accord ... for if that were the case, that the world went on by mechanical necessity, we 

should not see that all things would come to pass according to his prophecy" (Josephus, 1999, p.357). [top] 


3.
More problems of naturalism



1.
Mathematics




1.
The "unreasonable effectiveness of mathematics"

Naterialism has no explanation for "the unreasonable effectiveness of mathematics" (cf. Wigner, 1960; 

Hamming, 1980; Davies, 1992, p.141); Dembski, 1999b). Since mathematics is the language of science, 

Davies has extended this to what he calls "the unreasonable effectiveness of science" (Davies, 1992, pp.148-

144). Nature's underlying order is, as it were, written in a "cosmic code," which is "attuned human 

capabilities," such that the humans mind uniquely has been able t" "crack the cosmic code" (Davies, 1992, 

pp.148-149). But the problem is that if our minds are the result of evolution, in response to environmental 

pressures, this has nothing to do with understanding the underlying laws of nature (Davies, 1992, 

p.149). This is even more a problem because the human brain began to grow in size and complexity, far 

beyond that required for mere survival even today, in our pre-conscious hominid ancestors (Davies, 1992, 

p.149). Barrow asks, "Why has the process of natural selection so over-endowed us with mental faculties that 

we can understand the whole fabric of the Universe far beyond anything required for our past and present 

survival?" (Barrow, 1990, p.173) [to be continued] [top]




2.
Where are prime numbers? 

Prime numbers, like other mathematical entities and principles are overwhelmingly spoken of as having been 

discoveredrather than invented. For example, recently the largest yet prime number was 

generated on a computer, and the science news headlines spoke of it as having been discovered: "7-

million digit prime number discovered" (Knight, 2004), "Largest Prime Number discovered," (BBC, 2004b). 

This implies that prime numbers have an independent existence "out there" whether or not humans know 

about them (Davies, 1992, p.141). But in that case where are prime numbers located? Leading 

mathematicians/physicists such as Kurt Godel, Roger Penrose, Martin Gardner and John Barrow maintain 

that numbers exist in a higher platonic world, separate from the physical universe (Davies, 1992, pp.141-

144). [to be continued] [top]

3.
Uniformitarianism

4.
Reductionism

Reductionism is the attempt to explain away something by reducing it to something else (Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, 

p.248; Mautner, 2000, p.475). Scientific reductionism is the claim that the scientific explanation of any 

phenomenon is the only valid one (Dembski, 1998b, pp.21-27, Holder, 1993, p.92). That is, if there is a scientific 

explanation of (say) the origin of life, then the reductionist claims it has been explained completely, with 

no remainder (Holder, 1993, p.92). This was termed "nothing-buttery" by MacKay (Mackay, 1974, p.21; Holder, 

1993, p.92), because it is often expressed in reductionist language that we are "nothing but atoms and molecules." 

(Holder, 1993, p.92). Materialism (Mautner, 2000, p.474) and naturalism (Dembski & Richards, 2001, p.99) are 

reductionist. Therefore reductionism is dominant in science generally (Gould, 1983, p.176)) evolutionary biology 

in particular (Gould 1980, p.121; Gould, 1997; Eldredge, 1996, p.81; Goodwin, 1994, pp.x, 128; Dennett, 1995, 

p.195; Grene, 1983, p.11), although a minority are anti-reductionist (Johnson, 1995b, p.213; Gould, 1983, p.174; 

Eldredge, 1996, p.4). The fallacy of reductionism can be seen in the example of seeing a picture on a TV screen 

as "nothing but" the motions of all the electrons in the cathode ray tube and failing to see the program being 

transmitted (Holder, 1993, p.93). Scientific materialists are prone to a sort of blindness in which (for example) 

there is a tendency to imagine that the human brain can be fully explained in terms of electrochemical processes, 

such that concepts like free will and beauty lose their meaning (Holder, 1993, p.93). For example, Dawkins has 

reduced human beings down to "survival machines-robot vehicles blindly programmed to preserve the selfish 

molecules known as genes (Holder, 1993, p.94; Dawkins, 1995, p.76f; Goodwin, 1995, p.88). However, while 

successful at lower levels like chemistry and molecular biology (Gould, 1987, p.123). reductionism won't work at 

higher levels, like human culture (Gould, 1987, pp.123, 157). Finally, like materialism, reductionism is self-

refuting for the same reason, as Haldane observed, "If my mental processes are determined wholly by the motions 

of atoms in my brain, I have no reason to suppose that my beliefs are true ... and hence I have no reason for 

supposing my brain to be composed of atoms" (Haldane, 1927, p.209; Holder, 1993, p.94; Lewis, 1947, pp.18-19; 

Ward, 1996).  [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 2. PHILOSOPHY (3)

4.
Logic


1.
Contradiction



1.
Natural selection

Evolutionists contradict themselves in claiming that natural selection is both "chance" and the "antithesis of 

chance." For example, leading evolutionary biologist Douglas Futuyma, when trying to show that a "designer" 

is not necessary, claims that "natural selection ... is the antithesis of chance" (Futuyma, 1982, p.115). 

Similarly Dawkins, when defending Darwinism from the charge that it is "tantamount to chance," asserts 

that natural selection is "the antithesis of chance" (Dawkins, 1986, pp.xv,316-318), and "Chance is a minor 

ingredient in the Darwinian recipe ... the most important ingredient is cumulative selection which is 

quintessentially nonrandom." (Dawkins, 1986, p.49). Yet Mayr, when he wants to rule out natural selection as 

being just another mechanism that a Designer could employ, calls it "a capricious process" (Mayr, 1983, p.36)! [top]


2.
Tautology

A tautology is a statement that is "true by definition, true by the meanings of words, true by the use of 

syntactical elements" but "give no information about the world" (Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.137). "It is 

this lack of material content that is referred to when it is said that such truth is tautological or trivial." 

(Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.137). "A tautology is a contentless statement; something true by definition and 

uninformative of the real world. `All bachelors are unmarried men' is a tautology ... Tautologies are usually 

contrasted with empirical statements that have content: `The tree outside my window is an oak.' `The car in 

my yard is black.' While empirical statements have content, they are not logically necessary. That is, they 

may be false. Tautologies, on the other hand, are logically necessary, since they are true by definition. They 

do not say a thing, but they are necessarily true." (Geisler, 1999, p.714). "A tautology is a phrase-like `my 

father is a man' - containing no information in the predicate ('a man') not inherent in the subject ('my father'). 

Tautologies are fine as definitions, but not as testable scientific statements-there can be nothing to test in a 

statement true by definition.)" (Gould, 1978, p.40)

Evolutionists often employ tautologies in their arguments in support of evolution. For example, leading 

evolutionist philosopher Helena Cronin wrote: "Natural selection is simply about genes replicating 

themselves down the generations. Genes that build bodies that do what's needed-seeing, running, digesting, 

mating-get replicated; and those that don't, don't" (Cronin. 1997, p.80). Similarly, another leading 

evolutionist philosopher, Michael Ruse, wrote: "Putting the matter bluntly, those of our possible ancestors 

who had the sorts of features that have been passed down to us-bipedalism, large brains, manual dexterity, 

sociality, and so forth-tended to survive and reproduce. And those of our possible ancestors who did not have 

these sorts of features did not" (Ruse, 1988, p.131). Both statements are true by definition, and 

therefore empirically vacuous. What is needed is evidence that is independent of their mere 

survival, that is, about "what's needed" and "the sorts of features" that caused their survival. Otherwise such

`explanations' reduce down to a vacuous statement of the order of: `those that survived, survived.' Interestingly, 

both these examples are tautologies in support of natural selection (see further under Natural selection: Tautology). 

Johnson cites how leading evolutionary geneticist C.H. Waddington stated "in a paper presented at the great 

convocation at the University of Chicago in 1959 celebrating the hundredth anniversary of the publication of 

The Origin of Species," that "Natural selection, which was at first considered as though it were a hypothesis 

that was in need of experimental or observational confirmation, turns out on closer inspection to be a 

tautology, a statement of an inevitable but previously unrecognized relation. ... that the fittest individuals in a 

population (defined as those which leave most offspring) will leave most offspring" and "only after it was 

clearly formulated, could biologists realize the enormous power of the principle as a weapon of explanation" 

(Waddington, 1960, p.385). Johnson perceptively observes, "It is not difficult to understand how leading 

Darwinists were led to formulate natural selection as a tautology. The contemporary neo-Darwinian synthesis 

grew out of population genetics, a field anchored in mathematics and concerned with demonstrating how 

rapidly very small mutational advantages could spread in a population. The advantages in question were 

assumptions in a theorem, not qualities observed in nature, and the mathematicians naturally tended to think 

of them as `whatever it was that caused the organism and its descendants to produce more offspring than 

other members of the species.' This way of thinking spread to the zoologists and paleontologists, who found 

it convenient to assume that their guiding theory was simply true by definition." (Johnson, 1993b, pp.21-22). 

[top]


2.
Fallacies



1.
Equivocation

The fallacy of equivocation is also known as the fallacy of ambiguity (Copi, 1996, p.113; 

Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.91). Equivocation is the confusing of two or more different senses 

of the same term (Dembski, 1998b, p.24), without distinction in the same context (Flew, 1976, 

p.13). The fallacy of equivocation occurs when the meaning of one or more key terms (Engel, 

1990, p.97) are shifted (Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.159; ReMine, 1993, p.107) within an 

argument (Schick & Vaughn, 1995, p.287).

The fallacy of equivocation can be both unintentional or deliberate (Flew, 1976, p.13), order 

to promote one's agenda (Dembski, 1998b, p.24). Darwin's success was in part due to his 

intentional use of ambiguity and equivocation in his arguments (Darlington, 1959a, pp.60,63; 

Darlington, 1959b; Davidheiser, 1970, p.64). The Darwinian establishment, to maintain its 

cultural power, consistently employs the fallacy of equivocation in use of the terms "creation" 

and "evolution" (Dembski, 1998b, p.24; Dembski, 1999a, p.115).

Evolutionists routinely use "evolution" in the same arguments to mean either the largest-scale 

biological change over time and the smallest-scale a change in gene frequencies in a 

population (ReMine, 1993, p.298). This is a "bait and switch" tactic, in first defining 

"evolution" in a harmless way that no one would disagree with like "dog breeding" and then 

when the bait has been taken, the definition of "evolution" is switched to mean that all living 

things are the products of a purposeless natural process (Johnson, 1997, p.44). The term 

"evolution" can mean the unguided natural process that is responsible for all of life, or 

"evolution" can mean the mere modification of existing traits (Hunter, 2001, p.95). 

"Evolution" can mean both minor, limited variation and the emergence of novel structures 

(Pearcey, 2000a). So the one word "evolution" can mean something so tiny it hardly matters, or 

so big it explains the whole history of life (Johnson, 1997, p.45). So when evolutionists claim 

that "evolution is fact," it is an equivocation on the word "evolution" (Dembski, 1998b, p.24; 

Dembski, 1999a, p.115). It is a fact that organisms have changed over time, but is it equally a 

fact in the same sense that *all* of life has evolved through purposeless naturalistic processes 

(Dembski, 1998b, p.24; Dembski, 1999a, p.115)?

Another main area where evolutionists routinely commit the fallacy of equivocation in their 

use of the words "creation" and "creationist" to mean young earth creation(ist), 

ignoring the fact that many (if not most) creationists are old-earth. Johnson has called 

this "the `official caricature' of the creation-evolution debate," being "a distortion that is either 

explicit or implicit in nearly all media and textbook treatments of the subject," in which 

"`evolution' is a simple, unitary process that one can see in operation today" and that 

"[e]veryone accepts the truth of evolution except ... biblical fundamentalists, who insist that 

the earth is no more than ten thousand years old and the fossil beds were laid down in Noah's 

flood." (Johnson, 1995b, p.73).

The remedy for the fallacy of equivocation is to define terms clearly and unambiguously 

(Copi, 1986, p.132; Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.159) and then use them consistently 

(Johnson, 1992f; Johnson, 1992a, p.17). But this is regarded with suspicion and hostility by 

evolutionists who thrive only in the midst of ambiguity and confusion and so have a powerful 

vested interests in resisting the defining of terms like "evolution" and "creation" precisely and 

then using them consistently (Johnson, 1992f). [top]



2.
Ad hominem (personal attack)

The term ad hominem means "to (or against) the man" (Copi, 1986, p.92; Engel, 1990, p.189). An ad 

hominem argument is committed when, instead of a attacking a person's argument, the person himself is 

attacked (Copi, 1986, p.92). Also known as the fallacy of personal attack, an ad hominem argument seeks 

to divert attention away from the question being argued by focusing instead on those arguing it (Engel, 1990, 

p.189). Often it takes the form of the abusive ad hominem, which includes insult or abuse in the personal 

attack (Engel, 1990, p.190), in an attempt at character assassination (Geisler & Brooks, 1990, pp.93-94; 

Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.99). 

Evolutionists routinely employ ad hominem arguments in the defence of evolution. For example, leading 

evolutionist Richard Dawkins has declared that anybody who "claims not to believe in evolution ... is ignorant, 

stupid or insane ... or wicked" (Dawkins, 1989a). Dobzhansky claimed that, "Evolution ... can be doubted only by 

those who are ignorant ... or are resistant to evidence, owing to emotional blocks or to plain bigotry" 

(Dobzhansky 1973). Geneticist Hardin warned that anyone "who fails to honor" Darwin "inevitably attracts the 

speculative psychiatric eye to himself" (Hardin, 1959, p.249). Evolutionists use pejorative terms like "Biblical 

fundamentalist" of their opponents so that their objections to evolution need not be taken seriously (Sagan, 1996, 

pp.199-200). Such unfair tactics are designed to "poison the well" by discrediting in advance the source from 

which evidence and arguments against their position can be made (Engel, 1990, pp.195-196). [top]



3.
Petitio principii ("begging the question")

The fallacy of petitio principii, or "begging the question," is when one assumes as a premise of one's 

argument, the very conclusion that needs to be proved (Copi, 1986, p.101; Engel, 1990, pp.134-135). It is 

therefore also called "circular reasoning" (Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.100; Fearnside & Holther, 1959. p.164). 

Evolutionists so pervasively commit the fallacy of begging the question, that it seems they are genuinely 

unaware they are doing it.  Evolutionists beg the question that natural selection must have the creative 

power to design complex organs like the eye, because it is the only known materialistic-naturalistic mechanism 

available. For example, evolutionist philosopher Kim Sterelny, reviewing Dawkins' "The Blind Watchmaker," 

questioned whether it is "really true that natural selection is so fine-grained that, for a protostick insect, looking 

5% like a stick is better than looking 4% like one?" because "Dawkins' adaptive scenarios make no mention of 

the costs of allegedly adaptive changes" (Sterelny, 1988; Dawkins, 1986b, pp.82-83). However, as Sterelny 

points out, "Nothing is free; none of Dawkins' historical sketches mention the costs-energetic and 

opportunity-of evolving adaptations. The resources spent on building a 9% lung could be spent instead on 

building more or sharper teeth." (Sterelny, 1988). But then, Sterelny lamely backs down, saying, "Still, I do think 

this objection is something of a quibble because essentially I agree that natural selection is the only possible 

explanation of complex adaptation. So something like Dawkins' stories have got to be right" (Sterelny, 1988). 

Daniel Dennett, another evolutionist philosopher, commenting on Sterelny's review, admits that Dawkins' stories 

"beg the question", but brazens it out exclaiming, "but what a question it begs!" (Dennett, 1995, pp.250-251). 

As Johnson observed, "An essential step in the reasoning that establishes that Darwinian selection created the wonders 

of biology ... is that nothing else was available," but "Theism is by definition the doctrine that something else was 

available." (Johnson, 1992f). [top]



4.
Special pleading ("double standard")

Evolutionists regularly commit the fallacy of special pleading, which is to apply a double standard: one standard 

for themselves and a stricter one for their rivals (Engel, 1990, p.145). Special pleading is an attempt to "have it 

both ways", by refusing to apply the same disadvantageous principle to oneself that one applies to others 

(Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.108). It is an attempt to "stack the deck" so that one's argument cannot lose 

(Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.102).

A common example of the fallacy of special pleading employed by evolutionists, is where they employ a double 

standard of in the use of scientific evidence and arguments to support their own personal religious philosophy of 

atheism/agnosticism, yet when theists try to present counter-arguments and evidence in defence of theism, it is 

ruled out of court without a hearing as "unscientific" (Glynn, 1996)! But if it is unscientific to say that the 

Universe displays purpose, then it is equally unscientific to say that it is "pointless" (e.g. Weinberg, 1977, 

pp.148-149) but scientists employ a double-standard in allowing scientific statements about lack of purpose but 

not the reverse (Shallis, 1984). Another common example of scientific double standards is the erection of demarcation 

criteria against creation in favour of the scientists own personal philosophy of naturalism: "behind every double 

standard lies a single hidden agenda" (Meyer, 1994, pp.100-101). As Johnson points out, "if you have a question, 

the answer yes and the answer no to the question are still in the same subject area. ... It can't be that 

the yes answer is science and the no answer is religion." (Johnson, 1999a).

Much of Darwin's Origin of Species was devoted to special pleading (Matthews, 1972, p.xiii). In 

particular Darwin's "early scientific experience was primarily as a geologist," yet his arguments "on the 

imperfections of the geological record" was "one long , special-pleading argument designed to 

rationalize, to flat-out explain away, the differences between what he saw as logical predictions derived from his 

theory and the facts of the fossil record" (Eldredge, 1985, pp.27-28; Augros & Stanciu, 1987, p.160). By so 

employing "a double standard of explanation," Darwin "fathered ... [a]n illegitimate progeny of double standards 

... and populated every field of the science of life" (Darlington, 1959a, p.67). And once in power, Darwin and his 

followers proceeded to apply a double standard in favour of those accepting natural selection and making all the 

exceptions in their own favor (Barzun, 1941, p.119).

However, while special pleading can be deliberately employed as a dishonest trick, it is more usually the 

result of being blinded by prejudice (Thouless, 1973, p.156; Engel, 1990, p.135). [top]



5.
Straw man

The straw man fallacy is the tactic of misrepresenting an opponent's position, so that it can more easily be 

refuted (Walton, 1995, p.176; Sagan, 1996, p.203; Johnson, 1997, p.41). Then going ahead and arguing against 

the misrepresentation as though it was the opponent's position (Walton D.N., 1995, p.176). 

Evolutionists routinely set up a straw man of creationism as though all creationists are Young-Earth

and maintain that the days of Genesis 1 were literal 24-hour days, the Earth is about 10,000 years old and 

the fossil record was laid down by a worldwide Noah's flood. When in reality, many (if not most) creationists 

are Old-Earth, and interpret the days of Genesis 1 as symbolic for long periods of time, accept the 

scientific evidence that the Earth is billions of years old and interpret Noah's flood as regional rather

than global. 

For example, Hazen and Trefil in a book about achieving scientific literacy, set up a straw man that there are 

only two "views about the origin of our planet and its life," that of "Biblical Creationists" and the "scientific 

theory of evolution" (Hazen & Trefil, 1991, pp.243-244). "Biblical Creationists accept on faith the iteral Old 

Testament account of creation," including "a young earth ... less than 10,000 years old", "a worldwide flood, 

as the origin of the earth's present form," and "miraculous creation of all living things, including humans, 

in essentially their modern forms" (Hazen & Trefil, 1991, p.243). This is constrasted with the "scientific 

theory of evolution," which "has been developed and modified, challenged and tested, over centuries of geological 

and biological observations,"and "leads to specific predictions regarding location of fossils, age of rock 

formations, and genetic similarities of different species" (Hazen & Trefil, 1991, pp.243-244). The straw man is 

in setting up a grossly oversimplified stereotype of two complex positions, creation(ism) and evolution(ism), 

such that the position that Hazen and Trefil hold, wins hands down.

A common straw man tactic of evolutionists is to set up "creation" as being directly ex nihilo (out of 

nothing), as though God could not also create via natural process, with "evolution" then being everything 

else (Fix, 1984, p.195). Darwin himself was guilty of this in his Origin of Species, contrasting "a 

miraculous act of creation" with "an ordinary birth" and portraying creation as "certain elemental atoms" 

having "been commanded suddenly to flash into living tissues" (Darwin, 1872, p.457). Modern day 

evolutionists continue with Darwin's straw man assumption that creation must be ex nihilo. For 

example, Oxford evolutionary biologist Mark Ridley, ironically in a book called "The Problems of 

Evolution," sets up a straw man called "Separate creation" which he claims "states that species do not 

change and that there were as many origins of species as there have been species" (Ridley, 1985, p.3). 

Ridley reinforces his straw man by emphasising that those "origins of species" by separate creation were not 

"by modifying existing ones, not by creating them from nothing (Ridley, 1985, p.14. My emphasis). 

That no leading creationist has held that extreme creationist position for at least half a century (Ratzsch, 

1996, pp.88-89) is evident in that Ridley provides no references to anyone who actually maintains it. Then 

all Ridley needs to do is cite one example of a species arising from another species to demolish his 

straw man. This he does, citing examples of dog breeding (which he admits are able to interbreed and so are 

not new species in the normal reproductive sense), plant breeding and in nature (Ridley, 1985, pp.4-6). So 

having set up and then demolished his strawman, Ridley triumphantly concludes that it is "another powerful 

argument for evolution" that "No sensible alternative is known" and "The absence of any coherent 

alternative to natural selection as a mechanism of creating species is by itself a powerful reason for 

accepting evolution," and "it is not really possible for anyone (who is not a fanatic) to doubt what the 

conclusion must be" (Ridley 1985, p.14). However, the glaring weakness in Ridley's straw man creationist 

alternative to evoluton is his implicit assumption that creation by God must be "by creating them 

[species] from nothing" and not "by modifying existing ones" (Ridley, 1985, p.14). But quite clearly if even 

man can create new species by modifying existing species in animal and plant breeding (to use 

Ridley's own examples) then God could also do that and more!   

Perhaps the most pervasive straw man tactic that evolutionists employ is the contrasting of  "creationism" 

(an ideology) with "evolution" (a fact). (Johnson, 1997, p.124). For example, evolutionist book titles such as 

"The Triumph of Evolution: And the Failure of Creationism" (Eldredge, 2000), "Evolution Versus Creationism: 

The Public Education Controversy" (Zetterberg, 1983); "Evolution and the Myth of Creationism" (Berra, 1990); 

"Dictionary of Science & Creationism" (Ecker, 1990) and "Science and Creationism" (Montagu, 1984). As in National 

Academy of Sciences President Bruce Alberts' article "Evolution Versus Creationism: Don't Pit Science Against Religion" 

(Alberts, 1996), a straw man is set up as pitting creationism (an ideology) against evolution (no -ism 

and therefore a fact), and no matter what evidence may then be presented, the result is already a foregone conclusion 

in those terms, since an ideology can never beat a fact (Johnson, 1997, p.124). [top]



6.
False alternative (False dilemma)

The fallacy of false alternative (or false dilemma) occurs when an argument presumes that only two 

alternatives exist, usually undesirable (Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.32), when in reality there are more than two 

(Schick & Vaughn, 1995, p.285; Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.110). A common example of this fallacy by 

evolutionists is assuming that the only two alternatives among Christians are liberal Christians who regard the 

Bible as making few if any scientific claims and young-Earth creationists who regard the Bible as virtually a 

science textbook. For example, Goldsmith presents a false alternative between those Christians who believe that 

intelligent life is "elsewhere in the universe" and those who believe "Earth is the only planet with intelligent life 

... on a par with ... humanity" are "fundamentalist Christians" whose theology is that "God created the world in 

six days, and each of those days contained twenty-four hours" (Goldsmith, 1997, pp.234-236). That there is a 

third group of Christians who believe that intelligent life is unique to Earth but who are not young-Earth 

creationists, for example Old-Earth creationists like Hugh Ross (Ross, 1991, pp.129ff; Ross, 1993, pp.111ff; 

Ross, 1994, pp.165ff). [top]



7.
Faulty analogy (false analogy, imperfect analogy) 

An argument from analogy asserts that things which are similar in some respects are also similar in other respects 

(Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.22; Schick & Vaughn, 1995, p.289; Thouless, 1973, p.140). Something less known 

and understood is likened to something that is more known and understood and to which it bears a significant 

resemblance (Engel, 1990, p.150).

However, not all analogies are valid (Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.109). The problem is that things which are alike 

in some respects differ in others (Thouless, 1973, p.140). So every analogy must break down at some point since 

the class members are similar but not identical (Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.23; Thouless, 1973, p.141). 

Therefore arguing from analogy can be useful as long as the two things being compared resemble each other in 

important respects and differ only in unimportant respects (Engel, 1990, p.150). But if there is a critical 

difference in the things compared, then the analogy is invalid (Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.109).

Analogies have been useful in science, but they have all broken down at some point (Thouless, 1973, p.142). 

Therefore analogies can never be conclusive, so they should always be accepted with caution, and more direct 

proof is required (Thouless, 1973, pp.142-143).

Arguments from analogy tends to be very convincing (Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.109). Often the mere fact that 

an argument is in the form of an analogy is enough to gain immediate irrational acceptance even by highly 

intelligent people (Thouless, 1973, p.146).

The fallacy of false analogy (or imperfect analogy) arises when the things compared are alike in unimportant or 

superficial resemblances but different in important or essential details (Engel, 1990, p.150). It consists in 

assuming that superficial shared properties are essential (Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.109).

Darwin's theory of natural selection was based on an analogy between animal and plant breeders and the weeding 

out of less fit animals and plants in the wild (Thouless, 1973, p.142; Dawkins, 1986, p.200; Futuyma, 1983, 

p.117; Gould, 1978, p.41; 1993, p.360; Ridley, 1981; Bethell, 1988, p.186; Greene, 1959, pp.261-264; 1999; 

Grene, 1959, p.53; Hardin, 1959, p.22; Livingstone, 1987, p.46). This was "the key analogy that powers the 

entire Origin of Species" (Gould, 1993, p.358). However, Darwin's analogy would only be valid to the 

extent that unintelligent nature resembles the activities and products of intelligent human breeders (Farrington, 

1966, pp.99-100; Johnson, 1992c). And in several important respects (Johnson, 1993, pp.17-20; 1994a; Lester & 

Bohlin, 1989, pp.95-96), including the inability of breeders to produce new species by selective breeding, it didn't 

(Desmond & Moore, 1991, p.475). Darwin himself admitted in his Origin of Species that "analogy may 

be a deceitful guide" (Darwin, 1872, p.458). [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 3. RELIGION (1)

1.
Evolution is anti-God (atheistic)


1.
Evolution is atheistic

The word "evolution" (and its cognates) was first used in the sense of biological change through time as an 

alternative to Divine creation by the atheist Herbert Spencer (Bowler, 1989, p.9; Gould, 1978, p.36; Savage, 

1963, p.4). It was then taken up by the agnostic Darwin for the same reason in his Origin of Species 

(Darwin, 1859, p.460) and then many times Darwin's Descent of Man (Darwin, 1871, pp.1, 2, 25, 

63, 72, 92, 123, etc).

The "standard scientific theory" of evolution is "that `human beings have developed over millions of years 

from less advanced forms of life, but God had no part in this process.'" (Shermer, 2002. My 

emphasis). Dawkins let the cat out of the bag when he observed that "the whole point of the theory 

of evolution by natural selection was that it provided a non-miraculous account of the existence of 

complex adaptations" (Dawkins, 1986b, p.249. Emphasis in original). Dawkins had just cited with approval 

Darwin's response to the geologist Lyell, `I would give nothing for the theory of Natural selection, if it 

requires miraculous additions at any one stage of descent' (Darwin, 1898, 2:6-7. My emphasis), 

adding with approval, "For Darwin, any evolution that had to be helped over the jumps by God was not 

evolution at all." (Dawkins, 1986b, p.249; Dennett, 1995, p.290).  Such "guided evolution" would be

no less "divine creation" than if it were "instantaneous" (Dawkins, 1986, pp.316-317).  [top]


2.
Evolution usually takes the form of a practical atheism

There are two forms of atheism: theoretical atheism, which claims there is no a God, and practical atheism, which 

does not actually deny that God exists but rather that God does not do anything that has any bearing on 

human affairs (Mautner, 2000, p.48). While the overwhelming majority of leading scientists are personally 

atheists or agnostics (Larson & Witham, 1999, p.80), there are few (if any) claims in scientific journals or books 

that actually claim there is no God, although some effectively do (e.g. Gould, 1976, pp.32-36, 1976; Hull, 

1991, pp.485-486). 

Instead, evolutionists' usual strategy is a practical atheism in which God is simply ruled out as an explanation 

(e.g. Dawkins, 1982b, p.130). As leading atheist Michael Shermer states, "the standard scientific theory [of evolution 

is] that `human beings have developed over millions of years from less advanced forms of life, but God had 

no part in this process" (Shermer, 2002; Chapman, 1999; Sagan & Druyan, 1992, p.425). 

So successful has been this strategy of methodological atheism (or methodological naturalism) that even 

some philosophers and scientists who claim to be Christians accept and even defend it (Murphy, 1993; 

Meyer, 1994, p.69; Johnson, 1995b, pp.99-103,196; Livingstone, 1987, p.148). [top]


2.
Evolutionists' suppression of the teaching of theism is atheistic

While atheism is not officially taught in public schools (e.g. in the USA), if God is omitted from accounts 

of origins, then students will take that as implying that God had no part in such origins (Smith 2000, p.132), 

which is effectively atheism. For the U.S. Supreme Court to rule that theism is religious, while its alternative is 

not, is anything but neutral (Smith 2000, p.133). It is "as if in a debate the judge were to decide for the negative, 

not because its arguments were stronger but because the affirmative's arguments were ruled out of order" (Smith 

2000, p.133). [top]

2.
Evolution is anti-design


1.
Evolution is anti-teleology

Originally science was free to ask questions of purpose or teleology, which were assumed to be divine purpose 

(Kurten, 1976, p.15). However, naturalistic science, under the pretext of seeking to answer how questions, 

unnecessarily abolished the asking of why questions (Kurten, 1976, pp.15-16). However, in the life sciences, it 

was found that teleology could not be dispensed with (Kurten, 1976, p.16). Therefore, to ensure that questions of 

divine purpose could not even be asked, teleology had to be given a very different meaning (Kurten, 1976, p.16).. 

The term was now understood in terms of adaptation and natural selection" (Kurten, 1976, p.16). That is, if the 

eye has a purpose to see, it is because it has been fashioned for that function by natural selection" (Kurten, 1976, 

p.16).

However, this is a confusion of different categorises of causation. The existence of efficient and material causes 

does not necessarily exclude formal and final causes (Wilcox, 1994b, p.169). As Warfield (1908) pointed out, 

"Some lack of general philosophical acumen must be suspected when it is not fully understood that teleology is in 

no way inconsistent with-is, rather, necessarily involved in-a complete system of natural causation. Every 

teleological system implies a complete causo-mechanical explanation as its instrument." That is, a scientific 

explanation in terms of mechanism (e.g. Darwinian natural selection) does not preclude an explanation in terms 

of purpose, including divine purpose (Livingstone, 1987, p.117). [top]

3.
Evolution is anti-creation

It almost goes without saying that evolution is anti-creation. Darwin was opposed to all forms of creation 

(Gillespie, 1979, pp.xi, 3, 19-20, 39), even theistic evolution (Bowler, 1990, pp.158-161). In his Origin of 

Species Darwin mentioned "creation" or its cognates over 100 times, mostly pejoratively (Jones, 2002). Neo-

Darwinism's co-founder Julian Huxley expressed the consensus of the scientific establishment when he declared 

that evolution and creation were mutually exclusive: "The earth was not created, it evolved. So did all the animals 

and plants that inhabit it, including our human selves, mind and soul as well as brain and body. So did religion" 

(Huxley, 1960, pp.iii:252-253).

Dictionaries of biology (Abercrombie, et al., 1990, pp.194-195; Hale & Margham, 1988, p.214; Tootill, 

1981, p.108), science (Isaacs, Daintith & Martin, 1991, pp.183, 251-252; Lafferty & Rowe, 1996, p.222) and 

philosophy (Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, p.108), define "evolution" as being opposed to creation. Leading 

biology textbooks usually commence their section on evolution with an attack on creation (e.g. Campbell, Reece 

& Mitchell, 1999, pp.415-417; Mader, 1990, pp.281-283; Raven & Johnson, 1995, pp.7-8; Keeton, Gould & 

Gould, 1986, pp.12-13; Knox, Ladiges & Evans, p.707; Solomon et al., 1993, p.390; Starr & Taggart, 

1998, pp.16, 270-275). Leading evolutionary biology textbooks also usually contain an attack on creation

(Dobzhansky, et al., pp.9, 349; Futuyma, 1986, pp.3,15; Ridley, 1996a, pp.41,65-66; Strickberger, 2000, 

pp.5ff, 53ff).

Evolutionists have also written many books attacking creation in defence of evolution (e.g. Berra 1990; Ecker, 1990; 

Eldredge, 1982; 2000; Futuyma, 1983; Gallant, 1975; Godfrey, 1983; Kitcher, 1982; McGowan, 1983; Montagu, 

1984; Newell, 1982; Pennock, 1999; Plimer, 1994; Price, 1990; Selkirk & Burrows, 1988; Strahler, 1999; Wilson 

& Dolphin, 1983; Young, 1985; Zetterberg, 1983). 

Evolution is so anti-creation, that leading evolutionists have admitted that even if creation was true, 

it could not be accepted by them as science (Eldredge, 1982, p.134; Ruse M., 1982, pp.322-323; 

Futuyma, 1983, p.169; Ruse, 1996, p.301; Pennock, 1999, p.283; Ratzsch, 1996, p.168). Which means that 

evolutionists would rather evolution be naturalistic and false than supernaturalistic and true! [top]

4.
Evolution is anti-Christian

Darwin stated in his later Descent of Man that his primary objective in writing his earlier Origin of 

Species was religious: "firstly, to shew that species had not been separately created" and his scientific 

objective was only secondary: "and secondly, that natural selection had been the chief agent of change" (Darwin, 

1871, p.92). In his private writings Darwin made it plain that it was Christianity that he was seeking to 

undermine. In his autobiography, Darwin stated that in the two years (1837-1839) after he had returned home 

from his 5-year voyage around the world, he had "come ... to see that the Old Testament ... was no more to be 

trusted than the sacred books of the Hindoos, or the beliefs of any barbarian" and because "Christianity is 

connected with the Old Testament" this made Christianity to Darwin "utterly incredible" and no "sane man" 

would "believe in the miracles by which Christianity is supported" (Barlow, 1958, pp.85-86). Darwin privately 

admitted that he could "hardly see how anyone ought to wish Christianity to be true" (Barlow, 1958, p.87). In an 

1880 letter to a militant atheist named Aveling, Darwin admitted that he had been working against Christianity: 

"direct arguments against christianity & theism produce hardly any effect on the public; & freedom of thought is 

best promoted by the gradual illumination of men's minds, which follow[s] from the advance of science" 

(Desmond & Moore, 1991, p.644).

The term "evolution" was deliberately adopted by Darwin's contemporary, the atheist philosopher Herbert Spencer

in opposition to the Christian term "creation" (Gould, 1978, p.36).

Like Darwin, modern evolutionary biologists see their main rival as the Christian Biblical account of creation" 

(Mayr, 2001, p.xiv; Dawkins, 1986, p.287). There is a very good reason for this: it is a fundamental 

assumption by Darwinian evolution (the theory of evolution that is taught in schools and universities) that 

all mutations in the history of life have been random, in the sense of unguided towards any goal. As 

Dawkins puts it, "Mutation is not systematically biased in the direction of adaptive improvement, and no 

mechanism is known (to put the point mildly) that could guide mutation in directions that are non-random" 

(Dawkins, 1986, p.312). It is an essential link in the chain of Darwinian evolutionist reasoning that 

nothing else was available to guide mutations in directions that were non-random (Johnson, 1993a; 1993b, 

pp.153-154, 1993d, 1994c; 1999c). But Christianity claims that God has repeatedly intervened in history, 

imparting new information and direction to it, culminating in God Himself entering history in the Person of 

Jesus of Nazareth (Mt 1:23; Jn 1:1,14; Php 2:5-8; 1Tim 3:16; Col 1:19; 2:9) and walking the Earth for over 30 

years, less than 2,000 years ago. If Christianity is true then this fundamental assumption of Darwinian 

evolution that nothing else was available, is simply false: something (or rather Someone) other than 

unguided natural processes was available (Johnson, 1992d)! [top] 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 3. RELIGION (2)

5.
Evolution is a religion


1.
Evolution is a religion of science

Leading evolutionist philosopher Michael Ruse admitted that, "Evolution is promoted by its practitioners as more 

than mere science", but "as an ideology, a secular religion - a full-fledged alternative to Christianity, with 

meaning and morality" (Ruse, 2000; (Ruse, 1993). Ruse continued, "Evolution is a religion" and this "was true of 

evolution in the beginning, and it is true of evolution still today" (Ruse, 2000; 1993).

Evolution is "a religion of science" (Grene 1959, p.48; Johnson, 1993b, p.203; Peck 1978, p.238; Appleyard, 

1992, p.228); "a scientific religion" (Lipson, 1980, p.138). Evolution's religious faith is naturalism (Van Till, 

Young & Meninnga, 1988, pp.157-158). 


2.
Evolution has its own gods



1.
Genes

Professor of genetics and member of the USA National Academy of Sciences, John C. Avise, calls genes "genetic gods" 

and claims they have assumed the roles in human affairs traditionally reserved for God (Avise, 1998, p.vi). 

[top] 



2.
Darwin is worshipped in the place of God

Some evolutionists worship Darwin in the place of God. Browne notes that "devotees" would undertake 

"pilgrimages" to Darwin's home in Kent and if they were permitted an audience with "Pope Darwin", "Grown 

men could crumble in the presence of the god," describing it as "a near-religious experience" and some "turned 

Darwin into a secular saint and Darwinism into a religion" (Browne, 2002, pp.382-384). Neo-Darwinism's co-

founder, Julian Huxley, described the Darwin centennial celebrations of 1959 as "people arriving from many 

countries to render their homage to Darwin" (Huxley, 1973, p.182). An interviewer of Dawkins noted that his 

tonality about Darwin says, "I found my God" (Wattenberg, 1996). Evolutionists' regular observance every year 

of Darwin's birthday (12 February 1809) as "Darwin Day" (http://www.darwinday.org/; Palevitz, 2002) has its 

obvious parallel in Christianity's observance of Jesus's birth at Christmas. Evolutionists' widespread use of 

`Darwin fish' bumper stickers on their cars, showing a fish with legs in mockery of the Christian fish symbol, is 

another indicator that evolutionists see Christianity as a rival religion to Darwinism (Johnson, 1997a, p.125). 

[top]


3.
Evolution has its own mythology 

The theory of evolution is the creation myth of modern, secular man (Denton, 1985, p.358; Midgley, 1985, p.154; 

Denton, 1985, p.358; Horgan, 1996, p.16). Creation myths "explain the origin of the world, who people are, how 

they came to be, and why" (Eldredge, 1982, p.16§). The theory of evolution is, "our creation-myth. ... it tells us 

how we got here, we expect it to tell us what we are" (Midgley, 1985, p.178). Like the creation myths of ancient 

man, it satisfies the same deep need for an all-embracing explanation of origins (Denton, 1985, p.358).

Evolution is the key mythological element in a materialist philosophy that functions as a virtual religion 

(Marsden, 1983, p.574). Evolutionists have created myths, including that evolution was simply the work of 

Darwin, that evolution's triumph was a purely intellectual and scientific success, of T.H. Huxley's defeat of 

Bishop Samuel Wilberforce at Oxford in 1860 (Caudill, 1997, pp.xii-xv; Darlington, 1959a, p.65), and that 

evolution was proved true over a century ago by Darwin and since then the evidence has increasingly confirmed 

Darwin's theory (Denton, 1985, p.76).

Evolutionist accounts of the origin of life are mythological (Bernal, 1967, pp.34-35; Eiseley, 1946 p.199), for 

example, the myth of the primeval soup (Croft, 1988, p.43). Darwinian evolution's metaphorical associations such 

as "survival of the fittest," "competition," "selfish genes," etc, arose from and resonates with cultural myths 

(Goodwin, 1994, pp.xii, 18).

Evolutionary biology contains some of the most mythic of scientific notions (Eldredge & Tattersall, 1982, p.2). 

For example that evolution is a simple, understood, and explained phenomenon (Grasse, 1977, p.8; Dobzhansky, 

1975). That the Darwinian theory of evolution is confirmed by the fossil record (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, 

p.163). Or that evolution is a process of constant change (Eldredge, 1982, p.3), which myth Darwinists still 

continue to perpetuate (Eldredge, 1996, p.105). Paleontologists promoted the myth of gradual adaptive 

transformation despite evidence to the contrary (Eldredge, 1996, p.63) Evolutionist stories about human 

evolution are often mythical (Eldredge & Tattersall, 1982, p.1; Fawcett, 1970, p.277).

Evolutionary writings contain mythological themes, including mankind's rise from savagery (Desmond, 1994, 

p.591) to future ruler of the cosmos (Fawcett, 1970, p.276).); the fall and redemption of humanity (Goodwin, 

1995, pp.30-31). Evolutionists' "Inherit the Wind" fictional portrayal of the 1925 Scopes trial is a "liberation 

myth" (Johnson 1996b).

Darwinism has propagated a number of myths which helped its success, for example, the myth of Darwin's purely 

intellectual triumph, and of Bishop Wilberforce's defeat by T.H. Huxley's at Oxford in 1860 (Caudill, 1997, 

pp.xiii-xv; 1-2ff). Another myth is that opposition to Darwin's theory was religious rather than scientific (Denton, 

1985, p.100). Yet another, created by Darwin himself and perpetuated by evolutionists ever since is that Darwin's 

theory owed little to his predecessors, a "myth-making ... to keep this man and his discovery inviolate-a unique 

act of genius without precedent and without precursive steps." (Eiseley, 1979, pp.73-74).

Evolution itself has acquired mythological status as unquestioned dogma in its community of believers (Denton, 

1985, pp.76-77). This myth of evolution's overriding supremacy has created an illusion that the theory of 

evolution was proved by Darwin and all subsequent biological research has only provided increasing evidence for 

it, when nothing could be further from the truth (Denton, 1985, p.77).

The longing for contact with, visitation by (Eiseley, 1946, pp.150-151), fear of (Drake & Sobel, 1991, p.xv), and 

even our creation by, superior extraterrestrial beings is part of modern man's secular, evolutionary mythology.

Some evolutionists, to their credit, admit that evolution is their creation myth (Kauffman, 1995, p.112; Denton, 

1998, p.xviii). For example, leading Harvard evolutionary biologist E.O. Wilson, concluding what was then "The 

most sophisticated of modern American textbooks for introductory biology" (Gould, 1980b, p.156), asked "How 

much of this can be believed?" and answered, "Every generation needs its own creation myths, and these are 

ours" (Wilson, et al., 1973, p.624). Wilson later admitted that "scientific materialism," the philosophy 

underpinning evolution "presents the human mind with an alternative mythology," with "Its narrative form ... the 

epic, the evolution of the universe from the big bang" (Wilson, 1978, pp.184,198; Midgley, 1985, p.176).

Yet there is nothing in the Hindu mythology and cosmology more incredible than evolution (Hodge, 1892, 

p.II:20; Jacob, 1997, p.23§). [top] 



1.
The Galileo myth 



2.
The Flat Earth myth 



3.
The Darwin myth 



4.
The Darwin finches myth 



5.
The Origin of Species myth 



6.
The Huxley-Wilberforce myth 

Evolutionists continue to repeat the myth that "Thomas Huxley ... trounced [the] ... Bishop of Oxford, Sam Wilberforce, 

in the great evolution debates of the 19th century (McKie R., 2004a). [top]



7.
The Scopes Trial myth 


4.
Evolution has its own religious philosophies



1.
Epicureanism

The ancient Greek philosopher, Epicurus (c.341-270 BC), in order to argue against the argument from design to the 

existence of God, claimed "there are infinite worlds, both like and unlike this world of ours ... we must believe 

that in all worlds there are living creatures and plants and other things we see in this world" (Darling, 2001, p.93). 

Modern evolutionists, like Sagan and Darling employ Epicurean arguments for the same purpose, even citing 

Epicurus as their authority (Sagan C., 1994, p.18; Darling, 2001, p.93; Wilford, 1999). Indeed, "the Epicurean 

idea of an infinite universe of matter and space, indifferent to human hopes and concerns but whose workings can 

be understood, is the predominant scientific idea with which we now live" (Gaskin, 1995, p.ix). Epicureanism is, 

in short, the foundation of the "modern scientific worldview" (Dembski, 2002b, p.11; Wiker, 2002, p.20).

Epicurus was an atomist (Osborn, 1894, p.58; Russell, 1961, p.83; Sagan, 1994, p.18; Wilcox, 1994b, p.170; 

Rusch, 1959, p.9), and hence a mechanist (Mayr, 1982, p.51; Dembski, 2002b, p.11) and a materialist, holding 

that matter alone exists (Mautner, 2000, pp.341-342). However, Epicurus advocated a practical atheism, not 

denying that "the gods exist" but that they "do not do anything that has a bearing on human affairs" (Mautner, 

2000, p.48).

Epicurus' avowed aim was to avoid the "disturbance" of the gods intervening in nature and being called to 

account to Him in an afterlife (Dembski, 2002b, p.10; Wiker, 2002, pp.32-33). For Epicurus, "the *whole point* 

of natural science ... was not primarily truth-seeking, but therapeutic" (Wiker, 2002, p.33). To advance his goal of 

freedom from disturbance by the gods, Epicurus embraced the materialist worldview of the atomist Greek 

philosopher Democritus (c.460-370 BC), who held that reality in its entirety was just indestructible, eternal atoms 

and the void (Wiker, 2002, pp.33,54). To avoid the charge of atheism, Epicurus did not deny the gods existed, 

but held they were also part of the universe and made of atoms (Wiker, 2002, p.43).

Epicurus' next move was to assume that the universe was eternal and infinite (Dennett, 1995, pp.32, 178; 

Dembski, 1999a, p.289). Therefore, the number of atoms which made up such a limitless universe is also infinite, 

and therefore the random motion of those atoms must have produced a plurality of worlds (Wiker, 2002; Glynn, 

1997, p.44). Epicurus' disciple, the Roman poet-philosopher Lucretius (95-55 BC), declared in his On the 

Nature of the Universe, that "the purposeless congregation and coalescence of atoms" brought about all 

living things in our world-plants, people, and everything in between-then certainly `in other regions there are 

other earths and various tribes of men and breeds of beasts.'" (Wiker, 2002 ). Of course in Epicurus' day there 

was "no empirical evidence that there actually was a plurality of worlds, the belief in a plurality of worlds 

... for Epicurus or the modern materialist ... serves to release adherents of materialism from the disturbing thought 

that a divine Intelligence is behind it all." (Wiker, 2002, p.42). In this Epicurus' aim was to try to make God 

superfluous (Wiker, 2002, p.41), having nothing to do (Wiker, 2002, p.44) which is also the aim of modern 

epicureans like Sagan and Hawking (Sagan, 1991, pp.x-xi; Hawking, 1988, pp.10-12; Wiker, 2002, p.3).

While Epicurus himself originated no new evolutionary ideas, but adopted those of Empedocles and Democritus, 

his contribution to evolution was laying evolution's metaphysical foundations of materialism and anti-

supernaturalism (Osborn, 1894, p.59), and his influence on the evolutionary arguments of Lucretius (Osborn, 

1894, p.62). [top]



2.
Gnosticism

Gnosticism was "a family of sects which flourished from the second to the fourth centuries AD, combining 

elements of Christianity with" pagan "creation myths" of Genesis and of Plato's Timaeus. Gnosticism was dualist, 

distinguishing the spiritual and good world from the evil and material world. Matter was the creation of a wicked 

demiurge. But a spiritual saviour had come to offer redeeming gnosis, or knowledge, of our true spiritual selves. 

The gnostic would be released from the material world, the non-gnostic doomed to reincarnation. Gnosticism 

initially threatened what survived it as orthodox Christianity, stimulating the latter to define its teaching on the 

nature of authority and revelation. Having been outlawed by the Christian Roman emperors, gnostic teachings 

survived in Syria and Persia and were absorbed into *Manicheism." (E. Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels (New York, 

1979). T.P. [to be continued]

God. The three main Western religions-Christianity, Judaism, and Islamhave all claimed that God is the supreme 

reality. Sometimes their thinkers have said that God is so great that we can not say anything in human words 

about what he is like. All we can say is what he is not-he is not evil. he is not foolish, and so on. This approach 

known as the via negativa was especially prominent in the period AD 500-1,000. But if that is all we could say 

about God, there would be no content to religious doctrines adequate to justify religious practice, such as the 

worship of God. Hence most philosophical theologians have tried to say something about what God is like. in so 

doing, they have generally regarded him as a personal being, bodiless. omnipresent, creator and sustainer of any 

universe there may be, perfectly free, omnipotent, omniscient, perfectly good, and a source of moral obligation; 

who exists eternally and necessarily, and has essentially the divine properties which I have list ed. Many 

philosophers (influenced by Anselm) have seen these properties as deriving from the property of being the 

greatest conceivable being God is the greatest conceivable being and so he has all the great-making properties. 

Within each of the religions, however, and especially within Christianity, there have been somewhat different 

ways of understanding some of the divine properties. God's being omnipresent, present everywhere is his 

knowing what is happening everywhere and being able to act everywhere-directly, in the way in which we act on 

our bodies. To say that God is creator and sustainer of any universe there may be is to say that anything else 

which exists depends for its existence from moment to moment on God's sustaining action. If the physical 

universe had a beginning of existence (as Western religions have usually claimed), God caused that beginning; 

but if not, then God has kept it in being for all past time. God is perfectly free if nothing acts from without to 

cause or even influence how he chooses to act. To say that God is omnipotent would seem literally, to mean that 

he can do whatever he choses to do. But how is 'whatever' to be understood? Can ...

(Pink T., "Gnosticism," in Honderich T., ed., "The Oxford Companion to Philosophy," Oxford University Press: 

Oxford, 1995, p.314) [to be continued]

One manifestation of Gnosticism as a major religious philosophy within evolution is the "religion is private belief 

and science is public knowledge" dichotomy. This separation of God and the world is one aspect of Gnosticism 

(Hunter, 2003, p.119), and these Gnostic ideas are encouraged by evolutionists (Hunter, 2003, p.119). Evolution 

has helped to advance the now prevalent view, particularly in the USA, that matters of faith should not be allowed 

to manifest themselves in public life but be kept strictly private (Hunter, 2003, p.119). God is to be kept separate 

from the world and unable to be objectively verified, so that what we believe about God is strictly subjective-a 

matter of personal opinion (Hunter, 2003, p.119). This is promoted as neutral (Hunter, 2003, p.119). [to be 

continued]

In America this is now firmly entrenched in a doctrine of separation of church and state (Hunter, 2003, p.119). It 

is now interpreted by the courts that the government (which includes everything from the White House to the 

local elementary school) may not support, or even allow, any type of religious activity (Hunter, 2003, p.119). But 

this view is that it is not religiously neutral as claimed, but is in fact Gnostic (Hunter, 2003, p.119). However, its 

advocates are generally so deeply Gnostic that they cannot perceive their own religious position (Hunter, 2003, 

p.119). To them their position seems to be religiously neutral (Hunter, 2003, p.119). But they are 

allowing only for a God who isn't involved in the daily matters of our lives, which is the god of Gnosticism, a god 

who is disjointed from the world (Hunter, 2003, p.119). [to be continued]

Such Gnosticism in science teaching is effectively atheism, because if God is omitted from accounts of origins, 

students will take that absence as implying that God has no place in the picture (Smith, 2000, p.132). This is a 

clear case of marginalizing (Smith, 2000, p.133). Religious claims are not squarely faced for their truth or falsity, 

but are eased out of the picture by classification - theism is religious, while its alternative is not (Smith, 2000, 

p.133). While this is supposed to reflect a national policy of neutrality, it is anything but neutral when the effect is 

to exclude important ideas about God's relationship to the world from public debate and policy (Smith, 2000, 

p.133). [to be continued] [top]


5.
Evolution has its own church [top]


6.
Evolution has its own clergy

Desmond refers to T.H. Huxley as "Evolution's High Priest" (Desmond, 1994). [top]


7.
Evolution can inspire fanaticism in its followers

Evolution can lead its adherents, like leading evolutionist Richard Dawkins, to publicly claim that those who do 

not "believe" in evolution must be "ignorant, stupid or insane ... or wicked..." (Dawkins R., 1989). Another 

leading evolutionist, philosopher Daniel Dennett, publicly advocated that religious parents, even in mainstream 

Christian denominations like "the Baptists," who taught their children that "`Man' is not a product of evolution by 

natural selection," should be put in a "cage" like wild animals to "quarantine" them and their views from their 

own children (Dennett, 1995, pp.516,519; Numbers, 1998, p.13). More recently a pair of evolutionist 

philosophers in a leading peer-reviewed biological philosophical journal have bracketed leading Intelligent 

Design theorist, biochemist Professor Michael Behe, in the same category as "Stalin or Osama bin Laden" 

(Sommers & Rosenberg, 2003). [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 4. HISTORY (1)

1.
Evolution's historical roots

It is probably not generally realised that evolution has historical roots, and ancient ones at that. In fact one of 

the most "serious and well informed" early criticisms of Darwin's "theory that evolution took place by natural 

selection" that "struck Darwin more directly than the outside world was allowed to know," was "that it was not 

new (Darlington, 1959b, p.60). Darwin's contemporary, the poet Matthew Arnold, wrote "I cannot understand 

why you scientific people make such a fuss about Darwin. Why, it's all in Lucretius!"  (Blackmore & Page, 1989, 

p.10), the ancient Roman epicurean poet-philosopher. So while much has since been learned about 

biology, in respect of evolution, as we shall see, Dembski may not be too far wide of the mark in 

his claim that "no significant details have been added since the time of Empedocles and Epicurus" (Dembski, 

2002a). 

2.
Ancients (Greeks & Romans)

Evolution is based on ancient pagan Greek philosophies, with which it forms a continuous whole (Osborn 1894, p.1; 

Dobzhansky, et al., 1977, p.9; Futuyma, 1986, p.2; Klotz, 1972, p.25). Darwin's theory of evolution therefore 

owes more to the Greeks than is generally realised (Osborn, 1894, p.1; Russell, 1991, p.696). While many of these 

ideas were fanciful by today's standards, "if you prune away the fantastic, you are left with the ideas of evolution, 

perhaps even of natural selection-the evolutionary mechanism proposed by Darwin himself some 2,300 years later" 

(Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10)!


1.
Thales (c.624-546 BC)

The ancient Greek philosopher/merchant Thales (c.624-546 BC) was a citizen of the Ionian city Miletus, then the 

richest and most powerful city in the Greek world, located on the coast of Asia Minor (Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, 

p.283; Farrington, 1944, p.36; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.19; Kitto, 1957, p.177; Russell, 1991, p.44; 

Spangenburg & Moser, 1993, p.8). Thales, who may have been an immigrant from Phoenicia (Nordenskiold, 

1928, p.11) may have been the first to bring Babylonian knowledge to the Greek world (Asimov, 1960, p.8).

Thales was the first known philosopher who sought a naturalistic explanations of origins rather than attribute 

them to the gods (Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.664; Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, p.283; Farrington, 1944, p.37; 

Bowden, 1982, p.4; Gallant, 1975, p.52; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.19; Kitto, 1957, p.178; Sagan, 1980, p.177; 

Spangenburg & Moser, 1993, p.8).

Thales was primarily interested in the physical world, but he was not uninterested in biological phenomena (May, 

1982, p.301). He proposed the first naturalistic cosmology in which the cosmos arose from water (Farrington, 

1944, p.37; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.19; Gallant, 1975, p.52; Kitto, 1957, p.178; Blackburn, 1996, p.375; 

Russell, 1991, p.45; Sagan, 1980, p.177; Spangenburg & Moser, 1993, p.8). Thales held that earth floated like a 

disk on a vast sea which surrounded it on all sides (Farrington, 1944, p.37; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.20; 

Gallant, 1975, p.52; Spangenburg & Moser, 1993, p.8). This was reminiscent of the story of the creation in 

Genesis, with its "waters which were under the firmament" and "waters which were above the firmament" 

(Nordenskiold, 1928, pp.10-11; Bowden, 1982, p.4) although it may have been derived from Babylonian or 

Egyptian mythology (McNeill, 1963, p.212; Gallant, 1975, p.52; Kitto, 1957, p.177; Sagan, 1980, p.177).

Thales also theorised that all life arose in and from the water (Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.664; Blackmore & 

Page, 1989, p.10; Moore, 1964, p.10, spontaneously generating from the "moist element" (mud?) (Dose, 1976, 

p.94; Nordenskiold, 1928, p.11; Peters & Gutmann, 1976, p.25; Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10; Vesey & 

Foulkes, 1990), which may have been based on fossils (Glass, et al., 1959, p.6).

In common with other ancient Ionian philosophers, Thales was a hylozoist (Gk. hyle "wood" + 

zoos "alive"), holding that matter is alive, and there is no separate life or soul that is not inherent in 

matter (Farrington, 1944, p.37; Merriam-Webster, 2004; Blackburn., 1996, pp.375,182,275; Jeeves, 1969, p.11). 

This "panpsychism" was a form of pantheistic materialism revived in the 19th century by Darwin's German 

disciple Haeckel (Oldroyd, 1988, p.274; Haeckel, 1929, p.236).

Thales is credited by evolutionists as being the founder of materialist philosophy (Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.19; 

Kitto, 1957, p.178), and therefore the founder of modern materialism-naturalistic science (Asimov, 1960, p.8; 

Farrington, 1944, p.37; Gallant, 1975, p.52; Dose, 1976, p.94; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.19; Hummel, 1986, 

p.24), and therefore of materialistic-naturalistic evolution (Gallant, 1975, p.52). While Thales may not himself 

have proposed a theory of evolution, "evolution," in the sense of "a natural explanation of the origin of the higher 

forms of life ... developed from the teachings of Thales" (Osborn, 1894, p.6). 


2.
Anaximander (c.611-546 BC)

Anaximander (c.611-546 BC) was a student of Thales (Gallant, 1975, p.52; Hall & Boas-Hall, 1964, p.20; Mayr, 

1982, p.301; Peters & Gutmann, 1976, p.25; Spangenburg. & Moser, 1993, p.8). Anaximander believed in 

evolution, both cosmological and biological (Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10). Anaximander proposed "a 

complete theory of evolution," in which life arose out of a primordial mud, producing animals, plants and then 

human beings (Nordenskiold, 1928, p.12; Pitman, 1984, p.14). Living creatures arose from the 'moist element' as 

it was evaporated by the sun (Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10; Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.664). Mankind, like 

every other animal, was descended from fishes (Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10).This may have been as a result 

of finding fossils (Glass, et al., 1959, p.7). Anaximander theorised that humans were originally formed as fishes, 

lived in the water, and then cast off their fish-skin, then went up and lived on dry land (Bowden, 1982, p.5; 

Nordenskiold, 1928, p.12; Gallant, 1975, p.53; Russell, 1946, p.48; Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10; Ball, 1999, 

p.207; Farrington, 1944, p.38; Klotz, 1972, p.25; Pitman, 1984, p.14; Spangenburg. & Moser, 1993, p.9; Rusch, 

1959, p.6). [top]  


3.
Empedocles (c.495-435 BC)

Empedocles (c.495-435 BC), another ancient Greek philosopher and poet, proposed a theory of abiogenesis, or 

spontaneous generation, as the explanation of the origin of life (Osborn, 1894, p.37). Empedocles also theorised 

that plants originated first, and animals later (Klotz, 1972, p.25). Empedocles' teaching contained the germ of the 

theory of the survival of the fittest, or natural selection" and so was "the father of the Evolution idea" (Osborn, 

1894, pp.39-40; Ross, 1949, p.78; Russell, 1991, p.72; Farrington, 1944, pp.60-61; Davidheiser, 1969, p.39; 

Rusch, 1959, pp.7,9; Mayr, 1982, p.302; Shapiro, 1986, p.149). Empedocles was thus the first to show the 

7possibility of the origin of the various forms of life through chance rather than design (Osborn, 1894, p.40; Ross, 

1949, p.78; Davidheiser, 1969, p.40; Rusch, 1959, p.7). Indeed, "if you prune away the fantastic, you are left 

with the ideas of evolution, perhaps even of natural selection-the evolutionary mechanism proposed by Darwin 

himself some 2,300 years later" (Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10; Davidheiser, 1969, p.40; Peters & Gutmann, 

1976, p.26)! Dembski argues that, "in the case of Darwinism, no significant details have been added since the 

time of ... Empedocles ..." (Dembski, 2002a). Interestingly, Darwin in his Origin of Species says of an 

argument in Aristotle's Physics about teeth that, "Wheresoever, therefore, all things together (that is all 

the parts of one whole) happened like as if they were made for the sake of something, these were preserved, 

having been appropriately constituted by an internal spontaneity-and whatsoever things were not thus constituted, 

perished, and still perish," that "We here see the principle of natural selection shadowed forth" (Darwin, 1872, 

p.7). But Aristotle was actually stating Empedocles' argument in order to critique it (Wiker, 2002, p.60)! [top]  


4.
Aristotle (384-322 BC)

Aristotle (384-322 BC) "Nevertheless, Aristotle's theory implies an absolute advance in the sphere of 

biology. Here we find enunciated for the first time a really complete theory of evolution." (Nordenskiold, 

1928, p.37). "Aristotle ... created the science of Natural History" (Osborn, 1924, p.43). He "was the first to 

conceive of a genetic series ... a single chain of evolution from the polyps to man" (Osborn, 1924, p.44). 

Aristotle thus laid "the very foundation-stones of the Evolution idea" (Osborn, 1924, p.47), putting "his facts 

together into an Evolution system" of "a complete gradation in Nature, a progressive development ... by ... 

gradual transitions from the most imperfect to the most perfect" where "the lowest stage ... the inorganic ... 

passes into the organic by direct metamorphosis, matter being transformed into life" (Osborn, 1894, p.48). 

What "is of the greatest interest today" is that "where he undertakes to refute Empedocles", "Aristotle clearly 

states and rejects a theory of the origin of adaptive structures in animals altogether similar to that of Darwin" 

(Osborn, 1924, p.32). Passages in his writings show that "Aristotle had substantially the modern conception 

of the Evolution of life, from a primordial, soft mass of living matter to the most perfect forms" (Osborn, 

1894, p.57). If he had accepted Empedocles' "hypothesis of the Survival of the Fittest," Aristotle "would 

have been the literal prophet of Darwinism." (Osborn, 1894, p.57). [to be continued] [top]  


5.
Lucretius (c.95-54 BC)

"I cannot understand why you scientific people make such a fuss about Darwin. Why, it's all in Lucretius!", wrote 

Darwin's contemporary, the poet Matthew Arnold in 1871 (Blackmore & Page, 1989, p.10). Titus Lucretius 

Carus (c.95-54 BC) was a Roman poet, whose only surviving work is a major philosophical poem De Rerum 

Natura, "On the Nature of Things," which was an exposition of the materialistic philosophy of Epicurus" in 

Latin (Mautner, 2000, p.328; Gaskin, 1995, p.vii; Blackburn, 1996, pp.226-227; Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, p.177). 

"Lucretius ... revived the teachings of Empedocles, of Democritus, and especially of Epicurus" which "He 

connected with ... many observations of his own. The fact that he was an original observer of Nature must be 

inferred from his considerable knowledge of animals and plants." (Osborn, 1894, p.60). As "a faithful exposition 

of Epicureanism, Lucretius' work is a ... quest for natural explanations of the world and a rejection of religious 

fears" (Gaskin, 1995, p.vii). "Various natural phenomena are explained by their natural causes, in opposition to 

explanations of a mythical or superstitious kind" (Mautner, 2000, p.328).

"Darwin" was not "the first to introduce into a biological context the ideas either of natural selection or of a 

struggle for existence. Both can be found in the Roman poet Lucretius in the first century B.C., in an account of 

how in the beginning our mother earth produced both all the kinds of living things which we now know, and 

many other sorts of ill-starred monstrosity. ... Lucretius, too, was a disciple, clothing in Latin verse ideas which 

he had himself learnt from the fourth-century Greek Epicurus, who was here in his turn drawing on such fifth-

century sources as Empedocles of Acragas (Kirk and Raven, ["The Pre-Socratic Philosophers," CUP: Cambridge, 

1957], pp. 336-40)" (Flew, 1984, pp.12-13).

The fact is that "Modern evolutionary theory is not modern-we find it full-blown in the first century B.C. in the 

Roman Epicurean poet-philosopher Lucretius" (Wiker, 2002, p.25). "Lucretius briefly announces the magnificent 

doctrine first proposed by Empedocles, that all the adaptations to be found in the Universe, and especially in 

organic life, are merely special cases of the infinite possibilities of mechanical events." (Osborn, 1894, p.61). 

"Lucretius borrows from Epicurus, and thus probably indirectly from Empedocles, the Survival of the Fittest idea 

that some of these earth-born beings were unable to live, and were replaced by others." (Osborn, 1924, p.62). 

"Lucretius's great Epicurean poem, with its extended evolutionary passage, ensured that evolution would be in the 

air from the 1500s forward. ... I quote ... this amazing passage from Lucretius.


`Many were the portents also that the earth then tried to make, springing up with wondrous appearance 


and frame: the hermaphrodite, between man and woman vet neither, different from both; some without 


feet, others again bereft of hands: some found dumb also without a month, some blind without eyes, 


some bound fast with all their limbs adhering to their bodies, so that they could do nothing and go 


nowhere, could neither avoid mischief nor take what they might need. So with the rest of like monsters 


and portents that she made, it was all in vain; since nature banned their growth, and they could not attain 


the desired flower of age nor find food not. join by the ways of Venus. For we see that living beings 


need many things in conjunction, so that they may be able by procreation to forge out the chain of the 


generations. ..


And many species of animals must have perished at that time, unable by procreation to forge out the 


chain of posterity: for whatever you see feeding on the breath of life, either cunning or courage or at 


least quickness must have guarded and kept that kind from its earliest existence; many again still exist, 


entrusted to our protection, which remain, commended to us because of their usefulness....


But, those to which nature gives no such qualities, so that they could neither live by themselves at their 


own will, nor give us some usefulness for which we might suffer them to feed under our protection and 


be safe, these certainly lay at the mercy of others for prey and profit, being all hampered by their own 


fateful chains, until nature brought that race to destruction. [Lucretius, "De Rerum Natura," Loeb 


Classical Library, Harvard University Press: Cambridge MA, 1975, 5.837.77].

We see in this passage all the fundamentals of Darwin's account: (1) random material variations that bring about 

modifications in the structure between generations; (2) the survival of the fittest of these variations as determined 

by the enhanced abilities of the animals, and by the conditions in which the animals live; and (3) the necessity of 

passing along the beneficial variations by heredity. " (Wiker, 2002, p.219). "Lucretius ... reminds us of Darwin in 

comparing the survival of animals in nature and in domestication, but he was writing nearly two thousand years 

earlier" (Hardy, 1965, p.42). "We go to Darwin for his incomparable collection of facts. ... but to us he speaks no 

more with philosophical authority. We read his scheme of evolution as we would those of Lucretius ..." (Bateson, 

1914). 

Lucretius "held that the soul consists of ... particles" and denied its immortality, "the advantage of this" being 

"that man, at death, has nothing to fear for all time to come." (Vesey & Foulkes, 1990, p.177). Lucretius denied 

creation by God, adopting as his starting point the principle, "Nothing can ever be created by divine power out of 

nothing" (Gallant, 1975, p.57). Like his master Epicurus, Lucretius held that "the number of atoms in the 

Universe. ... must be without limit and concludes that the Universe itself is infinite" (Gallant, 1975, p.61). Also 

like Epicurus, "Lucretius ... in good materialist fashion," held "that the Universe and all in it have no purpose" 

(Gallant, 1975, p.62). Lucretius also held a modern `principle of mediocrity', denying that the Earth was "located 

at the center and man the most `important' of all Earthly creatures," but rather since "our world has been made by 

nature through the ... random and purposeless congregation and coalescence of atoms ... therefore ... there exist 

elsewhere other congeries of matter similar to this one. ... in other regions there are other earths and various tribes 

of men and breeds of beasts" (Gallant, 1975, p.63). "Lucretius, the first popularizer of science ... proposed many 

worlds and many alien life forms, all made of the same kinds of atoms as we" (Sagan, 1994, p.18)..

Lucretius, like, Epicurus, had a "hatred of religion" and an important theme of his poem is a critique of religion 

(Russell, 1991, p.257; Mautner, 2000, p.328). "Lucretius ... had one major goal in life: to rid people's minds of 

the fears spread by superstition and the fear of death" (Gallant, 1975, p.57). "Always the rationalist, Lucretius 

speaks to us in terms that ring of modern thought" (Gallant, 1975, p.58). Lucretius wrote of "Knowledge both of 

what can and what cannot Rise into being, teaching us ... Upon what principle each thing has its powers Limited" 

leading to "Religion been cast down Beneath men's feet, and trampled on in turn" with "Ourselves" being "lifted 

heaven-high" in "victory" (Russell, 1991, p.257). "Epicureans such as Lucretius ... argued that the world, and all 

its forms, was a product of undirected natural processes, a random concourse of adherent `atoms' that was, in part, 

badly designed. Thus, no intelligent source for final cause needed to be postulated. The intrinsic characteristics of 

the atoms themselves would suffice. It all sounds very familiar." (Wilcox, 1994b, p.170). That ancient Epicurean 

materialist philosophy controls modern science is seen in Gallant's claim that "Lucretius had returned to haunt 

those who still made offerings to the gods: `Nature is free and uncontrolled by proud masters and runs the 

universe by herself without the aid of gods.'" (Gallant, 1975, p.64). In what sounds like the attitude of some 

modern evolutionists towards Darwin (e.g. Dawkins, 1989, p.1; Wattenberg, 1996), "Lucretius ... feels towards 

Epicurus as towards a saviour, and applies language of religious intensity to the man whom he regards as the 

destroyer of religion" (Russell, 1991, p.256; Mautner, 2000, p.328). "Lucretius ... appears to have suffered from 

periodic insanity" and "committed suicide" (Russell, 1991, p.256).[top] 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 4. HISTORY (2)

3.
Pre-Darwinians

"Darwin, in later editions of The Origin, listed over thirty predecessors and was still accused of 

lack of generosity" (Burrow, 1985, p.27). Therefore in this overview of evolution's historical roots only 

the major evolutionary figures can be covered here. 


1.
Buffon

Georges Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon (1707-1788), was a French physicist and naturalist from a wealthy and 

noble family (Lovtrup, 1987, p.17; Jurmain, et al., 2004, p.27; Moore, 1964, p.11; Serafini, 1993, p.154). 

In 1739 Buffon was appointed Keeper of the King's Gardens in Paris at the age of 32, which he held for half a 

century; he became a member of the French Academy; was raised to the rank of count and became "renowned as 

the most outstanding zoologist in Europe" (Lovtrup, 1987, p.17; Jurmain, et al., 2004, p.27; 

Nordenskiold, 1928, p.219; Pitman, 1984, p.14).

In 1749 Buffon began what became a 44-volume encyclopedia of natural history, the Histoire naturelle 

that attempted to explain the Earth's origin in completely naturalistic terms (Asimov, 1987, p.140; Mayr, 1982, 

p.180; Nordenskiold, 1928, p.220; Mader, 1990, p.282). In it Buffon "makes mention of the main points we find 

in the Origin of Species ... (1) the tendency of living things to outstrip their food supply; (2) variations we 

find within species; (3) similarity of structure among many living forms; and (4) the need for a longer period of 

time than is allowed for in Ussher's dates" (Rusch, 1959, p.15). In the first volume, the Theory of the 

Earth "Buffon recognized that geological strata represented stages in history" and "suggested that the Earth 

might have been created by the catastrophic collision of a comet with the Sun, and that the Moon was formed 

from the Earth (Asimov, 1987, p.140; Nordenskiold, 1928, p.223; Eiseley, 1958, p.68; Pitman, 1984, p.14). 

Buffon estimated that the Earth had been in existence for 75,000 years and life had begun on Earth about 40,000 

years ago, which contradicted what was then assumed to be "the biblical six-thousand-year age of the world" 

although Buffon himself "felt that the biblical `days' of Creation represented longer periods" (Asimov, 1987, 

p.140; Nordenskiold, 1928, p.223; Serafini, 1993, p.154; Sagan, 1980, p.27; Shapiro, 1986, p.83). Buffon 

"followed this up in 1778 by his Epochs of Nature in which he anticipated the later uniformitarian views 

of Hutton and Lyell" (Pitman, 1984, p.14; Pun, 1982, p.28). And "still sticking to his principle of gradual change 

by observable causes, he attempts to fix the chronological order of the appearance on earth of different species" 

(Farrington, 1966, p.62). But as a clue to these changes he had only the direct effect of the environment to 

suggest" (Farrington, 1966, p.62; Jurmain, et al., 2004, p.27). In "his Natural History of Animals" 

Buffon "spoke of the direct modifying influence of the environment" (Klotz, 1972, p.26; Jurmain, et al., 

2004, p.27; Nordenskiold, 1928, p.224). He also suggested the concept of a struggle for existence" (Klotz, 1972, 

p.26).

Buffon "was probably the first person to study nature in order to create a general theory of evolution" although he 

never fully accepted evolution (Pitman, 1984, p.14; Serafini, 1993, p.154). Buffon was among the first to propose 

"Evolutionary ideas ... in the mid-eighteenth century" (Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.665). He "viewed living 

organisms as being descendants of common ancestors and not the products of independent creation" (Boolootian 

& Stiles, 1981, p.665; Rusch, 1959, p.15). "Buffon ... based his support of an evolutionary theory on the 

observation that terrestrial vertebrates, whether adapted for running, burrowing, swimming, or flying, all share the 

same general body plan" (Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.665). He also was the first to "define... a species as a 

group of organisms that can interbreed" (Boolootian & Stiles, 1981, p.665; Nordenskiold, 1928, p.225). Buffon 

"mentioned that the following factors could influence evolutionary change: direct influences of the environment, 

migration, geographical isolation, overcrowding and the struggle for existence" (Mader, 1990, p.282). "However, 

he presented no supportive data nor did he suggest a general mechanism by which evolution might occur" 

(Mader, 1990, p.282). "In fact, Buffon seemed to vacillate on the matter and in public, he often professed to 

believe in separate creation and the fixity of species" (Mader, 1990, p.282). He at times "rejected the idea that 

one species could give rise to another" (Jurmain, et al., 2004, p.27). "Buffon ... maintained that species 

were separately created, but he supported a limited evolution within species due to climatic and nutritional effects 

on inheritance" (Pun, 1982, pp.28,83). Buffon "also speculated about possible evolution above the species level 

by adopting less rigid criteria for defining a species" (Pun, 1982, p.28). Buffon even "proposed ... that the apes 

were the ... descendents of people" (Sagan, 1980, pp.27-28). "Still the fact remains that he was teaching the 

doctrine of descent with modification and that the popularity of his many books throughout Europe was immense" 

even though Buffon only "admitted that it was conceivable that all creatures descended from one species" 

(Farrington, 1966, p.62; Serafini, 1993, p.154). Buffon "believed neither in the perfection of nature nor in the 

idea that nature had a purpose, as declared by the argument from design (Jurmain, et al., 2004, p.27). 

Buffon eventually got into trouble with the theological faculty of the Sorbonne University for his views and was 

forced to recant them ... publicly" (Asimov, 1987, p.140).

It seems that Darwin, in his theory of pangenesis proposed in his The Variation of Animals and Plants Under 

Domestication (1867), plagiarised Buffon's theory "of organic particles diffusing from the whole body to the 

germ cells" (Darlington, 1959, p.39). When T.H. Huxley pointed out the similarity in a draft manuscript that 

Darwin had sent him in 1865, Darwin admitted he would "have re-published Buffon's views" claiming he "did not 

know of" them and "will get the book" (Darwin, 1898, pp.2:228-229). But Darwin must have read Buffon's 

"book" and been familiar with "Buffon's views" because, apart from including Buffon in his "Historical Sketch" 

in the 1861 third edition of his Origin of Species, also in a letter to Lyell in 1863 Darwin 

wrote, "Plato, Buffon, my grandfather before Lamarck, and others, propounded the obvious views that if 

species were not created separately they must have descended from other species" (Darwin, 1898, pp.2:198-199; 

Lovtrup, 1987, p.184. Emphasis in original). Darwin then in an undated letter to Huxley, presumably written soon 

after, if not that same day, claimed to "have read Buffon" and admitted that, "Whole pages are laughably like 

mine" (Barzun, 1958, p.83; Darlington, 1959, p.39; Himmelfarb, 1959, p.173); Darwin, 1898, pp.2:228-229).

Indeed, "Darwin's theory on Pangenesis was indistinguishable from ideas submitted by Buffon a century before" 

(Lovtrup, 1987, p.17). So while "Darwin adopted his [Buffon's] views," yet he dismissed Buffon in a belated 

"Historical Sketch" in the Origin of Species, with "But as his [Buffon's] opinions fluctuated greatly at 

different periods, and as he does not enter on the causes or means of the transformation of species, I need not here 

enter on details" (Barzun, 1958, p.83; Darwin, 1872, p.7). "Indeed, when Darwin's On the Origin of Species first 

appeared in 1859, he made little mention of predecessors" (Broad & Wade, 1982, p.31). "Later, in an 1861 

"historical sketch" added to the third edition of the Origin, he delineated some of the previous work, but still gave 

few details" (Broad & Wade, 1982, p.31). "Under continued attack, he added to the historical sketch in three 

subsequent editions" (Broad & Wade, 1982, p.31). But "It was still not enough to satisfy all his critics" and "In 

1879, Butler published a book entitled Evolution Old and New in which he accused Darwin of slighting 

the evolutionary speculations of Buffon, Lamarck, and Darwin's own grandfather Erasmus" (Broad & Wade, 

1982, p.31). "Darwin ... scorns Buffon's 'fluctuating opinions' while he himself is fluctuating from one edition to 

another, even from one chapter to another. And fluctuating with an opportunism which he judiciously strives to 

conceal" (Darlington, 1959, p.62). [to be continued] [top] 


2.
Lamarck

"Jean Baptiste Pierre Antoine de Monet, Chevalier de Lamarck, (1744-1829), was a French natural historian" 

(Martin & Hine, 2000, p.338). "In 1778 he published a flora of France, and later worked on the classification of 

invertebrates, published in a seven-volume natural history (1815-1822)" (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.338). Lamarck 

coined the word "biology" and was the founder of modern invertebrate zoology (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312). 

"In 1809 he put forward a theory of evolution that has become known as Lamarckism (later rejected in favour of 

Darwinism)" (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.338). Lamarck was one of the first true scientists to give real consideration 

to the evolutionary development of life (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312).

Lamarck is best known for his theory of the inheritance of acquired characters (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312). 

This "Lamarckism" was "one of the earliest superficially plausible theories of inheritance" and was "proposed by 

Lamarck in 1809" (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.338). Lamarckism, was the theory of inheritance of acquired 

characters, which suggests that the structures developed during the lifetime of all organism, through use, are 

passed on as inherited characters to the next generation (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312).

Lamarck suggested that changes in an individual are acquired during its lifetime, chiefly by increased use or 

disuse of organs in response to "a need that continues to make itself felt", and that these changes are inherited by 

its offspring" (Martin & Hine, 2000, pp.338-339). "Thus the long neck and limbs of a giraffe are explained as 

having evolved by the animal stretching its neck to browse on the foliage of trees" (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.339). 

"Evolutionary change might thus be achieved through the transmission of these acquired characters" (Hale & 

Margham, 1988 p.312). "This so-called inheritance of acquired characteristics has never unquestionably been 

demonstrated to occur and is now generally discredited, (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312), being largely displaced 

by the genetic theories of Mendel and his successors" (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.339). "This theory ... is now 

generally discounted in favour of Darwinism, where favoured characters of use to a particular organism are 

maintained by selection, whereas unfavourable characters are selected against (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312). 

"Thus, Lamarck might have claimed that blacksmith's sons were brawny because of their father's profession, 

whereas Darwin would say that the reason the father was a blacksmith was because he was brawny and brawny 

men tend to have brawny offspring (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312).

It is part of evolutionist propaganda that the Russian agronomist T.D. Lysenko (1898-1976) derived his 

disastrous agricultural policies based on environmentally-induced inheritable changes in wheat from Lamarck 

(Dawkins, 1986, p.292; Martin & Hine, 2000, p.339). That "Lysenko attempted unsuccessfully to apply 

Lamarckian theory to the development of crop plants in the USSR in the 1930s (Hale & Margham, 1988 p.312). 

But in fact Lysenko himself claimed he derived them from Darwin (Jukes, 1995, p.554)! As biologist and 

historian Zhores Medvedev, in his biography of Lysenko, pointed out, "Lysenko claimed to be a Darwinist" and 

the charge of his allies in the "purging of Bukharin," a leading Soviet economist and agricultural policy-maker, 

was that Bukharin held "erroneous and anti-Darwinian theories" and "had annihilated instruction of students in 

Darwinism in the Leningrad State University," and had "fought Darwinism" (Jukes, 1995, p.554; Medvedev, 

1969). "Lysenko wrote a polemic `Of the distorting mirror and some anti-Darwinians'" and said that "Darwinism 

was part of [his] Marxism," and that "the roots of the work I am doing lie in Darwin" (Jukes, 1995, p.554)

The fact is that Darwin by the final edition of his Origin of Species had modified his theory of natural 

selection to include inherited "use and disuse": "I think there can be no doubt that use in our domestic 

animals has strengthened and enlarged certain parts, and disuse diminished them; and that such modifications 

are inherited (Darwin, 1872, p.130. Emphasis mine)."On the whole, we may conclude that habit, or use and 

disuse, have, in some cases, played a considerable part in the modification of the constitution and structure ..." 

(Darwin; 1872, p.136); "Mr. Mivart passes over the effects of the increased use and disuse of parts, which I have 

always maintained to be highly important..." (Darwin, 1872, p.201); "Variability is governed by many complex 

laws,-by correlated growth, compensation, the increased use and disuse of parts, and the definite action of the 

surrounding conditions. There is much difficulty in ascertaining how largely our domestic productions have been 

modified; but we may safely infer that the amount has been large, and that modifications can be inherited 

for long periods." (Darwin, 1872, p.443. Emphasis mine); "I have now recapitulated the facts and considerations 

which have thoroughly convinced me that species have been modified, during a long course of descent. This has 

been effected chiefly through the natural selection of numerous successive, slight, favourable variations; aided in 

an important manner by the inherited effects of the use and disuse of parts ... as my conclusions have lately been 

much misrepresented, and it has been stated that I attribute the modification of species exclusively to natural 

selection, I may be permitted to remark that in the first edition of this work, and subsequently, I placed in a most 

conspicuous position-namely, at the close of the Introduction-the following words: `I am convinced that natural 

selection has been the main but not the exclusive means of modification.'" (Darwin, 1872, pp.454-455); "... these 

elaborately constructed forms ... have all been produced by laws acting around us. ... Growth with Reproduction; 

Inheritance which is almost implied by reproduction; Variability from the indirect and direct action of the 

conditions of life, and from use and disuse ..." (Darwin, 1872, pp.462-463).

"Darwin ... chopped and changed his ideas between 1859 and 1872 so much it is now rather difficult to decide 

what is Darwinism and what is Lamarckism. ... Darwin had claimed the theory of Natural Selection as his own 

but this gradually became transformed into a theory of evolution which seemed little more than Lamarckian 

evolution. It became more and more difficult to detect any subtle difference because Darwin persisted in 

ridiculing Erasmus Darwin and Lamarck and disclaiming any influence of these writers on his own work" 

(Dempster, 1996, pp.94-95). "Darwin damned Lamarck and also his grandfather for being very ill-dressed 

fellows at the same moment that he was engaged on stealing their clothes. He ridicules Lamarck's speculations 

and caps them with his own. ... The strongest expressions of natural selection are those Darwin chose to publish 

with Wallace's paper. The strongest appreciation of Lamarck is the one he chose not to publish at all." 

(Darlington, 1959a, p.62; Hitching, 1982, p.229) [to be continued] [top] 


3.
Erasmus Darwin 

"Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802) is today best known as Charles Darwin's grandfather. However, during his 

life, this freethinking, high-living physician was well known in literary circles for his poetry and other 

writings. More than 50 years before his grandson was to shake the world with his views on natural selection, 

Erasmus Darwin had expressed similar ideas and had even commented on human evolution. From 

letters and other sources, it is known that Charles Darwin had read and was fond of his grandfather's 

writings." (Jurmain, et al., 2004, p.27. Emphasis in original). Darwin, in later editions of The 

Origin, listed over thirty predecessors ... Diderot, Buffon and Maupertuis in the eighteenth century had 

held evolutionary views, as had Darwin's own grandfather, Erasmus Darwin, whose evolutionary ideas were 

expressed partly in verse: `First, forms minute, unseen by spheric glass, Move on the mud, or pierce the 

watery mass. These, as successive generations bloom New powers acquire and larger limbs assume.' The 

Temple of Nature (1802) ... Darwin's predecessors had made some telling points. There were the 

improvements made in some domesticated animal and plant species by artificial selection - of which Darwin 

himself was to see the full significance. There were embryonic changes - the development of tadpole into 

frog and larva into butterfly - and the way in which the embryonic forms of widely diverse species resembled 

each other in their earlier stages. There were vestigial organs - noted by Erasmus Darwin - which seemed 

once to have served a purpose but now served none, suggesting that the modern species might be radically 

different from the ancestral one to which such an organ, or in the case of rudimentary organs, a more 

developed form of it, had been useful. Erasmus had also mentioned the struggle for existence and the 

competition for females which his grandson was to christen 'sexual selection' as among the factors promoting 

evolution. And of course there was the fossil record, indisputable evidence of the extinction of species." 

(Burrow, 1985, pp.2728). 

"Darwin's independence of other people's ideas led him (and his admirers) to think of himself as a man of 

ideas. It led him to copy out the observations from his predecessor's writings while ignoring their theories. 

His own methods nourished his own illusions. He began more and more to grudge praise to those who had in 

fact paved the way for him. ... Darwin damned Lamarck and also his grandfather for being very ill-dressed 

fellows at the same moment that he was engaged on stealing their clothes. ... In his attitude to his grandfather, 

it has been said, there is perhaps a personal problem. It would not greatly concern us if it had not led to the 

strangest episode in his personal story. As we have seen he learnt about evolution from his grandfather's 

writings. As a youth he may have had some misgivings about his grandfather's irreligious views and un-

Victorian conduct. ... It led him, however, to give an opinion about his grandfather which has now deceived 

three generations. And it was not made good by his mild account of the private life of his grandfather which 

he used as an 'introduction' to the mild account of his scientific life by a German admirer. For the one point 

that we are all interested in about the two men is what the grandson owed to the grandfather and that is the 

one point that the grandson does not choose to enlarge upon. Whatever the cause of Darwin's ambiguity on 

the subject of his grandfather, historically and strategically it was of great effect. For the suppression of 

Erasmus Darwin by his family ran parallel to the suppression of Lawrence by the government and the 

suppression of Chambers by the academic world. They ran parallel and their actions were supplementary. 

The total effect so far as Charles Darwin was concerned seems to have been as complete and thorough as the 

suppression of ideas by any professedly absolute government." (Darlington, 1959a, pp.62-63) [to be continued] 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 4. HISTORY (3)

4.
Darwin


1.
Darwin


2.
Darwin's theory



1.
Primary objective religious, not scientific

"From his notebooks and his correspondence, and less distinctly in his publications, it appears that Darwin's 

primary goal was to oppose Creationism" (Lovtrup, 1987, p.402). In fact Darwin later admitted that his 

primary objective in his Origin of Species, was religious (i.e. anti-creation), and his 

secondary objective was scientific: "I had two distinct objects in view; firstly, to shew that 

species had not been separately created, and secondly, that natural selection had been the chief agent of 

change" (Darwin, 1871, p.92. My emphasis).

"Charles Darwin's hostile preoccupation with the belief that God had separately and individually created each of 

the animal and plant species in the world is one of the most intriguing but neglected features of the Origin of 

Species. Historians have disagreed about what to make of it. ... Some have accused Darwin of setting up a straw 

man in order to improve the appearance of his own case. Lastly, there are those who believe, correctly I think, 

that Darwin's rejection of special creation was part of the transformation of biology into a positive science, one 

committed to thoroughly naturalistic explanations based on material causes and the uniformity of the laws of 

nature ... Darwin, then, was not engaged in anachronistic shadowboxing, but had selected his target well and 

knew exactly what he was doing. His attack on special creation was a response to the crisis and an attempt to 

resolve it by helping to promote the restructuring of biology along positivist lines. The critique of special creation 

in the Origin was systematically organized to that end." (Gillespie, 1979, pp.19-20)

For example, in "Darwin's discussion of the apparently erratic egg-laying habits of American 'ostriches' 

(rheas) and cowbirds (Molothrus bonariensis) ... He is trying to show a gradation in parasitism from the rheas 

at one end, through to the cowbirds, right up to the well-honed parasitic instincts of the European cuckoo 

(Peckham 1959, pp. 390-6). This is a standard Darwinian procedure; such gradations provide models for 

how natural selection could have acted. But it is the 'imperfection' displayed along this gradation that most 

interests Darwin, for this suggests that deliberate design has not been at work. The cowbirds' habits are 'far 

from perfect' he says (Peckham 1959, p. 395). They lay their eggs in foster nests in such large numbers that 

most must be lost; they waste eggs by dropping them on the bare ground; and they sometimes start to build 

very inadequate nests, which they don't complete or use. Such imperfection, Darwin says delightedly, is 

enough to turn even a creationist into an evolutionist ... Rather than trying to show how natural selection 

compensates for the damages, Darwin triumphantly writes them off as imperfection unworthy of a designer. 

... he is more interested in evidence of imperfection than in explaining how natural selection could allow the 

rhea to develop such profligate reproductive habits." (Cronin, 1991, p.68).

But ironically, "Darwinism needed ... to account for variation adaptively, and finding too many imperfect 

adaptations could come perilously close to scoring an own goal. After all, to lose one egg may be regarded as 

a misfortune; to lose many looks like carelessness, more carelessness than natural selection would tolerate" 

(Cronin, 1991, p.69). And this "scoring an own goal" (i.e. kicking a goal for the opposing side) is a 

problem for Darwinism's argument for "imperfection unworthy of a designer". While this may indeed have 

scored goals against an over-enthusiastic 18-19th century natural theology, the Bible itself makes no claim 

for perfect design. Indeed, the Bible notes that there is imperfect design, ironically in the case of the 

ostrich: Job 39:13-17, "The wings of the ostrich flap joyfully, but they cannot compare with the pinions and 

feathers of the stork. She lays her eggs on the ground and lets them warm in the sand, unmindful that a foot 

may crush them, that some wild animal may trample them. She treats her young harshly, as if they were not 

hers; she cares not that her labor was in vain, for God did not endow her with wisdom or give her a share of 

good sense" (Hunter, 2001, p.93). The Bible locates the design more at ecosystem level, (e.g. Ps 

104:24-28), than in the individual organism, where a disadvantage in one area may be compensated for by an 

advantage in another. For example, continuing in Job 39:18, "Yet when she [the ostrich] spreads her feathers 

to run, she laughs at horse and rider".

And indeed, in the case of "the well-honed parasitic instincts of the European cuckoo", if "such gradations 

provide models for how natural selection could have acted," and there is "'imperfection' displayed along this 

gradation," thwn this is evidence that natural selection, which Darwin claimed "is daily and hourly scrutinising, 

throughout the world, the slightest variations; rejecting those that are bad, preserving and adding 

up all that are good; silently and insensibly working, whenever and wherever opportunity offers, at the 

improvement of each organic being in relation to its organic and inorganic conditions of life" (Darwin, 1872, 

p.84. My emphasis), is correspondingly weaker. If it is an argument against perfect design (which the Bible does not 

even claim), that "When the eggs that cuckoos lay in the nests of other birds hatch, the cuckoo chick proceeds to 

push the eggs of its foster parents out of the nest" (Hull, 1991, p.486), then one might ask, why, if natural 

selection is supposed to be "a shaping agent at least as powerful as a deity," which it needs to be "to explain the 

sort of complex multidimensional adaptation ... the 'Paley's watch', or 'Organs of extreme Perfection and complication', 

kind of adaptation" (Dawkins, 1982a, p.108), and feeding another bird's chicks, at the expense of one's 

own, is such an obvious Darwinian disadvantage to the host species, that only one species of bird, "the 

superb fairy-wren" has "evolved the ability to recognize the cuckoo chick for what it is" (Yoon, 2003; 

Derbyshire, 2003)? [top]



2.
Natural selection




1.
Natural selection's power read into nature

Darwin also later let slip that natural selection was something that he gave "power" to: "if I have 

erred in giving to natural selection great power ... or in having exaggerated its power, which is in itself 

probable" (Darwin, 1871, p.92). That is, the power of natural selection is something Darwin read 

into nature, not something that Darwin read out nature! [top] 



3.
Speciation




1.
Darwin never explained the origin of species by natural selection 

Darwin "formulated a variety of other ingenious and plausible speculations on how and why the relentless 

culling of natural selection would actually create species boundaries, *but they remain speculations to this 

day*. ... Controversy about the mechanisms and principles of speciation still persists, so in one sense *neither 

Darwin nor any subsequent Darwinian has explained the origin of species*. As the geneticist Steve Jones 

(1993) has remarked, had Darwin published his masterpiece under its existing title today, `he would have 

been in trouble with the Trades Description Act because if there is one thing which Origin of Species is not 

about, it is the origin of species.'" (Dennett, 1995, p.44; Jones, 1993. My emphasis). [to be continued] [top]




2.
Sympatric speciation

"Darwin proposed ... that competition between closely related forms would be a driving force in speciation," 

that "speciation got under way within a population ... in a form of sympatric speciation" (Dennett, 1995, 

p.296). That is, "reproductive isolation without prior geographic isolation" (Mader 1990, p.325); where "new 

species arise within the range of parent populations" (Campbell, 1999, p.452). Darwin's ... "notion of 

sympatric continuity" was "the purest form of Darwinian gradualism" (Gould, 1980a, p.122). "As far as 

speciation is concerned ... Darwin was somewhat confused ... Although supporting geographic speciation on 

islands, Darwin believed in a widespread occurrence of sympatric speciation on continents" (Mayr, 1988, 

p.192; Mayr, 1991, p.163).

Even though the term "sympatric speciation" did not exist in Darwin's day, Darwin repeatedly emphasised 

that, under his theory of The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection, the "Struggle for life [would 

be] most severe between individuals and varieties of the some species" (Darwin, 1872, p.66); "But the 

struggle will almost invariably be most severe between the individuals of the same species, for they frequent 

the same districts, require the same food, and are exposed to the same dangers." (Darwin, 1872, p.77). "As 

the species of the same genus usually have, though by no means invariably, much similarity in habits and 

constitution, and always in structure, the struggle will generally be more severe between them, if they come 

into competition with each other, than between the species of distinct genera" (Darwin, 1872, p.78); "As in 

each fully stocked country natural selection necessarily acts by the selected form having some advantage in 

the struggle for life over other forms, there will be a constant tendency in the improved descendants of any 

one species to supplant and exterminate in each stage of descent their predecessors and their original 

progenitor. For it should be remembered that the competition will generally be most severe between those 

forms which are most nearly related to each other in habits, constitution, and structure. Hence all the 

intermediate forms between the earlier and later states, that is between the less and more improved states of 

the same species as well as the original parent-species itself, will generally tend to become extinct" (Darwin, 

1928, p.113); "As the individuals of the same species come in all respects into the closest competition with 

each other, the struggle will generally be most severe between them; it will be almost equally severe between 

the varieties of the same species, and next in severity between the species of the same genus." (Darwin, 1872, 

p.444). 

That sympatric speciation is the expected mode of speciation by natural selection is seen by the fact that 

"The majority of authors until fairly recently considered sympatric speciation, that is, speciation without 

geographic isolation, to be the prevailing mode of speciation" (Mayr, 1970, p.256). Yet, even though this 

"idea that has been around ... since the time of Darwin, that a new species can arise without geographic 

isolation. This theory of sympatric speciation is controversial, not least because there have been few 

convincing cases" (Salleh, 2004), i.e. in animals. To be sure, there is a form of "sympatric speciation. 

...  by polyploidy-an almost instantaneous process that makes it entirely possible for a parent to belong to one 

species and its offspring to another" which is "common in plants but rare in animals." (Keeton, et al., 

1986, p.894; Solomon, et al., 1993, p.432), but this "mechanism for extremely rapid speciation" in 

which "A single generation is all that is needed to form a new, reproductively isolated species" (Solomon, 

et al., 1993, p.432)  has little, if anything to do with "The Origin of Species by Means of Natural 

Selection" (my emphasis). [to be continued] [top]


3.
Darwin's success

It is nowadays taken for granted that Darwin's success in having his theory accepted was due to its scientific 

merit. But in fact Darwin himself, in his Origin of Species admitted that all the leading 

paleontologists were against his theory because it was not supported by the fossil evidence (Darwin, 1872, p.311, 

318, 443). Indeed, in order to save his theory from falsification, Darwin had to imagine that the fossil 

record was far more imperfect that it appeared to be (Darwin, 1872, p.311, 443). Darwin expected in his Origin 

of Species that "experienced naturalists whose minds are stocked with a multitude of facts", would reject his 

theory (Darwin, 1872, p.456). [top]



1.
Factors in Darwinism's success




1.
Revolt against God

The primary factor in Darwin's success was the revolt against God, that had been taking place since at least the 

Renaissance in the 16th century. Vital Christian faith in the West was steadily declining, despite evangelical 

awakenings in the 18th and early 19th centuries. The established Christian churches had come to be dominated by 

`church politicians' many of whom were probably not Christians themselves. The Church of England controlled 

Oxford and Cambridge Universities, which were effectively theological seminaries for the Anglican ministry, 

with the professorships only available to Anglican clergymen. This was bitterly resented by non-theists like T.H. 

Huxley who had to struggle to survive as a secular scientist while his clergymen scientist colleagues had the 

luxury of a secure, relatively high income from the church. The dominant belief of the age was not Biblical 

Christianity, but a Deism (or Gnosticism), where God was conceived as a far off First Cause who had little of no 

relevance for people's daily lives (except maybe at their funeral!). Most people in the 19th century continued to 

believe in God, not because of Biblical Christian theology, but because of natural theology. As Dawkins 

pointed out, it was difficult to be an "intellectually fulfilled atheist" (or agnostic) before Darwin because it was 

hard to explain non-theistically the evidence of biological design (Dawkins, 1986, p.6). So when Darwin 

provided a non-theistic interpretation of natural theology's Paley's Watchmaker, those people who were not 

sound Biblical Christians had less reason left to continue believing in God. But what Darwin did was not make it 

impossible to believe in God, but he made it easier not to believe in God (Johnson, 1992c), and those who 

wanted Darwin's escape route, took it.  [top]




2.
Darwin's dishonesty

In other fields of science, for example Physics or Chemistry, whether or not its founder was dishonest in promoting and supporting the  theory that founded that 

field is less of a problem, because the theory can be relatively easily tested in a laboratory and the field is not closely with associated with the name of the founder.

However the theory of evolution is possibly unique in this respect in that it cannot be easily (if at all) tested (Birch & Ehrlich, 1967; Patterson, 1978, p.70; Popper, 1978, pp.344-345; Popper, 1982, p.168); and therefore relies more on the personal honesty and objectivity of the founder.

Moreover, the theory of evolution seems also to be unique in being the only scientific theory that is still so strongly identified with its 19th century founder.  There 

has developed a "Darwin industry" (Gould, 1993, p.148)

Darwin is inseparable from the modern theory of evolution "Darwin was irreplaceable ... presenting a consistent, ungodly ... explanation of the living world ... that no other scientist could have achieved" 

"Theorists often claim individuals are unimportant to the progress of science. Great researchers see far because they stand on the shoulders of others. If one slips, another will climb to take his place. So if Darwin had backed away, someone else would have picked up the notion that species evolve as environments eliminate animals that are unsuited to their surroundings, Alfred Russel Wallace being the obvious candidate. .... not much would have changed, it is argued. We would simply speak of Wallacism, not Darwinism. Thanks to Browne we can now see this notion is untenable: Darwin was irreplaceable. ... impoverished Wallace had no connections while Darwin was armed with powerful defenders who took control of key scientific publishing outlets and academic positions and ensured natural selection got the most favourable of receptions ... [Wallace's] decision in 1869 to renounce natural selection and claim that only a 'spirit force or deity' could explain the evolution of human attributes would have been calamitous for the general acceptance of natural selection had Wallace been its prime exponent. By contrast, Darwin never wavered through all his subsequent works, presenting a consistent, ungodly, rational explanation of the living world ... Thanks to Darwin's intellectual rigour, care for his ideas and concern for his own status, his beloved theory gained an acceptance that no other scientist could have achieved so quickly or thoroughly. His success may vex those who still refuse, for religious reasons, to accept natural selection. The rest of us have many reasons to be grateful." (McKie R., "The origin of The Origin of Species." Review of "Charles Darwin: The Power of Place," by Janet Browne, Jonathan Cape, 2002. The Observer, November 10, 2002. http://books.guardian.co.uk/reviews/scienceandnature/0,6121,836872,00.html). [top]

"without Darwin ... the theory of evolution ... wouldn't have been the same" 

"Similarly, without Einstein, there would still have been something like the theory of relativity; without Darwin, something close to the theory of evolution. But they wouldn't have been the same theories. They wouldn't have been formulated in the same way or presented with the same vigor, the same force of persuasion. They wouldn't have had the same influence or the same consequences." (Jacob F., "Of Flies, Mice, and Men," [1997], Weiss G., transl., Harvard University Press: Cambridge MA, 1998, pp.140-141). [top]

"no biologist has been responsible for ... drastic-modifications of the average person's worldview than Charles Darwin" 

"Many biological ideas proposed during the past 150 years stood in stark conflict with what everybody assumed to be true. The acceptance of these ideas required an ideological revolution. And no biologist has been responsible for more-and for more drastic-modifications of the average person's worldview than Charles Darwin. ... Remember that in 1850 virtually all leading scientists and philosophers were Christian men. The world they inhabited had been created by God, and as the natural theologians claimed, He had instituted wise laws that brought about the perfect adaptation of all organisms to one another and to their environment. ... Such was the thinking of Western man prior to the 1859 publication of on the Origin of Species. The basic principles proposed by Darwin would stand in total conflict with these prevailing ideas. First, Darwinism rejects all supernatural phenomena and causations. The theory of evolution by natural selection explains the adaptedness and diversity of the world solely materialistically. It no longer requires God as creator or designer .... Darwin pointed out that creation, as described in the Bible ... was contradicted by almost any aspect of the natural world. Every aspect of the `wonderful design' so admired by the natural theologians could be explained by natural selection. ... Eliminating God from science made room for strictly scientific explanations of all natural phenomena; it gave rise to positivism; it produced a powerful intellectual and spiritual revolution, the effects of which have lasted to this day." (Mayr E., "Darwin's Influence on Modern Thought," September 23, 1999, lecture in Stockholm on receiving the Crafoord Prize from the Royal Swedish Academy of Science, Scientific American, Vol. 283, No. 1, pp.67-71, July 2000, pp.67-69). [top]




3.
Darwin's obsessiveness

Darwin's biographers have noted his obsessiveness. For example Clark refers to the young Darwin's "near-

obsession" with collecting beetles (Clark, 1985, p.8). In the same context, Clark mentions as a "trait of Darwin's 

life" an "all-consuming determination ... that tied him to species work for two decades before The Origin 

emerged" (Clark, 1985, p.8). His wife's biographer comments on Darwin's being "dogged by chronic illness" 

being caused by "a combination of many causes, psychological and physical," including being "driven by a 

powerful, obsessive need to search out the truth" (Healey, 2001, p.170) Hitching notes Darwin's "four-volume 

classification of minuscule barnacles ... known as cirripedia" which "was to occupy him, with almost obsessive 

irrelevance, for eight years" (Hitching, 1982, p.244). Professor of Psychiatry Michael Fitzgerald has proposed 

that Darwin's obsessiveness may have been a form of autism, Asperger's syndrome (BBC, 2004a). While it may be 

argued that obsessiveness is a normal, even necessary part of science, if Darwin's obsessiveness caused him to 

overestimate the relative importance of the natural selection of micromutations, which he later virtually admitted 

(Darwin, 1871, p.92) and helped him to persuade others of his distorted view of reality by his sheer dogged 

persistence, then that is an important consideration in understanding the reasons for the origin and acceptance of 

Darwin's theory.  [top]




4.
Darwin's manipulation of people




5.
Darwin's manipulation of the media




6.
Darwin's manipulation of science




7.
Darwinism's unfalsifiability




8.
Lack of naturalistic alternatives




9.
Bandwagon effect

A major factor in the success of Darwin's theory was the "bandwagon effect." Darwin's theory swept through the 

scientific world so rapidly that it created a `bandwagon effect' and quickly became an orthodoxy (Johnson, 

1993b, p.48). So irresistible was its tide that even prestigious scientists like Harvard's Louis Agassiz, 

became instant has-beens when they failed to join the movement (Johnson, 1993b, pp.48,182; Gould, 1983, p.108). 

Thereafter biologists and paleontologists became so committed to the new way of thinking that the only 

evidence that was sought, and deemed worthy of publication, was that which supported the theory; that 

which didn't was discarded as failures (Johnson, 1993b, pp.48-49). For example, the evidence of gaps in 

the fossil record were explained away as imperfections of the fossil record and stasis was ignored as 

"no data" (Gould & Eldredge, 1977, p.116). As Eldredge confessed, "We paleontologists have said that the 

history of life supports that interpretation [of "gradual adaptive change"], all the while really knowing 

that it does not" (Eldredge, 1985, p.144). [top]




10.
Exclusion of rivals

5.
Darwinism


1.
Huxley


2.
Lyell


3.
Gray


3.
Wallace

6.
Eclipse of Darwinism

It is probably not generally realised that Darwin's theory of variation and natural selection, from the 1890's 

until the 1920s, was in what Julian Huxley called "the eclipse of Darwinism" (Huxley, 1942, p.22ff; Bowler, 

1983, pp.4-5ff; Bowler, 1989, p.246ff; Weiner, 1994, p.67; Livingstone 1987, pp.140-141). [top]


1.
Bateson (1861-1920)

One of the leaders in this "eclipse of Darwinism" was British pioneering geneticist William Bateson (Huxley, 

1942, pp.23-24; Bowler, 1983, pp.185ff; Bowler, 1989, p.256ff), who in fact invented the word "genetics" 

(Gould, 2002, p.398). In his 1914 inaugural presidential address at the British Association for the 

Advancement of Science, held in Melbourne, Australia, Bateson declared, "We go to Darwin for his 

incomparable collection of facts. We would fain emulate his scholarship, his width and his power of 

exposition, but to us he speaks no more with philosophical authority. We read his scheme of evolution as we 

would those of Lucretius or of Lamarck. ... In face of what we now know of the distribution of variability in 

nature, the scope claimed for natural selection in determining the fixity of species must be greatly reduced. ... 

Shorn of these pretensions the doctrine of the survival of favoured races is a truism, helping scarcely at all to 

account for the diversity of species" (Bateson, 1914; Mayr, 1982, p.547; Dawkins, 1986, p.305). [to be 

continued]  [top]

7.
Neo-Darwinism


1.
Scopes trial

We have seen that Darwin achieved his success by being "slippery" and employing "a flexible strategy which 

is not to be reconciled with even average intellectual integrity" (Darlington, 1959a, p.60). So too Darwin's 

modern disciples have carried on their master's tactics of not welcoming "the critics to an academic forum for 

open debate, ... to confront the best critical arguments," but rather "to caricature them as straw men," relying 

"on the dishonorable methods of power politics," by employing "propaganda and legal barriers to prevent 

relevant questions from being asked" and "enforcing rules of reasoning that allow no alternative to the 

official story." (Johnson, 2000, p.141).

For example, in the 1925 Scopes `monkey' trial, even though "Christian fundamentalism" (i.e. Biblical 

literal creationism), was not "technically an issue in the case," since "The Tennessee statute did not 

mandate the teaching of fundamentalism or of any other theory that might explain the origin and 

subsequent diversification of life on earth," and "merely barred the teaching of evolution" (Sisson, 2004, 

p.94). But the evolution side's lawyer, Clarence Darrow, "wished to make fundamentalism the issue," and by 

unscrupulous legal manoeuvring, "William Jennings Bryan agreed to be questioned by Darrow on his personal 

interpretation of the Bible ... only if Darrow agreed to be questioned on the evidence for evolution-and 

the judge agreed that Bryan could question Darrow after Darrow questioned Bryan. ... But after his 

famous examination of Bryan, Darrow unexpectedly changed Scopes' plea to guilty, which closed the 

evidence and made it impossible for Bryan to call Darrow to the stand to question him on evolution. 

Darrow could easily have changed the plea before his examination of Bryan; the fact that Darrow 

changed the plea only after he conducted his examination indicates that his intention all along was to use 

Bryan to challenge Christian fundamentalism and then to escape any challenge to the theory of 

unintelligent evolution. The result was that in the Scopes Monkey Trial, scientists presented their case 

for evolution without any challenge to the merits of their arguments that the data they offered was 

evidence for its truth." (Sisson, 2004, p.94).

The textbook that evolutionists were fighting to have retained in schools to teach evolution, which 

creationists were objecting to, was G.W. Hunter's A Civic Biology (1914), and its companion Hunter's 

Laboratory Problems in Civic Biology (1916), which taught the Social Darwinist "`science' of eugenics" 

that "divided humanity into five races and ranked them in terms of superiority, concluding with `the highest 

type of all, the Caucasians, represented by the civilized white inhabitants of Europe and America'" (Sisson, 

2004, p.94). "A Civic Biology taught schoolchildren that the failure to apply eugenics forced the state 

of New York to bear the cost of `over a hundred feeble-minded, alcoholic, immoral, or criminal persons' and 

resulted in the births of `33 sexually immoral, 24 confirmed drunkards, 3 epileptics, and 143 feeble minded," 

and claimed that "Hundreds of families such as those described above exist today, spreading disease, 

immorality, and crime to all parts of this country... [T]hese families have become parasitic on society'" and 

recommended "that society ... prevent... intermarriage and the possibilities of perpetuating such a low and 

degenerate race.'" (Hunter, 1914, pp.196,262-263; Sisson, 2004, pp.95-96). "The lab book ... asks students to use 

inheritance charts `[t]o determine some means of bettering, physically and mentally, the human race,' so that 

students can answer the concluding question: `Should feeble-minded persons be allowed to marry?' A `Note to 

teachers' says that `[t]he child is at the receptive age and is emotionally open to the serious lessons here 

involved.'" (Hunter, 1916, p.182; Sisson, 2004, p.96). [to be continued] [top]

8.
Post-Darwinism [top]

9.
Anti-Darwinism [top]

[top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 5. SCIENCE

1.
Evolutionists are not open to all the evidence


1.
The problem of equifinality

Evolution, being a largely historical science, is faced with the same "problem of equifinality" as physical geography,

"that different processes can lead to similar end-forms" and "their form may be an inadequate guide to their origin."

(Goudie A., 1989, p.340). Therefore, to help counter this problem of equifinality, "One should not be dogmatic as 

to the origins of ... natural phenomena" and "When conducting one's own ... investigations ... it is necessary to adopt

the principal of multiple working hypotheses, seeking to formulate and test as many explanations as possible" 

(Goudie, 1989, p.340. Emphasis in original). [top]


2.
Evolutionists work with only one hypothesis

Evolutionist geologists Glenister & Witzke claim they are "committed to the principle of multiple working 

hypotheses ... "Rather than running the risk of becoming too attached to a single hypothesis or model" 

(Glenister & Witzke, 1983, p.55, emphasis original; Bird, 1991, p.2:372). They cite "Chamberlin" who "calls for 

the use of multiple working hypotheses rather than letting science fall into the grasp of a "ruling theory" (Wilcox, 

1990, p.1:5; Chamberlin, 1897, 1965). Yet, while conceding that "evolution" is just one of those "hypotheses," 

they exempt it from this "principle of multiple working hypotheses" on the grounds that "evolution" has "been 

tested and supported repeatedly so that their rejection may now be accepted as statistically improbable" 

(Glenister & Witzke, 1983, p.55). Glenister & Witzke then criticise "creationism" for being a "one-hypothesis 

approach to earth history" (Glenister & Witzke, 1983, p.56)!

The late Carl Sagan also included in his "baloney detection kit," a "Darwinian selection among 'multiple working 

hypotheses'" in which "If there's something to be explained, think of all the different ways in which it 

could be explained. Then think of tests by which you might systematically disprove each of the 

alternatives. What survives, the hypothesis that resists disproof in this , has a much better chance of being the 

right answer than if you had simply run with the first idea that caught your fancy," adding that "Retrospective 

studies show that some jurors make up their minds very early- perhaps during opening arguments and then retain 

the evidence that seems to support their initial impressions and reject the contrary evidence," because "The 

method of alternative working hypotheses is not running in their heads" (Sagan, 1996, pp.196-197).

A leading Biology textbook emphasises that, "Multiple hypotheses should be proposed whenever possible. Proposing 

alternative explanations that can answer a question is good science. If we operate with a single hypothesis, especially 

one we favor, we may direct our investigation toward a hunt for evidence in support of this hypothesis" (Campbell, 

et al., 1999, p.14).

Yet, quite clearly evolutionist work with only one basic hypothesis, namely evolution! Evolutionists may 

indeed debate how evolution occurred, but they never debate that evolution occurred (Scott, 2000; 

Gould, 1983, p.14; Gould, 1991, 1992, p.458; Dawkins, 1986, pp.287-288). Indeed, evolutionists, having declared 

evolution to be a fact, state quite openly that there is no need to produce evidence to support it. For example, Savage 

asserted, "We do not need a listing of evidences to demonstrate the fact of evolution any more than we need to demonstrate 

the existence of mountain ranges" (Savage, 1963, p.v), and Mayr flatly states, "That evolution has taken place is so well 

established that ... a detailed presentation of the evidence is no longer needed" (Mayr, 2001, p.xv).

And when alternatives to evolution (e.g. creation or intelligent design) are considered, ever since Darwin 

evolutionists have used the `straw man' tactic of comparing their strongest theory, with the weakest 

alternative (Pearcey, 1998, p.86 ; Geisler & Brooks, 1990, p.101; Gale, 1982, p.139; Gillespie, 1979, p.20; Walton, 

1995, p.176; Johnson, 1997a, p.41). As Johnson observes, "A real science does not employ propaganda and legal barriers 

to prevent relevant questions from being asked, nor does it rely on enforcing rules of reasoning that allow no 

alternative to the official story," but rather it "would welcome the critics to an academic forum for open debate, and 

... would want to confront the best critical arguments rather than to caricature them as straw men" (Johnson, 2000, 

p.141). [top] 

2.
Evolution excludes rivals


1.
Use of demarcation criteria [top]

3.
Fails its own demarcation criteria

"More precisely, the essential characteristics of science are: (1) It is guided by natural law; (2) It has to be 

explanatory by reference to natural law; (3) It is testable against the empirical world; (4) Its conclusions are 

tentative, i.e., are not necessarily the final word; and (5) It is falsifiable. (Ruse and other science witnesses.)" 

(Overton, 1982, p.176; Laudan, 1996, p.351; Meyer, 1994, p.77).


1.
Tentativeness 

"Dr. Michael Ruse, professor of Philosophy at the University of Guelph, in Ontario, Canada, testified 

concerning the nature of science, particularly biology. Ruse defined science as consisting of four essentials. 

First, science must explain events by means of natural law, or `unguided natural regularities.' Also, science 

must be `explanatory,' `testable,' and `tentative.' Ruse said `explanatory' means that science must predict and 

confirm events, so that science is self-generating, it is constantly moving into new areas. To say that science 

must be `testable,' or `falsifiable,' means there must be at least potential for evidence against a scientific 

belief. As an example, Ruse cited the theory of evolution. Evolution is thought to be unidirectional, that is 

evolution is thought to continually lead to more and more complex forms of life. If scientists were to find 

evidence that evolution sometimes proceeded in the direction of less complexity, this aspect of the theory 

would be falsified. The fourth essential of science is that it be `tentative.' This means that a scientist must 

always be willing to modify his understanding of the data." (Geisler , 1982, p.68). "On recross examination, 

Williams asked, `is evolution a fact?' Ruse replied in the affirmative. Williams asked, `How then is it 

tentative?'" (Geisler, 1982, p.72). [top] 


2.
Testability 

Evolutionists have themselves, on rare occasions, conceded that the theory of evolution does not meet their 

own scientific criterion of testability. For example, leading biology professors Birch and Ehrlich candidly 

admitted in Nature, one of the world's most prestigious scientific journals that, the "theory of evolution ... 

cannot be refuted by any possible observations" since "Every conceivable observation can be fitted into it" 

and "No one can think of ways in which to test it," making it "outside of empirical science" and "an 

evolutionary dogma accepted by most of us as part of our training" (Birch & Ehrlich, 1967. Emphasis mine). 

The late Colin Patterson, a senior paleontologist in the British Museum of Natural History, observed of 

modern evolutionary theory, which combines both "Darwinian evolution, by natural selection" and "Non-

Darwinian ... evolution" by "genetic drift", that "When these two theories are combined, as a general explanation of 

evolutionary change, that general theory is no longer testable," because any "failures of selection theory are 

explained by genetic drift" and vice-versa. (Patterson, 1978, p.70).

The late Karl Popper (one of world's leading philosopher of science and originator of the falsifiability 

criterion), noted that "Darwin's own most important contribution to the theory of evolution, his theory of 

natural selection, is difficult to test" in that although in "some tests ... such as the famous phenomenon known 

as `industrial melanism,' we can observe natural selection happening under our very eyes .... Nevertheless, 

really severe tests of the theory of natural selection are hard to come by" (Popper, 1978, p.344). Earlier, in 

1974, Popper had concluded in his book, "Unended Quest: An Intellectual Autobiography," that 

"Darwinism" (that is the modern Neo-Darwinian theory of evolution), "is not a testable scientific theory, but 

a metaphysical research programme" which at best was only a possible framework for testable 

scientific theories" (Popper, 1982, p.168. My emphasis). For this Popper was attacked by Darwinists,

so in 1978 he issued what he called a "recantation" (note the language of religious persecution!) but in which 

he stood by his claim that "the doctrine (note again the religious language) of natural selection is a most 

successful metaphysical research programme" but had "changed [his] mind about the testability and the 

logical status of the theory of natural selection; in that "In its most daring and sweeping form, the theory of 

natural selection" was "not only refutable but actually refuted" (Popper, 1978, pp.344-345). The clear 

implication being that Popper considered "the theory of natural selection" (the cornerstone of the modern 

theory of evolution") was either: 1) testable in "its most daring and sweeping form," but failed that 

test; or 2) untestable in any less "daring and sweeping form," which is the form it is in science today. In 1980 

Popper responded to a further attack by a Darwinist by clarifying that he regarded "the theory of evolution" 

as among the "historical sciences" having "scientific character: their hypotheses can in many cases be 

tested ... by deriving from them testable predictions or retrodictions" (Popper, 1980). But again, it is clear 

that Popper had not really retracted his original 1974 claim, and in fact in the 1982 revised edition of 

the book, his original conclusion that

"Darwinism is not a testable scientific theory, but a metaphysical research programme" remained. 

Commenting on this, leading Darwinist philosopher of science, Michael Ruse acknowledged, "Since making 

this claim, Popper himself has modified his position somewhat; but, disclaimers aside, I suspect that even 

now he does not really believe that Darwinism in its modern form is genuinely falsifiable." (Ruse, 1982, 

p.133). [top] 


3.
Falsifiability



1.
Evolution itself cannot be falsified

Evolution itself cannot be falsified, at least in the minds of committed evolutionists. For example, 

"Darwin's theory of evolution by natural selection provides a framework theory for biologists" (Dunbar, 

1995, p.23). It "encourages them to interpret their observations in a certain kind of way" (Dunbar, 1995, 

p.23). It "suggests particular hypotheses to test" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23). These "subsidiary hypotheses may 

or may not be right, but their disproof is not itself evidence that the framework theory is wrong" (Dunbar, 

1995, p.23). It merely tells us that the framework theory does not produce its effects in 

quite the way we supposed" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23).

"The theory of evolution provides us with a framework theory that allows us to make sense of the scattered fossil 

record" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23). But, as the example of Ramapithecus showed, when "The tree of human evolution 

had to be redrawn ... the theory of evolution itself remained unaffected" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23). "In fact, contrary 

to common popular belief, the theory of evolution cannot be disproved by any evidence from the fossil record" 

(Dunbar, 1995, p.23). The "fossil record can only tell" evolutionists "how evolution occurred and which 

particular pathways it took, not whether or not the theory of evolution is true" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23. Emphasis in 

original).

"In trying to make sense of the fossil record," evolutionists "assume that the theory of evolution is true, relying on 

other scientists to test the validity of the framework theory" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23). This is the "Ask the Professor 

Down the Hall" (Pittman, 1996) assumption, i.e. `I see little evidence for evolution in my area of 

expertise, but if you ask the professor down the hall, I am sure he can provide you with plenty of evidence for 

evolution in his area of expertise'!

Dunbar claims that "Disproof of the theory of evolution can only come through studies of the mechanisms of 

evolution (for example, natural selection), and these can only be done on living species" (Dunbar, 1995, p.23). 

But since the major transitions are in the past, it is difficult to see how any amount of "studies of the 

mechanisms of evolution ... done on living species" could falsify evolution itself. Committed 

evolutionists would just appeal to unknown (and even unknowable) naturalistic mechanisms that, 

according to them, simply must have occurred in the past! Nevertheless, "the mechanisms of evolution" 

and in particular "natural selection", is evolution's Achilles heel.

In fact Dunbar contradicts himself, when he adds that leading philosopher of science, the late Imre "Lakatos made 

an important practical point when he observed that there is no point in rejecting a framework theory just because 

there is evidence against it" (Dunbar, 1995, pp.23-24). "Without a framework theory, we cannot ask questions or 

design experiments" (Dunbar, 1995, p.24). So there is no point in abandoning a framework theory unless we have 

a better one to replace it with" (Dunbar, 1995, p.24). Abandoning a framework theory in the absence of an 

alternative is about as useful as making a series of diary engagements when you don't have a calendar" (Dunbar, 

1995, p.24). It is much better to carry on using the old discredited theory until such time as an alternative 

appears" (Dunbar, 1995, p.24). So the theory of evolution will continue, even as a "discredited theory" unless 

and until evolutionists have "a better one to replace it with." But how could there ever be, to evolutionists, a 

better "framework theory" than "the theory of evolution"? In other words, evolutionists would 

always prefer a false "theory of evolution" to a true "alternative" "framework theory", 

e.g. creation or intelligent design. [top]


4.
Repeatability 

Another of the special pleading demarcation criteria that evolutionists erect to disqualify competitors to 

evolution as even being science, is repeatability. For example, leading evolutionary biologist Douglas Futuyma 

asserts that "An observation is accepted as a scientific `fact' only if it can be repeated by other individuals 

who follow the same methods" (Futuyma, 1982, p.166). Similarly, Stansfield, in a book titled "The Science 

of Evolution," stated that "to have scientific validity the [scientist's] observations must be capable of 

verification by others using the same observational techniques, i.e., they must stand the test of repeatability" 

(Stansfield, 1983, p.8). But as Theodosius Dobzhansky, co-founder of the Neo-Darwinian modern synthesis 

(the modern theory of evolution) conceded, evolution, in the macroevolutionary sense (which is the only 

sense that is disputed), is unrepeatable: "These [macro]evolutionary happenings are unique, 

unrepeatable, and irreversible. ... Experimental evolution deals of necessity with only the simplest 

levels of the evolutionary process, sometimes called microevolution" (Dobzhansky, 1957. My emphasis). 

The paleontologist Kitts cites as "another difficulty"  for evolution that, "The temporal ordering of 

biological events beyond the local section may critically involve paleontological correlation, which 

necessarily presupposes the non-repeatability of organic events in geologic history." (Kitts, 1974. 

My emphasis). So again, on their own criterion by which they seek to eliminate competitors to evolution as 

even being scientific, evolutionists, if they were consistent, would also eliminate evolution (except 

in a trivial micro- sense) as being scientific! [top] 


5.
Predictability

Evolutionists claim that their theory is scientific because it makes testable predictions, such that evolution 

would be falsified if the prediction failed, the prediction is tested and evolution then passes that test. For 

example, Gould, responding to the creationist charge that "evolution generates no predictions, never exposes 

itself to test, and therefore stands as dogma rather than disprovable science" (Gould, 1995, p.409), claimed 

that, "We make and test risky predictions all the time ... every time I collect fossils in Paleozoic rocks (550 to 

225 million years old), I predict that I will not find fossil mammals-for mammals evolved in the subsequent 

Triassic period ... If I find fossil mammals ... in Paleozoic strata, our evolutionary goose is cooked" (Gould, 

1995, p.409). But ReMine points out that "evolution does not predict mammals ever. ... evolutionary 

theory never predicted any particular organisms. Mammals happen to be here, and evolutionists merely 

accommodate that fact. ... evolutionary theory is plastic and can accommodate dramatic changes in our 

knowledge of the fossil sequence" (ReMine, 1993, pp.417-418. Emphasis original). ReMine continues, "For 

example, Eldredge ... uses Peripatus, (a ...wormlike creature that lives in rotting logs ...) as an 

intermediate between two of the major phyla ... the segmented worms and the arthropods" (ReMine, 1993, 

p.418; Eldredge, 1982, p.66). But "Gould ... removes Peripatus from its status as an intermediate." 

(ReMine, 1993, p.418; Gould, 1993, pp.342ff). "Thus evolutionists have dramatically altered their 

conceptions of ancestry to accommodate new evidence from fossil sequence," and "this happens often, 

without anyone even raising an eyebrow. ... contrary to Gould, if mammals were found in Paleozoic strata it 

would not falsify evolution. ... evolutionists would merely change their story" (ReMine, 1993, p.418)

In a joint interview on Australian television, leading evolutionist Richard Dawkins was asked, "... if the earth 

was hit by an asteroid tomorrow and everything but simple microbes were destroyed and we came back in 

another 3 or 4 billion years, would we expect to find Homo sapiens here again?" and Dawkins 

replied, "If you wiped our life and started again .... I tell you what you would get, you would probably get a 

great diversity of living form. You'd probably get plants, animals, you'd probably get parasites, you'd 

probably get predators. ... You might well get flight, you might well get sight." (McKew, 1996, pp.72-73). 

That is, evolution cannot even confidently predict plants,and animals," let alone flight and 

sight!

It was this lack of prediction that led the late Karl Popper, then the world's leading philosopher of science, to 

"come to the conclusion that Darwinism is not a testable scientific theory" (Popper, 1982, p.168). For 

example, "assume that we find life on Mars consisting of exactly three species of bacteria ... Is Darwinism 

refuted? By no means. We shall say that these three species were the only forms among the many mutants 

which were sufficiently well adjusted to survive. And we shall say the same if there is only one species (or 

none). Thus Darwinism does not really predict the evolution of variety. It therefore cannot really explain it" 

(Popper, 1982, p.171). [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 6. ENVIRONMENT (1)

1.
Fitness of the environment for life

Evolution has no adequate explanation of its own prerequisites (Henderson, 1913, pp.274-277; Denton, 1998, p.27). 

"... we are faced with a mystery-a great and profound mystery, and one of immense significance: the mystery 

of the habitability of the cosmos, of the fitness of the environment" (Greenstein, 1988, p.21). [top]


2.
Demise of the `Copernican' mediocrity principle

Evolutionists, following the dictates of Epicurean materialistic philosophy, invented a so-called Copernican 

principle, or principle of mediocrity, that "The Sun is just another star, one of many billions, within one of 

many billions of galaxies. And the Earth, it seems more and more evident, is one among a host of planets far 

outnumbering all the grains of sand on all the beaches of the world." (Darling, 2001, pp.93-94; Davies, 

1995, p.2; Wiker, 2002, p.42; Glynn, 1996; Wiker, 2003). It holds that "Planet Earth does not occupy a 

special position or status in the universe. It is apparently a typical planet around a typical star in a typical 

galaxy. Copernicus determined that the Earth (and mankind) is not at the centre of the universe. ... the shift 

in world view which attended his (literally) revolutionary theory was enormous. Once Earth had been 

demoted from the centre, it was inevitable that subsequent discoveries would confirm the normality of our 

planet. ... the Copernican principle is accepted by most astronomers today. Applied to the question of 

extraterrestrial life, the principle suggests that if there is nothing special about the astronomical, geological, 

physical and chemical circumstances of Earth, then there should be nothing special or unique about its 

biology either" (Davies, 1995, p.16). "Ever since Danish astronomer Nicholas Copernicus plucked it from 

the center of the Universe and put it in orbit around the sun, Earth has been periodically trivialized. We 

have gone from the center of the Universe to a small planet orbiting a small, undistinguished star in an 

unremarkable region of the Milky Way galaxy-a view now formalized by the so-called Principle of 

Mediocrity, which holds that we are not the one planet with life but one of many. Various estimates for the 

number of other intelligent civilizations range from none to 10 trillion" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.xxiii). 

"Copernicus forever destroyed the myth that our Earth lay at the center of the Universe, with the sun and all 

other planets and stars revolving around us; his work eventually led to the concept of a "Plurality of 

Worlds"-the idea that our planet is but one among many. This has now been described as the "Principle of 

Mediocrity," also known as the Copernican Principle" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.280). A major 

revolution in perspective took place in the 16th century, when Nicolaus Copernicus argued that Earth is not 

the center of our solar system, as had been previously assumed. Copernicus correctly realized that Earth is 

just one of a number of planets orbiting the Sun. This apparent reduction in status of Earth and hence 

mankind had profound repercussions at the time. ... After the Copernican revolution, the reduction in our 

status not only continued, but accelerated. Astronomers soon realized that other stars are actually objects 

like our Sun and can, at least in principle, have planetary systems of their own. ... Remarkably, the idea of 

planets outside our solar system remained a purely theoretical concept, without supporting data, for nearly 

four centuries. Only in the last few years, beginning in 1995, has the existence of planets orbiting other stars 

finally been firmly established. ... Our solar system has now been reduced to being but one of perhaps 

billions of solar systems in the galaxy. ... Stepping up to the next larger size scale, we find that our galaxy is 

not the only galaxy in the universe. As cosmologists first realized in the early part of the 20th century, the 

visible universe is teeming with galaxies, each containing billions of stars with the potential of having their 

own planetary systems. Furthermore, just as Copernicus showed that our planet has no special place within 

our solar system, modern cosmology has shown that our galaxy has no special place within the universe. ... 

Each successive demotion of Earth's central status leads to the irrevocable conclusion that our planet has no 

special location within the entire universe. Earth is an ordinary planet orbiting a moderately bright star in an 

unexceptional galaxy located at a random position within the universe. The Copernican time principle 

extends this general idea from the spatial to the temporal domain. just as our planet, and hence mankind, has 

no special location within the universe, our current cosmological epoch has no special place in the vast 

expanses of time. This principle further erodes the remaining vestiges a anthropocentric thought." (Adams 

& Laughlin, 1999, pp.xxxi-xxxiii)

But with the progress of science the tide began to turn against the `Copernican' mediocrity principle, 

ironically at a conference in 1974 to celebrate the 500th anniversary of Copernicus' birth, when young 

Cambridge physicist Brandon Carter spoke on the "Large Number Coincidences and the Anthropic 

Principle in Cosmology" (Witham, 2003, p.41). The actual scientific evidence (as opposed to materialist 

philosophy) has led two scientists, geologist Peter Ward and astronomer Donald Brownlee, to propose a 

contrary "Rare Earth Hypothesis," which "will reverse that decentering trend," that "the Earth, with its 

cargo of advanced animals, is virtually unique in this quadrant of the galaxy-the most diverse planet, say, in 

the nearest 10,000 light-years?" and may be "utterly unique: the only planet with animals in this galaxy or 

even in the visible Universe" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, pp.xxiii-xxiv). Ward & Brownlee cite the evidence 

that "Earth is rare": "Our planet coalesced out of the debris from previous cosmic events at a position within 

a galaxy highly appropriate for the eventual evolution of animal life, around a star also highly appropriate-a 

star rich in metal, a star found in a safe region of a spiral galaxy, a star moving very slowly on its galactic 

pinwheel. Not in the center of the galaxy, not in a metal-poor galaxy, not in a globular cluster, not near an 

active gamma ray source, not in a multiple-star system, not even in a binary, or near a pulsar, or near stars 

too small, too large, or soon to go supernova. We became a planet where global temperatures have allowed 

liquid water to exist for more than 4 billion years-and for that, our planet had to have a nearly circular orbit 

at a distance from a star itself emitting a nearly constant energy output for a long period of time. Our planet 

received a volume of water sufficient to cover most-but not all-of the planetary surface. Asteroids and 

comets hit us but not excessively so, thanks to the presence of giant gas planets such as Jupiter beyond us. 

In the time since animals evolved over 600 million years ago, we have not been punched out, although the 

means of our destruction by catastrophic impact is certainly there. Earth received the right range of building 

materials-and had the correct amount of internal heat-to allow plate tectonics to work on the planet, shaping 

the continents required and keeping global temperatures within a narrow range for several billion years. 

Even as the Sun grew brighter and atmosphere composition changed, the Earth's remarkable thermostatic 

regulating process successfully kept the surface temperature within livable range. Alone among terrestrial 

planets we have a large moon, and this single fact, which sets us apart from Mercury, Venus, and Mars, may 

have been crucial to the rise and continued existence of animal life on Earth" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, 

pp.282-283). They conclude, "The continued marginalization of Earth and its place in the Universe perhaps 

should be reassessed. We are not the center of the Universe, and we never will be. But we are not so 

ordinary as Western science has made us out to be for two millennia" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.283).

The search for extraterrestrial life has forced scientists to consider realistically what other forms of life 

are likely, and increasingly they are coming to the conclusion that since there are only "A finite number of 

solutions exist for any physical problem" and perhaps "the only solutions to the problem of producing an 

organism capable of interstellar communication were in the DNA combinations resulting in bilateral symmetry, 

four limbs, opposable thumbs and brains more proficient than is required for the health and reproduction of the 

species" and therefore "There are good scientific reasons to believe that extraterrestrial life forms might resemble 

human beings" (Steel, 2004). "Since the "Copernican revolution in the 16th century, indicating that the Earth is 

not the centre of the universe, we have been conditioned to reject the anthropocentric viewpoint. ... But 

we shouldn't be afraid of imagining the simplest solution: that ET might be just like us" (Steel, 2004. My 

emphasis). This is not to argue that there are ET's. Indeed, the world's leading evolutionist, Ernst Mayr, 

has argued that "Looking at the SETI [Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence] project from a biologist's point of 

view ... each step leading to the evolution of intelligent life on earth was highly improbable and that the evolution 

of the human species was the result of a sequence of thousands of these highly improbable steps," such that "It is 

a miracle that man ever happened, and it would be an even greater miracle if such a sequence of 

improbabilities had been repeated anywhere else" (Mayr, 1988, p.5. My emphasis). [top] 


2.
Evolutionists' `Goldilocks problem' [top] 


3.
The fitness of the environment [top]  
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 6. ENVIRONMENT (2)

2.
Universe's fitness for life

A leading evolutionist, the late John Maynard Smith, admitted that "The simplest interpretation" for the fact that 

"many substances such as water have precisely those properties required if life is to exist" is "that the Universe 

was designed by a creator who intended that intelligent life should evolve" (Maynard Smith & Szathmary, 1996, 

p.107)! Indeed, "the laws governing our Universe appear to be so finely tuned for our existence" that there are 

only "two possible explanations ... either the Universe was designed specifically for us by a creator or there is a 

multitude of universes" and "only in those universes in which the properties ... are right for life would any life 

arise to notice any fine-tuning" (Chown, 1998). But instead of accepting this simplest explanation on the normal 

scientific principle of Ockham's Razor, according to which science should prefer explanations with the least 

number of assumptions (Tegmark, 2003; Davies, 1983, p.173; Davies, 1994, p.53; Davies, 1995, pp.79-80; 

Koons, 1997; Barber, 1993; Gardner, 2001; Holder, 1993, p.171), creation is just ruled out in advance on the 

grounds that "This interpretation lies outside science" (Maynard Smith & Szathmary, 1996, p.107). In other 

words, evolutionists are less concerned with an explanation being true than that it conforms to their 

personal materialist/naturalist philosophy! [top]


1.
Physics

Evolutionist Richard Dawkins argues for a "Universal Darwinism" in which he claims "that all life, 

everywhere in the universe, would turn out to have evolved by Darwinian means" (Dawkins, 1989b, p.322; 

Dawkins, 1983, p.403; Dawkins, 1996c, p.202ff). But in doing so, Dawkins is relying on the fact that the 

universe must be just right for Darwinian mechanisms to work. As Dawkins himself stated in his 

book "The Blind Watchmaker," the USA edition of which was subtitled "Why the Evidence of Evolution 

Reveals a Universe Without Design," "the only watchmaker in nature is the blind forces of physics, albeit 

deployed in a very special way" (Dawkins, 1986, p.5. My emphasis).

Dawkins is implicitly making the point that the cosmologist John Leslie makes explicitly, that "not just any 

universe would be one in which Darwinian evolution would work," for example, "If a tiny reduction in the 

early cosmic expansion speed would have made everything recollapse within a fraction of a second while a 

tiny increase would quickly have yielded a universe far too dilute for stars to form, then such changes would 

(presumably) have been disastrous to Evolution's prospects" (Leslie, 1989, p.108). Physicist Paul Davies 

notes that "As our understanding of the basic processes of nature advances, so it becomes increasingly clear 

that what we call scientific laws are not just any old laws, but are remarkably special in a number of 

intriguing ways." (Davies, 1994, p.45).

The late Stephen Jay Gould cited approvingly the argument of "Henry Ward Beecher, America's premier 

pulpiteer during Darwin's century," that "Design by wholesale is grander than design by retail" (Gould, 1991, 

p.400). Now whether or not it would be "grander," the point is that "Design by wholesale" would still be 

design! So even if all the other problems of evolution were solved, evolutionists would still have the 

problem of explaining the ultimate "Design by wholesale." As Darwin's contemporary, theologian Robert L. 

Dabney, realised, "if the theory of the evolutionist were all conceded, the argument from designed adaptation 

would not be abolished but only removed one step backward. ... Who planned and adjusted these wondrous 

powers of development?" (Dabney, 1878, p.37; Livingstone, 1987, p.125) [top]


2.
Chemistry


3.
Galaxy (Milky Way)



1.
Special




1.
Among the oldest

Our galaxy, the Milky Way, is no ordinary galaxy, but is in fact special in a number of ways. For 

example, the Milky Way is "an original member of the universe, having been born just about as early on as 

was possible", "The overall universe is about 13.7 billion years old" and the Milky Way's age is about 13.6 

billion years" (Britt, 2004c). [top]




2.
The right shape

"[T]here are three basic types of galaxies in our universe. First, there are spiral galaxies like our own 

Milky Way. These are dominated by a central spherical bulge and a disk with `spiral arms' extending 

outward from the nucleus in a spiral pattern, resembling a celestial pinwheel. Second, there are elliptical 

galaxies, which are sort of egg-shaped. And, third, there are irregular galaxies, which appear 

disorganized and distorted. `... our type of galaxy optimizes habitability, because it provides safe zones,' ... 

But what about other types of galaxies? Might they also provide threat-free neighborhoods for life-populated 

planets? `What about elliptical galaxies?' ... `Elliptical galaxies look amorphous and are sort of egg-shaped, 

with stars having very random orbits, like bees swarming a beehive .... `The problem for life in these galaxies 

is that the stars visit every region, which means they'll occasionally visit the dangerous, dense inner regions, 

where a black hole may be active. In any event, you're less likely to find Earth-like planets in elliptical 

galaxies because most of them lack the heavy elements needed to form them.' This was an important point, 

because I knew that most galaxies fall into the elliptical category. `Most elliptical galaxies are less massive 

and luminous than our galaxy,' ... `Our galaxy is on the top one or two percent of the most massive and 

luminous. The bigger the galaxy, the more heavy elements it can have, because its stronger gravity can attract 

more hydrogen and helium and cycle them to build heavy elements. In the lowmass galaxies, which make up 

the vast majority, you can have whole galaxies without a single Earth-like planet. They just don't have 

enough of the heavy elements to construct Earths. Just like a globular cluster-you can have a whole globular 

cluster with hundreds of thousands of stars, and yet there won't be a single Earth. ... Thousands and 

thousands and thousands of galaxies-but zero Earths, because the heavier elements haven't built up enough 

yet.' ... With elliptical galaxies being unlikely sites for budding civilizations, I turned to the last category of 

galaxy, called irregulars. `What's their potential for life?' I asked. `Like the ellipticals, they also don't provide 

a safe harbor. In fact, they're worse. They're distorted and ripped apart, with supernovae going off throughout 

their volume. There are no safe places where there are fewer supernovae exploding, like we have between 

our spiral arms. ... Sometimes people claim you can be in any part of any galaxy. ... other regions-spiral 

arms, galactic centers, globular clusters, edge of disks-and no matter where it is, it's worse for life." 

(Gonzales & Richards, 2004b, pp.168-171. Emphasis in original) [top]



2.
Galactic Habitable Zone (GHZ)

Astronomers are now coming to recognise that there is a "Galactic Habitable Zone (GHZ)" only within 

which there will be found Earth-like planets (Gonzalez & Richards, 2004a, p.152). To be considered "Earth-

like" a planet would need to have permanent liquid water (Gonzalez & Richards, 2004a, p.152), amongst 

other conditions necessary for the long-term survival of life (Gonzalez & Richards, 2004a, p.152). [to be continued] [top]

3.
Solar System's fitness for life


1.
Unique?


2.
Sun

"life needs a star that can serve as an incubator ... by providing relatively stable temperatures for billions of 

years" (Naeye, 1996, p.39). "But only a small fraction of the Milky Way Galaxy's 200 billion stars fit the bill 

(Naeye, 1996, p.39). "One that fits it perfectly is the Sun (Naeye, 1996, p.39). "This middle-aged star has a 

slightly above-average size and mass, and it produces a steady energy output (Naeye, 1996, p.39). "But the Sun, 

unlike the majority of stars, has no stellar companion (Naeye, 1996, p.39). "Roughly two-thirds of Milky Way 

stars belong to binary or multiple star systems (Naeye, 1996, p.39). "In most multiple star systems, either planets 

won't form, or varying gravitational forces will yank planets into tortured, elongated orbits (Naeye, 1996, p.39). 

"At one point in its orbit a planet will come very close to a star's searing heat, causing liquid water to evaporate 

(Naeye, 1996, p.39). "At other times it will venture far, far away, and water will freeze as temperatures plunge to 

a few degrees above absolute zero. ... life could never evolve on such planets" (Naeye, 1996, p.39). 


3.
Planets

Evidence is mounting that our solar system is unique (Ali, 2004a). Scientists are starting to openly question 

the `Copernican' mediocrity principle: "Ever since Copernicus displaced the Earth from the centre of the 

Universe, astronomers have tended to assume that there is nothing special about our place in the cosmos. But 

apparently our planetary system might not be so normal after all" (Ball, 2004b), and "Earth-like planets may 

be more rare than thought" meaning "We could be alone in the Universe after all" (Ball, 2004b).

Of the "110 ... extrasolar planets" discovered to date, "they are all between about a tenth and ten times as 

massive as Jupiter" and "Most of them are ... much closer to their sun than Jupiter is to ours ... They also tend 

to have more elongated orbits than those of Jupiter and the Earth, both of which orbit the Sun on almost 

circular paths" (Ball, 2004b, Britt, 2004a). When "The core accretion model" is "run on a computer, Neptune 

and Uranus typically don't show up" (Britt, 2004a). Also, "observations reveal that Saturn has a solid core 

but Jupiter does not" (Britt, 2004a).

The smallest extrasolar planet discovered to date is  "a world about 14 times the mass of our own around a 

star much like the Sun" which it is speculated "could be a rocky planet with a thin atmosphere, a sort of 

`super Earth" (Britt, 2004b). "But this is no typical Earth. It completes its tight orbit in less than 10 days, 

compared to the 365 required for our year. Its daytime face would be scorched. ... we can expect it to be 

quite hot, given the proximity to the star.... around 1,160 degrees Fahrenheit" (Britt, 2004b). Even apart from 

this planet's orbit being most unEarth-like, "the surface gravity of a terrestrial planet increases with 

mass ... rapidly ... so that a planet just twice the size of Earth would have about fourteen times its mass and 

3.5 times its surface gravity" (Gonzalez & Richards, 2004a, p.59). "This higher compression would probably 

result in a more differentiated planet" with more "gases like water vapor, methane, and carbon dioxide ... in 

the atmosphere" (Gonzalez & Richards, 2004a, p.59). Also, "there's another problem with larger planets 

impact threats. ... they're bigger targets. ... these planets suffer more frequent, high-speed collisions" 

(Gonzalez. & Richards, 2004a, p.60).  [top] 



1.
Number of Earth-like planets in the Universe

It is easy for evolutionists to claim there are millions, if not billions, of `Earth-like' planets, as long as they 

are vague about the details of how truly Earth-like a planet is. The following is a webbed representation of a 

spreadsheet model I have now developed, as a first stage in identify Earth-like factors, with nominal estimates 

only assigned to them to illustrate how the model will work. I will over time refine this model and then start plugging 

in actual estimates of each factor in order to derive an estimate of how many truly Earth-like planets there are 

in the Universe.

Earth-like factorEstimateTotalReferences and comments Galaxies in universe10^1110^111 followed by 11 zeros Galaxies right size10%10^10 Galaxies right shape10%10^9 Galaxies right age10%10^8 Galaxies no collision, etc 10%10^7  Stars in average galaxy 10^1110^18  Stars in GHZ10%10^17Galactic habitable zone Stars right type10%10^16  Stars right age10%10^15  Stars no collision, supernova, etc 10%10^14  Stars with planets10%10^13 Planets in average solar system 10^110^14  Planets in CHZ10%10^13Circumstellar habitable zone Planets in stable orbit 10%10^12  Planets in circular orbit 10%10^11  Planets no giant(s) in inner orbit 10%10^10  Planet right age10%10^9  Planet right mass10%10^8  Planet right type (e.g. rocky)10%10^7  Planet large moon10%10^6  Planet heavy core10%10^5  Planet right water10%10^4 Planet right atmosphere 10%10^3  Planet right axial tilt 10%10^2  Planet right rotation10%10^1 Planet no life extinguishing event 10%10^0  

Please note that each Earth-like factor is intended to be understood as independent from the others, so there is no 

double- counting. This will be clearer when the actual estimates are assigned. Please also note that although the 

bottom line total is "10^0", which is 1, I am not claiming, on the basis of this model, that there is only one 

Earth-like planet in the Universe, although that may well be the case. Only when all the Earth-like planet factors 

have been identified and estimates from the scientific literature are assigned to them, can the model's bottom-line 

estimate have any validity. But what the model does illustrate is how there can be (say) a hundred billion 

(1011) galaxies in the Universe and (say) an average of a hundred billion (1011) 

stars in each galaxy, making 1022 stars in the Universe, and yet truly Earth-like planets 

could still be so extremely rare (down to non-existent, apart from Earth itself), that the chance that 

another Earth-like planet would be within range of our telescopes would be effectively zero. 

And the above is just considering Earth-like planets themselves, not whether life had originated on them 

(assuming for the sake of argument that life is a purely physical process that inevitably emerges when all the 

conditions are met-which I don't necessarily accept), let alone intelligent life. As the late Dr John O'Keefe 

of NASA, in considering the likelihood of intelligent life on another planet in the Universe, illustrated how, even 

if there were 1022 Earth-like planets in the Universe, if there were 22 separate conditions that all 

needed to be satisfied for life to emerge, and if each condition was met on only one planet in 10, then the chance 

of there being even one Earth-like planet would be 1 in 1022, that is, the likelihood would be that 

there is only one planet in the entire Universe that had intelligent life:


"Is there any room in this vast Universe of intelligent beings for the belief 


that God has chosen our planet to be the sole or even the primary object of 


His concern? The validity of the question depends upon our acceptance of 


the notion that intelligent life is common in the Universe. For my part, I am 


not so sure that intelligent life exists on other planets. The basic argument 


for this view is that each star offers life an opportunity, and there are 10^22 


(ten thousand million million million) stars and planets in the observable 


universe. Even if the chance of life evolving is as small as, say, one in a 


million, still there must be millions upon millions of inhabited planets in 


the Universe. Suppose, however, that twenty-two separate conditions must 


be met for intelligent life: the star must be single, it must produce visible 


and ultraviolet light; its planet must have an atmosphere that transmits light 


but not X rays or extreme ultraviolet; there must be liquid water, there must 


be carbon; the star must live a long time; its output of energy must not vary 


rapidly; the planet must be in a suitable zone of distances from its star, it 


must have land as well as water; it must not suffer excessive and prolonged 


bombardment by meteorites; and so on. These conditions would not be 


satisfied on every planet in the Universe. If each were satisfied on only 1 


planet in 10, which is not an unreasonable estimate, then if the requirement; 


are really separate, the chance of finding a planet with all 22 conditions 


satisfied simultaneously would be one tenth multiplied by itself twenty-two 


times, or 1/10^22. This would mean that only one planet in the Universe is 


likely to bear intelligent life. We know of one-the earth-but it is not certain 


that there are many others, and perhaps there are no others." (O'Keefe J.A., 


"The Theological Impact of the New Cosmology," in Jastrow R., "God and 


the Astronomers," [1978], W.W. Norton: New York NY, Second Edition, 


1992, pp.122-23) 

While the above model is only concerned with the factors that contribute to a truly Earth-like planet,

excluding life itself, even though life is one of the major factors that has made the Earth habitable for complex 

life (e.g. most of the Earth's oxygen has been produced by photosynthesis), this illustrates how by analogous reasoning

there can be a hundred billion galaxies in the Universe each with a hundred billion stars on average and yet there still 

could be only one truly Earth-like planet in that Universe, if the conditions for being Earth-like turn out to be

sufficiently stringent, independent and numerous. Again it is not claimed that there is only one Earth-like 

plenet in the Universe, Earth itself, but that there may be. [top]


2.
Moon

Earth's uniquely large moon, relative to its own size, among the planets, is been a major in stabilising the Earth's 

obliquity (axis tilt) and so preventing of the environment from swinging too far out of line leading to runaway 

"icehouses" or "greenhouses": "Without the moon, however, the earth's obliquity would oscillate, even more than 

that of Mars, leading to far greater climatic instability than we presently experience and endangering the course of 

biological evolution" (Hammond, 1975). "At the same time our existence depends on an unusually large moon since 

its pull stops the Earth wobbling around too much on its axis and causing wild and catastrophic swings in climate like 

those on Mars" (Chown, 1999). And "since the existence of such a relatively large moon appears to be a 

statistically unlikely occurrence, most other proto-Earths in the universe may not likewise have been so 

fortuitously saved. Our Earth looks, then, more and more unique-and therefore precious" (Oberg, 1981, pp.75-76). 

"The leading theory for the Moon's formation has a Mars-sized object slamming into Earth about 4 billion 

years ago, shortly after our planet formed" (Britt., 2004d). "The evidence is partly in the Moon's 

composition, which is similar to the upper portions of Earth." (Britt., 2004d). "The Moon is generally 

believed to have formed from debris ejected by a large off-centre collision with the early Earth" (Canup 

R.M. & Asphaug E., 2001). "The giant impact theory suggests that an object roughly the size of Mars 

crashed into Earth 4.5 billion years ago, throwing up vast amounts of debris that then aggregated into the 

Moon " (Macleod, 2003). "The theory has been supported by the similar composition of Earth and Moon 

rocks, but the probe should find that the Moon contains less iron than Earth, compared with lighter elements 

such as magnesium and aluminium " (Macleod, 2003). "This theory, that the Moon's core is less massive 

than the Earth's, has also been used to explain the Moon's orbit around the Earth, which is inclined by 

around 10 degrees relative to the equator " (Macleod, 2003). "Most other planetary satellites in the solar 

system have orbital inclinations less than 1 or 2 degrees " (Macleod, 2003). 

"The Moon was blasted away from the early Earth by a massive interplanetary collision, according to an 

idea which has received strong new support" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "The new data comes from the Lunar 

Prospector spacecraft" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "This is a critical finding in helping scientists determine how 

the Earth and the Moon formed" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "The new results show that the lunar core contains 

less than four percent of its total mass" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "This is a very small ratio compared to the 

Earth - its core has about 30 percent of the planet's mass" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "The size of the core is 

critical because everything in the solar system was made from the same starting materials" (Whitehouse, 

1999a). "As the early Earth formed, the heavy iron sank to the core, leaving a rocky layer above" 

(Whitehouse, 1999a). "If the Moon had started as an independent planet, it too would have a large iron 

core" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "However, the Moon's small core suggests it is a chunk of rock knocked out of 

the early Earth, after most of the iron there had separated out" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "The collision theory 

suggests that a planet about the size of Mars struck the ancient Earth" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "It would have 

almost disintegrated both planets and left huge clouds of debris orbiting what remained of the Earth" 

(Whitehouse, 1999a). "This impact occurred after the Earth's iron core had formed, so it ejected rocky, 

iron-poor material from the outer shell into orbit" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "It was this material that collected 

to form the Moon" (Whitehouse, 1999a). "

"A dark, lifeless object less than half as massive as Earth careens around a newborn Sun" (Britt, 2001a). 

"Eventually, the nameless protoplanet meets up with a fledgling Earth" (Britt, 2001a). "It is not a head-on 

collision, but rather a glancing blow" (Britt, 2001a). "The impact imparts what astronomers call angular 

momentum into the system" (Britt, 2001a). "It sets Earth to spinning on its axis and creates a Moon that 

would go round and round the host planet for billions of years" (Britt, 2001a). "The shock of the impact 

strips material from the outer layers of Earth and the impacting object" (Britt, 2001a). "The mostly iron cores 

of both bodies meld into Earth's core" (Britt, 2001a). "It is like a compact car merging onto the highway and 

colliding with an S.U.V-- glass, trim and hubcaps fly, but the two chassis remain hopelessly tangled" (Britt, 

2001a). "All told, about 2 percent of the combined mass of the objects -- mostly rocky stuff that's largely 

bereft of iron -- begins to orbit the Earth" (Britt, 2001a). "About half of this eventually becomes the Moon" 

(Britt, 2001a). "Some of the stripped material is heated so fantastically that it vaporizes and expands into the 

surrounding vacuum of space" (Britt, 2001a). "`The material that was vaporized expands into a cloud that 

envelops the whole planet" (Britt, 2001a). "Meanwhile, a long arm of solid matter is winging its way around 

Earth" (Britt, 2001a). "Some of it develops into a clump that slams back into the planet" (Britt, 2001a). "The 

rest is flung into orbit, all pretty much along a plane that mimics the path of the incoming object" (Britt, 

2001a). "This plane slices through what is now Earth's equator, and it is roughly the same plane along which 

the Moon orbits" (Britt, 2001a). "`The object came in and hit, and that's what set the Earth's rotation and 

what its equator would be" (Britt, 2001a). "`For the first time, we demonstrated with simulations that a single 

impact can give you an iron-depleted Moon of the right mass, and the current mass of the Earth, and the 

current angular momentum of the Earth-Moon system" (Britt, 2001a). "Though the model covers only a day's 

time, Canup said shortly thereafter the material in outer regions began to cool" (Britt, 2001a). "Gradually, 

small clumps would have formed, collided with one another, and grown" (Britt, 2001a). "Based on other 

models, she said it would have taken between 1 and 100 years to make a Moon after the impact" (Britt, 

2001a). 

However, "if an object the size of Mars hit the young Earth about 4.5 billion years ago, it would have 

splattered a lunar mass of material into orbit" and "because the disc was so spread out, only 20 to 50 per 

cent of the initial disc material would form the Moon--the rest would fall back to the Earth." (Hecht, 1997). 

"You need to produce a much larger disc initially because you lose most of the material back onto the 

Earth." (Hecht, 1997). "the object that hit the Earth would have to contain 2.5 to 3 Martian masses to create 

a big enough disc" (Hecht, 1997)."The impact orientation and size are constrained by the angular 

momentum contained in both the Earth's spin and the Moon's orbit, a quantity that has been nearly 

conserved over the past 4.5 billion years" (Canup R.M. & Asphaug E., 2001). "But the model shows that 

the impact would have left the Earth-Moon system with over twice its present angular momentum." (Hecht, 

1997). "Explaining how all that angular momentum dissipated is very difficult" (Hecht, 1997). "Simulations 

of potential moon-forming impacts now achieve resolutions sufficient to study the production of bound 

debris" (Canup R.M. & Asphaug E., 2001). "However, identifying impacts capable of yielding the Earth-

Moon system has proved difficult" (Canup R.M. & Asphaug E., 2001). "Here we report a class of impacts 

that yield an iron-poor Moon, as well as the current masses and angular momentum of the Earth-Moon 

system" (Canup R.M. & Asphaug E., 2001). "This class of impacts involves a smaller-and thus more likely-

object than previously considered viable, and suggests that the Moon formed near the very end of Earth's 

accumulation.(Canup & Asphaug, 2001)"Computer simulations gave new life ... to a theory that has 

intrigued astronomers for years: the idea that one big collision between the Earth and a Mars-sized planet 

gave birth to the moon" (Zabarenko, 2001). "The so-called "giant impact" theory was first envisioned in the 

1970s, but now scientists ... have put together a scenario that would account for the moon's creation as well 

as the fact that a day on Earth is 24 hours long" (Zabarenko, 2001). "The previous models of the impact 

theory had identified impacts capable of producing the moon, but they were unable to account for all of 

these features of the Earth-moon system simultaneously" (Zabarenko, 2001). "By showing that just one 

impact can do the job, what we're doing in effect is demonstrating a more probable scenario" (Zabarenko, 

2001). "The new research, presented in the current edition of the journal Nature, postulates an enormously 

energetic but oblique crash between Earth and a planet the size of Mars, which is about half Earth's size" 

(Zabarenko, 2001). "The energy unleashed by this collision some 4.5 billion years ago would have been 

enough to destroy the incoming planet and melt Earth all the way through" (Zabarenko, 2001). "There 

would also have been some vaporized rock debris kicked up from the crash, which would start orbiting 

Earth" (Zabarenko, 2001). "Once the orbiting debris cooled, it's from that stuff that the moon then 

coalesced" (Zabarenko, 2001). "The whole process, from collision to formation of the moon, took less than 

100 years" (Zabarenko, 2001). "The glancing angle of the collision -- perhaps 40 degrees or so -- caused 

Earth to start spinning, but much faster than it does now" (Zabarenko, 2001). "In those early times, an Earth 

day would have lasted only five hours" (Zabarenko, 2001). "The moon was also thought to be much closer 

to Earth than it is now; in fact, the Earth and the moon continue to get more distant from each other by 

several inches (centimeters) a year" (Zabarenko, 2001). "As the moon moved away from Earth, Earth's 

rotation slowed" (Zabarenko, 2001). "The planet that caromed into Earth is long gone, one of a dozen or 

more mini-planets in the process of formation that never quite made the grade in our solar system" 

(Zabarenko, 2001). "Most of these miniplanets were about Mars' size, providing plenty of candidates" 

(Zabarenko, 2001). "Everything has really come together, because it looks like the type of impact you need 

to explain the Earth's mass and initial spin rate also tends to naturally place a sufficient amount of material 

into orbit to form a moon with the size of our moon" (Zabarenko, 2001). 

"The mysterious tilt of the Moon's orbit around the Earth is probably due to the satellite's violent origin" 

(Whitehouse, 2000a). "A team of researchers have used a computer model to trace the Moon's orbit back in 

time" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "The Moon, scarred by impacts itself The study suggests that the gravitational 

interaction between the forming Moon and the disk of debris from which it emerged was responsible for 

putting the body in its present orbit" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "Popular theory has it that the Moon formed 

violently and quickly" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "Approximately 4,500 million years ago, when the Solar 

System was young, a so-called proto-planet, probably about the size of the present-day Mars, smashed into 

the young Earth with incredible violence" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "Within minutes, a jet of vaporised rock 

was blasted into space and begun to settle around the Earth forming a disk" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "Within 

hours, the entire Earth's surface, already hot, had melted" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "Computer simulations of 

the event suggest that the lunar orbit should have been nearly aligned with the Earth's equator, with only 

about a one degree tilt" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "The problem is that the Moon's orbit is much more tilted - 

about five degrees" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "This is unusual because most other planetary satellites in our 

Solar System have orbital inclinations smaller than one or two degrees" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "The cause of 

the Moon's large orbital tilt has long been a mystery" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "The inclination problem had 

been one of the last remaining obstacles for the impact hypothesis of Moon formation, says Dr William 

Ward" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "His team believes the Moon acquired its large tilt soon after it formed 

because of a gravitational interaction with the other debris left over from the impact event" (Whitehouse, 

2000a). "Computer simulations of the giant impact suggest that about two lunar masses of material were put 

into an Earth-orbiting disk" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "In the model, debris particles in the inner regions of 

such a disk are prevented from coalescing by Earth's gravity, which tends to pull objects apart" 

(Whitehouse, 2000a). "Gravitational interaction The Moon forms in about a year at the outer edge of the 

debris disk, at a distance of about 22,500 kilometres (14,000 miles) from the Earth" (Whitehouse, 2000a). 

"The key point is that after the Moon coalesced, its gravity would generate waves in the inner disk" 

(Whitehouse, 2000a). "The gravitational interaction of the Moon with these waves would then modify the 

young Moon's orbit" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "The computer model simulated the interaction of the Moon and 

the inner debris disk, assuming that the Moon formed in an orbit with only a one degree tilt" (Whitehouse, 

2000a). "They found that the interaction of the young Moon with the disk can amplify the lunar inclination 

to as much as 15 degrees" (Whitehouse, 2000a). "This theory explains the Moon's anomalous orbital tilt as 

a natural consequence of its formation from a giant impact event. (Whitehouse, 2000a).

"The Moon could have been created in a double-whammy impact 4.5 billion years ago" (Pease, 2003). "The 

event was the culmination of a 100-million-year process in which the Earth and its neighbouring planets 

were built through cosmic collisions between sub-planetary objects" (Pease, 2003). "According to Dr Robin 

Canup, a proto-planet, something like the size of Mars, collided at high speed with an Earth that was nearly 

fully formed" (Pease, 2003). "The collision was a glancing one" (Pease, 2003). "It shattered our Earth, but 

pulverised the incoming planet" (Pease, 2003). "Simulations show the impactor being sprayed out into a 

shower of orbiting debris" (Pease, 2003). "But within a matter of hours, much of this had re-grouped to 

form a new impactor that smashed into the Earth's surface a second time" (Pease, 2003). "At this point, the 

impacting object was destroyed" (Pease, 2003). "Most of the impactor rained down on to, and became 

incorporated into, the Earth - the last major component to be integrated into our planet" (Pease, 2003). "But 

10% or so of the mass was spread out into an incandescent disc around the Earth - a scorching equivalent of 

Saturn's rings" (Pease, 2003). "It was out of this material that the Moon was formed in a matter of decades" 

(Pease, 2003). "At the time it was 15 times closer than the Moon is now" (Pease, 2003). "Anything that had 

happened geologically to the Earth before that would have been erased by the impact" (Pease, 2003). "The 

planet's surface was probably melted down to a depth of 1,000 kilometres, cloaking the Earth in a "magma" 

ocean that would have radiated like a red-hot furnace" (Pease, 2003). "The precise date the Moon was 

formed is still a matter of debate, but Dr Canup's research implies it was right at the end of the planet-

building process, which could have taken up to 100 million years" (Pease, 2003). "Curiously, recent 

chemical research has shown that the planet Earth collided with was a twin to the Earth - scientists have 

called it "Theia" after the mother of the Moon in Greek mythology" (Pease, 2003). "Details in the chemistry 

of the Moon show it to be almost identical in some key respects to the Earth, although it was made almost 

entirely from remnants of the impactor" (Pease, 2003). "Theia must have been formed in an orbit almost 

identical to the Earth's" (Pease, 2003). "As Robin Canup points out, the Moon- forming impact gave the 

Earth its spin on its axis that now gives us 24-hour days, and stirs up the atmosphere so that no part of the 

Earth is too hot or too cold for life" (Pease, 2003). "And the presence of the Moon gives the Earth a kind of 

gravitational counterbalance that stabilises its slightly inclined axis of rotation - 23 degrees to its orbit - that 

gives us the congenial cycle of the seasons over a single orbit around the Sun" (Pease, 2003). "And the 

scalding magma ocean, according to Mike Drake, was (surprisingly) the place where the water of the Earth's 

oceans would have been held - giving our planet one of its key ingredients for life.   

"The formation of the Moon must have occurred during the first 30 million years of the life of the Solar 

System Until now, its core was thought to have arisen over the course of 60 million years" (BBC, 2002a). 

"The evidence comes from revised radioisotope dating of meteorites, the remnants of the stuff that made 

the planets" (BBC, 2002a). "The data also has implications for the genesis of the Moon" (BBC, 2002a). 

"The Moon was thought to have arisen after an impact between the burgeoning Earth and a planet at least 

as massive as Mars" (BBC, 2002a). "One theory is that the Earth was half-made when it collided twice 

with a body double the mass of the Red Planet" (BBC, 2002a). "Another assumes it was about 90% of its 

current dimensions when it was struck by a Mars-sized object" (BBC, 2002a). "Both collisions could, in 

theory, have produced a big enough impact to blast enough debris into space to form the Moon" (BBC, 

2002a). "But since the Earth took 100 million years to reach something like its present size, the first option 

is more likely" (BBC, 2002a). "The data is based on measurements of radioactive nuclei in meteorites" 

(BBC, 2002a). "The ratio of the radioactive elements hafnium and tungsten in these very primitive rocks 

was compared with rocks on Earth and Mars" (BBC, 2002a).  "We conclude that core formation in the 

terrestrial planets and the formation of the Moon must have occurred during the first 30 million years of 

the life of the Solar System" (BBC, 2002a). 

"Researchers think the impact involved low relative speeds -- like one car merging into another on the 

freeway rather than a more destructive head-on collision." (Britt., 2004d). "For that to happen, the impactor 

must have formed nearby in an orbit similar to that of Earth" (Britt., 2004d). One theory is that "The Mars-

sized impactor formed at the same distance from the Sun as Earth in a gravitationally stable spot known as a 

Lagrangian point, then drifted out of that birthplace -- thanks in part to collisions" (Britt., 2004d). "There 

are five Lagrangian points related to the Earth, Moon and Sun, and each has some gravitational stability" 

(Britt., 2004d). "The Lagrangian points named L4 and L5 sit along Earth's circular path around the Sun. ... 

mov[ing] as Earth moves" (Britt., 2004d). Each forms an equilateral triangle between itself, the Sun and 

Earth. Gravity from the Sun and Earth combine to create a state of equilibrium at each of the two points." 

(Britt., 2004d). "If material flew in there and slowed down a lot by collisions with other objects near these 

locations, the material would stay, and start to accumulate by gravitational attraction and mutual frictions." 

(Britt., 2004d). "As initial rocks grow larger, into what scientists call planetesimals, more material is 

attracted" (Britt., 2004d). "After about 30 million years a Mars-sized object results ... wandering around the 

L4 region, in a random walk fashion as it is impacted or nearly impacted by planetesimals" (Britt., 2004d). 

"Its velocity gradually increases with respect to L4" (Britt., 2004d). "At about 30 million years its velocity 

is sufficient for it to just barely leak out of the L4 region of stability" (Britt., 2004d). "The object moves 

along a path similar to Earth's orbit but at a different speed" (Britt., 2004d). "Its movement is chaotic 

because the Sun and Earth are tugging on it roughly equally" (Britt., 2004d). "It will approach the Earth 

either from behind (if it has to catch up), or from the front" (Britt., 2004d). "Once it leaves the L4 vicinity 

and starts creeping, it can take a few years to reach the Earth" (Britt., 2004d). "From there, other 

researchers have detailed how the impacting object turned a chunk of Earth's rock into hot vapor and flung 

it into space. Some of that orbited the planet and eventually coalesced to form the Moon" (Britt., 2004d). 

However, the "Lagrangian points" are  'locations in space where a small body can maintain 

a stable orbit despite the gravitational influence of two much more massive bodies, orbiting about a 

common centre of mass" (Illingworth, 1994, p.245. My emphasis). They are "points ... in the orbital plane of 

two massive objects circling about their common centre of gravity where a particle of negligible 

mass can remain in equilibrium" (Mitton., 1991, p.219. My emphasis). "A Lagrangian point 60° ahead of Jupiter 

in its orbit around the sun, and another 60° behind Jupiter, are the average locations of members of the Trojan group of 

asteroids; these points are denoted L4 and L5" (Illingworth, 1994, p.245). "The Trojan asteroids, which share the 

orbit of Jupiter, are examples of masses trapped at the two stable Lagrangian points in an orbit" (Mitton, 

1991, p.219). 

"A quite remarkable aspect of the Moon is that its formation appears to have been highly unlikely, a rare 

chance happening" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.229). " Impact origin of the Moon as modeled by Cameron 

and Canup (1998)" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " A body several times more massive than Mars 

impacts the edge of the half-grown Earth with spectacular effects" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " After 

a glancing blow, the two distorted bodies separate and then recombine" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " 

The metallic cores " (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " of both bodies coalesce to form Earth's core, while 

portions of the mantles " (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " of both bodies are ejected into orbit and 

accumulate to form the Moon" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " After its formation the Moon spiraled 

outward, a process that continues to the present time" (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.231). " To produce such 

a massive moon, the impacting body had to be the right size, it had to impact the right point on Earth, and 

the impact had to have occurred at just the right time in the Earth's growth process" (Ward & Brownlee, 

2000, p.231). [top]  
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 6. ENVIRONMENT (3)

4.
Earth's fitness for life

Ernst Mayr, "the greatest living evolutionary biologist" (Gould, 2001a), "To be able to support life" planets "must be 

just the right distance from their sun, have the right temperature, a sufficient amount of water, a sufficient density 

to be able to hold an atmosphere, a protection against damaging ultraviolet radiation, and so forth" and "Furthermore ...

the sequence of changes has to be just right," for example, if "there were too much free oxygen at an early stage, it 

would destroy life." (Mayr, 1988, p.68). "The total set of prerequisites for the origin and maintenance of life 

drastically reduces the number of planets that would have been suitable for the origin of life," such that "There 

is, indeed, the possibility that the combination and sequence of conditions that permitted the origin of life on earth 

was not duplicated on a single other planet in the universe." (Mayr, 1988, p.68. My emphasis) [top] 


1.
Circumstellar Habitable Zone (CHZ)



1.
Distance from Sun



2.
Circular orbit


2.
Axis tilt


3.
Water

One of the prerequisites of life is "a sufficient amount of water" (Mayr, 1988, p.68). The Earth 

has an estimated 1.3 billion cubic kilometres of water on Earth, which has existed in 

essentially its present volume for the last 3.8 billion years (Bryson B., 2003, p.240). The 

Earth's ocean basins have "just about the right amount of water to fill them" (Clark, 1961, 

p.90). If Earth had too much water, there would be no land and then not only could 

there not be land plants and animals, but there would not be shallow seas (Ward & Brownlee, 

2000, p.264) with their nutrient-rich land-sea interface (Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.206). If the 

Earth was a "water-world" there would be far fewer (if any) marine plants and animals (Ward 

& Brownlee, 2000, p.206). On the other hand, if the Earth had too little water, the 

earth's temperature extremes would be too wide for complex life to arise and survive (Ward & 

Brownlee, 2000, pp.264-265). But in fact, "It appears that Earth got it just right" 

(Ward & Brownlee, 2000, p.265. My emphasis).

"This establishes a rather stringent requirement for ... life: It needs a stable temperature for 

billions of years so water can remain in a liquid state" (Naeye, 1996, p.39). 


4.
Biogeochemical cycles



1.
Hydrological (water) cycle



2.
Carbon dioxide-silicate (rock) cycle

The CO2-silicate cycle acts as a thermostat keeping the Earth's temperature within limits suitable for complex life 

(Ward & Brownlee, 2000, pp.18-19, 210-212). This negative-feedback cycle has enabled the Earth for billions

of years, recover from extremes of global warming caused by increases in greenhouse gases methane (CH4)

and carbon dioxide (CO2) (Cohen, et al., 2004). [top]
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5.
Life not extinguished in ~4 billion years

The universe is like "A parking lot ... filled with cars, all in rapid, frantic motion. Their drivers ... acting 

without the slightest regard for safety, turning the steering wheels this way and that, stepping on the gas and 

slamming on the brakes, and all completely at random. Not only that, but every last one of them is 

blindfolded. ... The peaceful scene about me is subject to the most deadly danger" (Greenstein, 1988, p.17). 

"The longer one waits, the greater the chance of collision, and if one had occurred at any point in the past 

nothing of what I see would have come into being" (Greenstein, 1988, pp.17-18). "Had the Sun collided with 

a passing star in the epoch of the ancient Sumerians, none of us would have been born. The same would be 

true had the cataclysm occurred in the time of the dinosaurs. Our existence depends not simply on the 

avoidance of disaster this year or next, but throughout all of previous history" (Greenstein, 1988, p.18) "Our 

existence depends not simply on the avoidance of disaster this year or next, but throughout all of previous 

history" (Greenstein, 1988, p.18). "In cosmic terms our existence on this planet has been exceedingly brief ... 

and if a passing star had struck the Sun at any point in the preceding immense interval of time, humanity 

would never have come into being" (Greenstein, 1988, p.18). "The passing star need not have actually struck 

the Sun ... a near miss it could have dragged the Earth after it by its gravitational pull, detached us from orbit, 

and slung us off into the deadly cold of interstellar space ... In a matter of months every living thing would 

have frozen to death" (Greenstein, 1988, p.18). "An even more distant passage would have left us in our 

orbit but would have distorted the orbit's form into an ellipse: As the Earth alternately approached and 

receded from the Sun it would have been alternately too hot and too cold to support life" (Greenstein, 1988, 

p.18). "And finally, surrounding the solar system but at great distances from it is a vast cloud of comets, 

hundreds of billions of them. Even a far-distant passage of a wandering star would have been sufficient to 

deflect vast numbers of them toward us. The inner portions of the solar system would have become flooded 

with comets ... Had one of them struck our planet the energy released would have matched that of 100 

million hydrogen bombs all going off at once, and great quantities of methane and ammonia, contained in 

comets, would have poisoned the air. Furthermore, the impinging comet would merely have been the first 

among many, and a world subject to such hammer-blows at a steady rate would have been uninhabitable, a 

wasteland" (Greenstein, 1988, pp.18,20). "In some way these disasters have not come to pass. ... They have 

not come to pass because there is an element in the actual situation not covered in the analogy of cars 

speeding about a parking lot. This element is that parking lots are small but space is big. The stars are 

exceedingly far away, and as a consequence collisions with them are rare. ... Rare enough to keep us safe. 

The remarkable thing about the arrangement of stars in space is the sparseness of their distribution" 

(Greenstein, 1988, p.20). "A strange way to construct the universe. It appears to have been designed by an 

extravagant, spendthrift hand. All that wasted space! On the other hand, in this very waste lies our safety. It 

is a precondition for our existence. Most remarkable of all is that the overall emptiness of the cosmos seems 

to lave no other consequence in the astronomical realm. Had the stars been somewhat closer, astrophysics 

would not have been so very different. ... About the only difference would have been the view of the 

nighttime sky from the grass on which I lie, which would have been yet richer with stars. And oh, yes-one 

more small change: There would have been no me to do the viewing" (Greenstein, 1988, p.20). ... Collision 

with a passing star is only the tip of an iceberg. Our existence, and that of every other life form in the 

universe, depends on a concatenation of circumstances, a network of interlocking conditions, each one of 

which must have held true in order for life to have come into being. The potential dangers that threaten us are 

so vast as to affect not just one person's existence, but that of life as a whole; and they arise not from 

circumstances such as war, pestilence, or famine, but from the very structure of the universe, from the nature 

of the laws of physics" (Greenstein, 1988, p.21). ... "none of those dangers have come to pass. But why have 

they not come to pass? The more one ponders this question the more mysterious it becomes. ... we are faced 

with a mystery-a great and profound mystery, and one of immense significance: the mystery of the 

habitability of the cosmos, of the fitness of the environment" (Greenstein, 1988, p.21).[top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 7. ORIGIN OF LIFE

1.
Evolutionists have no explanation for the origin of life 

Naturalistic evolution it its broadest sense seeks to explain the origin of everything from the Big Bang to the 

present without allowing any role to a Creator, therefore evolutionists must provide a naturalistic explanation of 

the origin of life (Johnson, 1993b, p.103). Some evolutionists like Gould have claimed that evolution does not 

include the origin of life within its domain (Gould, 1991, p.455; Johnson, 1993b, pp.102-103). However, the 

concept of evolution has been applied not only to the living world but to the non-living world as well 

(Dobzhansky, et al., 1977, p.9). The field that covers the origin of life is variously called "chemical 

evolution" (Crick, 1981, p.80; Bernal, 1967, p.3; Folsome, 1979, p.55), "biochemical evolution" 

(Orgel, 1973, p.87), and "prebiotic evolution" (Kuppers, 1990, p.136). Biology textbooks set the origin 

of life within an evolutionary context and use the word "evolution" and its cognates to describe the process 

(Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.490ff; Raven & Johnson, 1995, p.61ff; Solomon, et al., 1993, p.446ff). 

Maynard Smith & Szathmary include the origin of life as the first of the "major transitions in evolution" 

(Maynard Smith & Szathmary, 1995, p.15. For naturalistic evolution to be generally true, the origin of life must 

necessarily be the origin of evolution (Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.3; Radetsky, 1998). One of the big questions that 

people think of when they hear the word "evolution" and a general theory of biological evolution should include 

the origin of life within its domain as a major problem that to date has resisted solution (Depew & Weber, 1995, 

p.393). [top] 

2.
Problems of Miller-Urey experiments


1.
Gases used not the same as the early Earth's atmosphere



1.
Carbon dioxide (CO2)

"It used to be widely thought, and widely taught, that the original `primitive' atmosphere of the early Earth 

was a `reducing' atmosphere, that is with no oxygen but rich in hydrocarbons such as methane and 

ammonia, which can combine with oxygen. This would be similar to the atmospheres of the giant planets, 

such as Jupiter and Saturn today. The reasoning behind this assumption developed primarily from the belief 

that such an atmosphere would be ideal, and might be essential, for the development of the complex but 

non-living molecules that preceded life This idea, and by implication the idea that the Earth's first 

atmosphere was a reducing one, received a great boost in 1953, when Harold Urey and Stanley L. Miller at 

the University of Chicago carried out a simple experiment. They set up a closed system in which water 

vapour ammonia, carbon dioxide, methane and hydrogen circulated past an electric discharge. Chemical 

reactions stimulated by the input of energy produced a brown sludge at the bottom of the reaction vessel. 

The sludge contained amino acids: complex molecules regarded by many scientists as the building blocks of 

life, which are used in the construction of the body's proteins, for example. Similar results-can be obtained 

using ultraviolet light as the energy source, and ultraviolet (from the Sun) and electric discharges (lightning) 

must both have been around to energise chemical reactions in the terrestrial `primal soup'. This picture 

captured the popular imagination, and the story of life emerging in the seas or pools of a planet swathed in, 

an atmosphere of methane and ammonia soon became part of the scientific folklore that `every schoolchild 

knows'. ... But now, this particular card house seems to have been demolished, and a new scientific edifice 

is arising in its place. In order to convince people that the Earth started out with a reduced, not a reducing, 

atmosphere-that is one with oxygen already locked up in gases such as carbon dioxide, and which cannot 

take up more oxygen-astronomers, geophysicists and, more recently, climatologists have had to explain how 

life could arise on a wet planet with a carbon-dioxide atmosphere laced with traces of ammonia. By such 

devious routes is scientific progress made." (Gribbin, 1982). "The presence of a strongly reducing 

atmosphere is a central assumption of the Oparin-Haldane hypothesis, and underlies the design of Stanley 

Miller's experiment. Of course, we have no way to sample the air of 4 billion years ago, and inferences 

concerning its composition must be indirect. Urey based his argument on the cosmic abundance of hydrogen 

and the probable composition of the solar nebula. As we discussed in a previous chapter, the current 

geological consensus supports the idea that the atmosphere came from the interior of the earth rather than 

the nebula. Thoughts concerning its composition vary, but the most frequently heard guess supports the 

presence of nitrogen, carbon dioxide, water vapor, and a bit of hydrogen, but no methane, ammonia, or 

oxygen. This atmosphere is neutral for the most part, with a slight reducing power. Geologists now realize 

that a methane and ammonia atmosphere would have been destroyed within a few thousand years by 

chemical reactions caused by sunlight.. Stanley Miller and others have attempted to prepare amino acids 

under the new conditions. The ratio of hydrogen (H2) to carbon dioxide (CO2) is a crucial variable. When 

this falls below 1, as the above example specifies, only glycine is produced, in trace amounts, but no other 

amino acid. Miller has been quite frank in his statements: "There are difficulties in maintaining H2/CO2 

ratios greater than 1.0 [for the early earth] because of the escape of H2 from the atmosphere. Adequate 

sources of H2 maintain this ratio are possible but difficult to justify." Elsewhere he notes: "If it is assumed 

that amino acids more complex than glycine were required for the origin of life, then these results indicate a 

need for CH4 [methane] in the atmosphere." It is the Oparin-Haldane hypothesis, actually, that requires 

methane in the atmosphere. If this gas or other reducing substances were absent, it would mean that some 

other course of events, not described by the theory, led to the origin of life." (Shapiro, 1986, pp.111-112). 

"It seems, moreover, that the atmosphere's composition during this period may not have favored the 

synthesis of organic compounds as much as had been thought. The traditional view was elucidated in the 

early 1950s by Harold C. Urey, a Nobel laureate in chemistry at the University of Chicago. He proposed 

that the atmosphere was reducing: rich in hydrogen based gases such as methane and ammonia, which are 

abundant on Saturn, Jupiter and Uranus. It was Urey's work that inspired Miller, a student of Urey's, to 

conduct his 1953 experiment. Yet over the past decade or so, doubts have grown about Urey and Miller's 

assumptions regarding the atmosphere. Laboratory experiments and computerized reconstructions of the 

atmosphere by James C.G. Walker of the University of Michigan at Ann Arbor and others suggest that 

ultraviolet radiation from the sun, which today is blocked by atmospheric ozone, would have destroyed 

hydrogen-based molecules in the atmosphere. Free hydrogen would have escaped into space. The major 

component of the atmosphere, these findings suggest, was carbon dioxide and nitrogen spewed out by 

volcanoes. Such an atmosphere would not have been conducive to the synthesis of amino acids and other 

precursors of life." (Horgan, 1991, p.105). "In 1953, a twenty-three-year-old University of Chicago 

graduate student named Stanley Miller discovered the origin of life. Or so it seemed. Using an apparatus 

specially built for the purpose, Miller set out to simulate Earth four billion years ago. His contraption was 

made of two glass flasks joined by tubing. Into the smaller of the two flasks it poured water to represent the 

primeval ocean. The larger flask he pumped full of hydrogen, methane, and ammonia, volatile gases then 

thought to be present in the early atmosphere. He boiled the water, letting the vapor circulate with the 

atmospheric gases, then zapped the mixture with electricity, the equivalent of ancient lightning. Within a 

week the water grew deep red and yellow with organic compounds, among them amino acids, the building 

blocks of proteins, which in turn make up cells. The "lightning" had reconstituted the mix of molecules in 

the "atmosphere" and "ocean" to Produce elements of life. Declared Miller's advisor, Nobel Prize-winning 

chemist Harold Urey, "If God didn't do it this way, He missed a good bet." Well, perhaps it was Miller who 

missed the bet. Today his scenario is regarded with misgivings. One reason is that geologists now think that 

the primordial atmosphere consisted mainly of carbon dioxide and nitrogen, gases that are less reactive than 

those used in the 1953 experiment" (Radetsky, 1998). Miller's intriguing results were widely hailed as the 

first steps on the road to the creation of life 'in a test tube'. If amino acids were produced in a week, it was 

reasoned, imagine what might happen if the experiment were continued for much longer. It may simply be a 

matter of time before something living crawled out of the red-brown broth. The conclusion that many 

scientists drew was that a few common chemicals plus an energy supply is all that is needed to create life. 

Alas, the euphoria over the Miller-Urey experiment turned out to be somewhat premature, for a variety of 

reasons. First, geologists no longer think that the early atmosphere resembled the gas mixture in Miller's 

flask. The Earth probably had several different atmospheres during the first billion years, but methane and 

ammonia were unlikely ever to have been present in abundance. And if Earth once had substantial hydrogen 

in its atmosphere, it wouldn't have lasted long. Being the lightest element, it would soon have escaped into 

space. Urey picked these gases because they all contain hydrogen. Chemists call such gases `reducing'. 

Reduction is the opposite of oxidation, and because organics are rich in hydrogen, a reducing atmosphere is 

essential to produce them. However, the current best guess for the Earth's early atmosphere is that it was 

neither reducing nor oxidizing: rather, it was a neutral mixture of carbon dioxide and nitrogen. These gases 

don't readily yield amino acids. A second reason for casting doubt on the significance of the Miller- Urey 

experiment is that amino acids are not, in fact, all that hard to make anyway. Many successful variants on 

the original Chicago set-up have been tried, in which the electric spark has been replaced by a (Davies, 

1998, p.57) "In 1953 Harold Urey and Stanley Miller at the University of Chicago showed that amino acids 

can be made by energetic processes taking place within a mixture of simple gases. They passed electrical 

discharges through a mixture of methane, ammonia, hydrogen and water vapour, and found small but 

significant quantities of relatively complex organic molecules in the solution formed when the water vapour 

cooled and condensed. These included the simplest amino acids, organic adds and urea. The experiment 

indicated that delicate chemistry is not needed to make such compounds we might expect them to appear in 

a prebiotic sea struck by lightning under an Atmosphere of methane, hydrogen and ammonia. But the 

Earth's early atmosphere wasn't like this; in particular, most of the nitrogen was present as elemental 

nitrogen gas, not ammonia. Similar experiments with a mixture of methane, water, nitrogen and only small 

amounts of ammonia do, however, also generate ten of the twenty amino acids found in natural proteins. 

With the addition of hydrogen sulphide, the two natural sulphur- containing amino adds can be formed too. 

Which is all very well, except that the primitive atmosphere probably wasn't like this either: it is more likely 

to have been composed mostly of nitrogen and carbon monoxide and/or carbon dioxide. Spark discharge 

experiments that use carbon monoxide or dioxide as the source of carbon don't do half as well - the mixture 

that results contains little more than a single character of the protein alphabet, and the simplest one at that." 

(Ball, 1999, p.209). "According to Fox and Dose, not only did the Miller-Urey experiment start with the 

wrong gas mixture, but also it did "not satisfactorily represent early geological reality because no provisions 

[were] made to remove hydrogen from the system." During a Miller-Urey experiment hydrogen gas 

accumulates, becoming up to 76 percent of the mixture, but on the early Earth it would have escaped into 

space. Fox and Dose concluded: "The inference that Miller's synthesis does not have a geological relevance 

has become increasingly widespread." Since 1977 this view has become a near-consensus among 

geochemists. As Jon Cohen wrote in Science in 1995, many origin-of-life researchers now dismiss the 1953 

experiment because "the early atmosphere looked nothing like the Miller-Urey simulation." So what? 

Maybe a water vapor-carbon dioxide-nitrogen atmosphere would still support a Miller-Urey-type synthesis 

(as long as oxygen is excluded). But Fox and Dose reported in 1977 that no amino acids are produced by 

sparking such a mixture, and Heinrich Holland noted in 1984 that the "yields and the variety of organic 

compounds produced in these experiments decrease considerably" as methane and ammonia are removed 

from the starting mixtures. According to Holland, mixtures of carbon dioxide, nitrogen, and water yielded 

no amino acids at all. In 1983 Miller reported that he and a colleague were able to produce a small amount 

of the simplest amino acid, glycine, by sparking an atmosphere containing carbon monoxide and carbon 

dioxide instead of methane, as long as free hydrogen was present. But he conceded that glycine was about 

the best they could do in the absence of methane. As John Horgan wrote in Scientific American in 1991, an 

atmosphere of carbon dioxide, nitrogen, and water vapor "would not have been conducive to the synthesis 

of amino acids." The conclusion is clear: if the Miller-Urey experiment is repeated using a realistic 

simulation of the Earth's primitive atmosphere, it doesn't work." (Wells, 2000, pp.21-22). "In 1953 Stanley 

Miller, a graduate student at the University of Chicago, took two flask s - one containing a little water to 

represent a primaeval ocean, the other holding a mixture of methane, ammonia and hydrogen sulphide gases 

to represent the Earth's early atmosphere - connected them with rubber tubes and introduced some electrical 

sparks as a stand-in for lightning. After a few days, the water in the flasks had turned green and yellow in a 

hearty broth of amino acids, fatty acids, sugars and other organic compounds. ... Press reports of the time 

made it sound as if about all that was needed now was for somebody to give the flasks a good shake and life 

would crawl out. As time has shown, it wasn't nearly so simple. Despite half a century of further study, we 

are no nearer to synthesizing life than we were in 1953 - and much further away from thinking we can. 

Scientists are now pretty certain that the early atmosphere was nothing like as primed for development as 

Miller and Urey's gaseous stew, but rather was a much less reactive blend of nitrogen and carbon dioxide. 

Repeating Miller's experiments with these more challenging inputs has so far produced only one fairly 

primitive amino acid."  (Bryson, 2003, p.253)   [top] 

3.
The problem of the naturalistic origin of life

Nobel prize-winner, the late Sir Francis Crick, co-discoverer of the structure of DNA, and an avowed atheist 

materialist, admitted that "the origin life appears at the moment to be almost a miracle, so many are the 

conditions which would have had to have been satisfied to get it going" (Crick, 1981, p.88. My emphasis). 

."`In other words,' I said, `if you want to create life, on top of the challenge of somehow generating the cellular 

components out of non-living chemicals, you would have an even bigger problem in trying to it the ingredients 

together in the right way.' `Exactly! ... So even if you could accomplish the thousands of steps between the amino 

acids in the Miller tar-which probably didn't exist in the real world anyway-and the components you need for a 

living cell-all the enzymes, the DNA, and so forth-you're still immeasurably far from life. ... the problem of 

assembling the right parts in the right way at the right time and at the right place, while keeping out the wrong 

material, is simply insurmountable.'" (Wells, 2004, p.39. My emphasis). "Experiments simulating the early stages of the RNA 

world are too complicated to represent plausible scenarios for the origin of life, Orgel says. `You have to get an 

awful lot of things right and nothing wrong,' he adds." (Horgan, 1991, p.103. My emphasis). Another atheist materialist, 

Chemistry Professor and origin of life specialist Robert Shapiro, pointed out that on the early Earth, "Many steps 

would be required which need different conditions, and therefore different geological locations" and "The 

total sequence would challenge our credibility, regardless of the time allotted for the process." (Shapiro, 

1986, p.186. Emphasis mine). Citing Shapiro, self-organisation theorist Stuart Kauffman asks, "But how, 

without supervision, did all the building blocks come together at high enough concentrations in one place 

and at one time to get a metabolism going?" and concludes that there were "Too many scene changes in this 

theater ... with no stage manager" (Kauffman, 1995, p.36. My emphasis).

As Christian philosopher Del Ratzsch notes, "suppose we finally discover that life can arise spontaneously but 

only under exactly one set of conditions. One must begin with 4003.6 gallons of eight specific, absolutely pure 

chemicals, exactly proportioned down to the molecule. ... Do that, and life develops spontaneously by natural 

means. ... But those initial conditions" could reasonably be taken to "involve interjection of deliberate intent and 

design ..." (Ratzsch, 1998, p.291). Such an event or unique series of events would fall within the category of what 

Geisler calls a "second class miracle", a "highly unusual and coincidental" event "whose natural process can be 

described scientifically (and perhaps even reduplicated by humanly controlled natural means) but whose end 

product in the total picture is best explained by invoking the supernatural." (Geisler, 1976, pp.277, 281-282; 

Brown, 1984, p.211). 

Thaxton et al., after an extensive review of the origin of life literature, noted that what success "prebiotic 

simulation experiments" enjoyed was due to "the crucial but illegitimate role of the investigator" (Thaxton, 

Bradley & Olsen, 1984, p.185. Emphasis in original). Shapiro agreed with the creationist Lubenow, "that in every 

origin of life experiment devised by evolutionists, the intelligence of the experimenter is involved in such a way as to 

prejudice the experiment" (Lubenow, 1983, pp.168-169), adding "The experimenter, by manipulating apparently 

unimportant variables, can affect the outcome profoundly" giving "a false impression ... concerning the universality of 

the process" (Shapiro, 1986, p.103). Another creationist Wilder-Smith, pointed out that "all the efforts of the 

scientific naturalists to prove their point ... only serve, in fact, to verify the correctness of the supernaturalist 

position," because "the scientific materialists are, in their experiment, applying intelligence and thought to the 

ordering of matter... hoping to produce living matter from its nonliving base," which in fact "is precisely the 

supernaturalist point of view" (Wilder-Smith, 1988, p.xx)! [top] 

4.
Problems for all naturalistic origin of life theories


1.
Origin of the components



1.
Amino acids

Evolutionists often make much of natural processes that produce amino acids (e.g. O'Hanlon, 2004). But amino acids are 

the easiest components of life to produce. As Dawkins points out, once "naturally-occurring amino acids 

would have been thought of as diagnostic of the presence of life" and "If they had been detected on, say Mars, life on 

that planet would have seemed a near certainty" but "Now, however, their existence need imply only the presence of a 

few simple gases in the atmosphere and some volcanoes, sunlight, or thundery weather" (Dawkins, 1989b, p.14) [top] 



2.
Nucleotides

Nor is it easy to see exactly how the precursors would have arisen (Crick, 1981, p.85). These might be expected to 

be nucleoside triphosphates in simpler terms, molecules consisting of a base, a sugar (ribose) and three phosphates in 

a row (Crick, 1981, p.85). [top] 


2.
Purity of components

It is, for example, unnaturally pure (Crick, 1981, p.85). [top] 


3.
Second law of thermodynamics [top] 


4.
Interfering cross-reactions

It is possible to see how each of these separate components might possibly have arisen on the primitive earth in one 

place or another; it is less easy to see how the combination was formed correctly and how it was at least partially 

separated from other, rather similar molecules which, if present, might possibly have fouled up the system (Crick, 1981, p.85). [top] 


5.
All occurring together in the same place

It is difficult to imagine how a little pond with just these components, and no others, could have formed on the 

primitive earth (Crick, 1981, p.85).  [top] 


6.
Even simplest self-replication system would have to be highly complex

Even the simplest self-replication system would have to be highly complex: "Even if these difficulties are 

overcome, the system, though simple, is already somewhat sophisticated (Crick, 1981, p.85); "... the path of 

chemical evolution seems sensible and in the right direction ... but ... the trouble with this path is that it leads us 

toward ... a sudden near-vertical cliff-face. ... a fully working machine of incredible complexity: a machine that 

has to be complex, it seems. not just to work well but to work at all." (Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.37)!  [top] 


7.
Self-replication would have to be accurate

"it is difficult to see how an accurate system could have arisen easily from such a complex mixture" (Crick, 1981, p.85).  [top] 

5.
Problems of specific origin of life theories


1.
Time & chance

The late Harvard biologist, George Wald, used to claim in the 1950's that the spontaneous origin of life could 

occur  by chance, given enough time:


"When we consider the spontaneous origin of a living organism, this is not an event that need 


happen again and again. It is perhaps enough for it to happen once. The probability with which we 


are concerned is of a special kind; it is the probability that an event occur at least once. To this 


type of probability a fundamentally important thing happens as one increases the number of trials. 


However improbable the event in a single trial, it becomes increasingly probable as the trials are 


multiplied. Eventually the event becomes virtually inevitable. For instance, the chance that a coin 


will not fall head up in a single toss is 1/2. The chance that no head will appear in a series of tosses 


is 1/2X 1/2X 1/2...as many times over as the number of tosses. In 10 tosses the chance that no head 


will appear is therefore 1/2 multiplied by itself 10 times, or 1/1,000. Consequently the chance that 


a head will appear at least once in 10 tosses is 999/1,000. Ten trials have converted what started as 


a modest probability to a near certainty. The same effect can be achieved with any probability, 


however small, by multiplying sufficiently the number of trials. ... The important point is that since 


the origin of life belongs in the category of at-least-once phenomena, time is on its side. However 


improbable we regard this event, or any of the steps which it involves, given enough time it will 


almost certainly happen at least once. And for life as we know it, with its capacity for growth and 


reproduction, once may be enough. Time is in fact the hero of the plot. The time with which we 


have to deal is of the order of two billion years. What we regard as impossible on the basis of 


human experience is meaningless here. Given so much time, the `impossible' becomes possible, the 


possible probable, and the probable virtually certain. One has only to wait: time itself performs the 


miracles." (Wald G., "The origin of life," Scientific American, Vol. 191, No. 2, August 1954, 


pp.45-53, pp.47-48) 

So Gould criticised Phillip E. Johnson for in his book, Darwin on Trial, raising "the old chestnut against a 

natural origin of earthly- life by arguing: "the possibility that such a complex entity could assemble itself by 

chance is fantastically unlikely." Sure, and no scientist has used that argument for 20 years, now that we understand 

so much more about the self-organizing properties of molecules and other physical systems" (Gould 1992, p.93; 

Johnson, 1991, pp.103-104). Yet Dawkins only six years earlier in 1986, had argued just that:


"So, cumulative selection can manufacture complexity while single-step selection cannot. But 


cumulative selection cannot work unless there is some minimal machinery of replication and 


replicator power, and the only machinery of replication that we know seems too complicated to 


have come into existence by means of anything less than many generations of cumulative 


selection! ... in this chapter we are asking how improbable, how miraculous, a single event we are 


allowed to postulate. What is the largest single event of sheer naked coincidence, sheer 


unadulterated miraculous luck, that we are allowed to get away with in our theories, and still say 


that we have a satisfactory explanation of life? In order for a monkey to write 'Methinks it is like a 


weasel' by chance, it needs a very large amount of luck, but it is still measurable. We calculated the 


odds against it as about 10 thousand million million million million million million (1040) to 1 


against. Nobody can really comprehend or imagine such a large number, and we just think of this 


degree of improbability as synonymous with impossible. ... So, there are some levels of sheer luck, 


not only too great for puny human imaginations, but too great to be allowed in our hard-headed 


calculations about the origin of life. ... The answer to our question - of how much luck we are 


allowed to postulate - depends upon whether our planet is the only one that has life, or whether life 


abounds all around the universe. The one thing we know for certain is that life has arisen once, 


here on this very planet. ... There are probably at least 1020 (i.e. 100 billion billion) roughly 


suitable planets in the universe. ... Let us, for the sake of discussion, entertain the alternative 


assumption that life has arisen only once, ever, and that was here on Earth. ... if we assume, as we 


are perfectly entitled to do for the sake of argument, that life has originated only once in the 


universe, it follows that we are allowed to postulate a very large amount of luck in a theory, 


because there are so many planets in the universe where life could have originated. ... let us put an 


upper limit of 1 in 100 billion billion for the maximum amount of luck that this argument entitles 


us to assume. Think about what this means. We go to a chemist and say: get out your textbooks 


and your calculating machine; sharpen your pencil and your wits; fill your head with formulae, and 


your flasks with methane and ammonia and hydrogen and carbon dioxide and all the other gases 


that a primeval nonliving planet can be expected to have; cook them all up together; pass strokes of 


lightning through your simulated atmospheres, and strokes of inspiration through your brain; bring 


all your clever chemist's methods to bear, and give us your best chemist's estimate of the 


probability that a typical planet will spontaneously generate a self-replicating molecule. Or, to put 


it another way, how long would we have to wait before random chemical events on the planet, 


random thermal jostling of atoms and molecules, resulted in a self-replicating molecule? Chemists 


don't know the answer to this question. Most modern chemists would probably say that we'd have 


to wait a long time by the standards of a human lifetime, but perhaps not all that long by the 


standards of cosmological time. The fossil history of earth suggests that we have about a billion 


years - one 'aeon', to use a convenient modern definition - to play with, for this is roughly the time 


that elapsed between the origin of the Earth about 4.5 billion years ago and the era of the first 


fossil organisms. But the point of our 'numbers of planets' argument is that, even if the chemist said 


that we'd have to wait for a 'miracle', have to wait a billion billion years - far longer than the 


universe has existed, we can still accept this verdict with equanimity. There are probably more than 


a billion billion available planets in the universe. If each of them lasts as long as Earth, that gives 


us about a billion billion billion planet-years to play with. That will do nicely! A miracle is 


translated into practical politics by a multiplication sum." (Dawkins, 1986b, pp.141-145)

But as New York University chemistry professor and origin of life specialist, Robert Shapiro notes that "The Skeptic 

will want to rewrite Professor Wald's conclusion: Improbability is in fact the villain of the plot" as "The improbability

involved in generating even one bacterium is so large that it reduces all considerations of time and space to 

nothingness" :


"We are now ready to handle the chances for the spontaneous generation of a bacterium. ... For our 


purposes, we will want to overestimate and select the largest number of random trials that might 


have been attempted on the early earth, as the actual number would be very difficult to determine. 


We need to know two items, the length of time needed for a single trial and the number of trials 


that can take place simultaneously. Under the most favorable conditions, an E. coli colony can 


double in about twenty minutes. In other words, it takes twenty minutes for a bacterium to 


assemble a replica of itself from simple chemicals. It is unlikely that a bacterium would come 


together more quickly by random processes. Let us presume, however, that a simpler bacterium 


than E. coli is involved, and estimate one minute as the time for a trial. If we accept the evidence 


of the fossils and the usual age cited for the solar system, then a maximum of 1 billion years, or 5 x 


1014 minutes, was available for the origin of life on earth. What about available space? As  


a maximum estimate, we can assume that the entire earth was covered by an ocean 10 


kilometers deep, which was available for experiments. Further, we will allow that space to be 


divided into small compartments (1 micrometer on each side) of bacterial size. We would then 


have 5 times 1036 separate reaction flasks. If a separate try was made in each flask every 


minute for 1 billion years, we would have 2.5 times 1051 tries available. ... As a rough rule, 


we will consider that an event becomes probable when the number of trials available is of the 


same order of magnitude ... as the adverse odds on a single trial. ... We cannot compute 


these odds precisely, but approximations will serve our purposes quite well. ... A more 


realistic estimate has been made by Harold Morowitz, a Yale University physicist. He has 


calculated the odds for the following case: Suppose we were to heat up a large batch of bacteria


 in a sealed container to several thousand degrees, so that every chemical bond within them was 


broken .... We then cooled this mixture slowly, in order to allow the atoms to form new bonds, 


until everything came to equilibrium. In this state, the most stable chemicals (those with the least 


energy) would dominate the mixture, while those with higher energy would be present to a lesser 


extent, in accordance with the laws of statistics. Morowitz asks, what fraction of the final product 


will consist of living bacteria? Or in other words, if a single bacterium was used to start the 


experiment (ensuring that the appropriate atoms, in proper amounts, were present), what would be 


the chances that a living bacterium would result at the end? The answer computed by Morowitz 


reduces the odds of Hoyle [1 in 1040,000] to utter insignificance: 1 chance in 10100,000,000,000.


 ... This number is so large that to write it in conventional form we would require several 


hundred thousand blank books. We would enter "1" on the first page of the first book, and 


then fill it, and the remainder of the books, with zeros. ... The Skeptic will want to rewrite 


Professor Wald's conclusion: Improbability is in fact the villain of the plot. The improbability 


involved in generating even one bacterium is so large that it reduces all considerations of time 


and space to nothingness. Given such odds, the time until the black holes evaporate and the 


space to the ends of the universe would make no difference at all. If we were to wait, we would


truly be waiting for a miracle." (Shapiro, 1986, pp.125-128) [top] 

6.
Problems of origin of life approaches


1.
DNA first


Living cells rely on three things: DNA, to store an accurate copy of protein-making instructions, RNA, to take 

those instructions to the protein-making parts of the cell, and special proteins called enzymes to get the protein-

making process to work (Matthews, 1992, p.60). So which came first: DNA, RNA or proteins (since it would be a 

miracle for even two of them to arise in the same place at the same time together)? If DNA is opted for by 

evolutionists, then they encounter "the ultimate chicken-and-egg problem in biology: DNA contains the 

instructions for building proteins, but it needs certain proteins - enzymes in the first place to carry out its task of 

passing on that information." (Matthews, 1992, p.60). [top] 


2.
Protein first



1.
Proteins cannot form spontaneously in water

Joining amino acids into a growing protein chain requires energy and the removal of a water molecule (the 

removal of an -OH group from the end of the chain and an -H from the incoming amino acid). Therefore this 

cannot occur spontaneously in a watery environment, such as a primordial `soup' (Raven & Johnson, 1995, p.69).  [top] 


3.
RNA first

It was later discovered that some RNA molecules could perform limited rearrangement of other RNA molecules, act 

somewhat like an enzymes, hence their name "ribozymes" (Matthews, 1992, p.60). But unfortunately for 

evolutionists, RNA is an extremely complex molecule, that is hard to construct out of ingredients thought to exist 

on the early Earth (Matthews, 1992, p.60), and store in the optimal conditions of a modern laboratory, with 

purified ingredients, using high intelligence and advanced technology (Matthews, 1992, p.60). It is even "harder 

still to get RNA to copy itself," which after all, is "the key requirement" (Matthews, 1992, p.60)!  [top] 

7.
Life still cannot be synthesised in a laboratory

Despite confident pronouncements by scientists at least as far back as 1946 that life will be created in a 

laboratory "in the not too distant future" (Eiseley, 1946, p.205), and in 1960 when "a highly distinguished 

international panel of experts ... All considered the experimental production of life in the laboratory 

imminent, and one maintained that this has already been done" (Simpson, 1960, p.969), "we have come 

nowhere near creating life in the laboratory" (Silver, 1998, p.339). Even with all the knowledge and tools of 

biotechnology, after over a half-century of trying, scientists still cannot synthesise life out of non-living 

matter in a laboratory (Horgan, 2002). "Certainly nobody has been able to cook up a primitive soup with 

water, salts, a few gases and ultraviolet light (or some other energy source) and let it stew away till a neat 

RNA replicating system arose from it (Crick, 1981, p.85).

But what if life is eventually created in a laboratory, by the application of high intelligence, and advanced 

21st century technology? "...the fact that we can synthesize amino acids and nucleic acids from inorganic 

starting materials does not explain how life started. We are intelligent beings who can purposefully bring 

together chosen chemicals under carefully controlled conditions. This is very different from accounting for 

the spontaneous formation of living systems in an inanimate world empty of all intelligence. And we have 

come nowhere near creating life in the laboratory." (Silver, 1998, p.339) "But supposing that life could 

originate in the laboratory already hinted in the Miller-Urey experiment? ... because man with a vast 

chemical equipment and an equally vast body of chemical data at his disposal can synthesize complex 

chemicals, it does not mean that Nature with only chance as its guide and creator can make life ..." (Ramm, 

1955, p.183).

Indeed, "The day when biochemists can take the basic chemicals (carbon, oxygen, etc.) and from these 

construct amino acids, and then protein molecules, and then the DNA molecules which can specify their 

reproduction and future organization, all without benefit of any pre-existing living material, is yet a long 

way off. ... But even if, someday it is accomplished, that achievement will not prove that the same thing 

happened by chance three billion years ago. Rather, it will prove, if anything, that an exceedingly high 

concentration of intelligent planning and precisely controlled laboratory apparatus were necessary for the 

accomplishment" (Morris, 1985, p.49). "In like manner, even if it were possible in a laboratory today to 

create life ... this would not prove that it happened in the past. It would prove that it is possible for 

intelligence to bring about such results, but it would not prove that the nonintelligent brought about 

evolution in the past. It would, it is true, render it quite reasonable that an intelligent being could have done 

it in the past. But certainly it would not prove that evolution was the product of matter in motion." (Clark & 

Bales, 1966, pp.95-96).

So, far from being a not a materialistic-naturalistic model of the origin of life, it would in fact be further 

evidence that the origin of life required an Intelligent Designer ( Wilder-Smith, 1988, pp.xix-xx)! 

When the Materials and Methods section of the scientific paper that reported the laboratory experiment that 

created life is read, with all of the right steps, with the right materials, in the right 

concentrations, at the right temperatures, etc, such that it could be duplicated by another laboratory, 

then maybe it will really sink in that "the origin life" was not "almost a miracle" but actually 

"a miracle, so many are the conditions which would have had to have been satisfied to get it going 

(Crick, 1981, p.88. My emphasis).  That would indeed be "design with a vengeance" 

(Ratzsch, 1998, p.291. My emphasis)! [top]

8.
No evidence of extraterrestrial life "All 

Earthlife is based on nucleic acid, and the key DNA molecule is always found to be arranged as a double 

helix wound in a right- handed sense. If extraterrestrial microbes contained left-handed DNA, or some other 

molecular basis altogether, it would suggest an independent origin and provide powerful evidence against 

the miracle hypothesis. " (Davies, 1995, p.18). "... the discovery of life on one other planet-e.g., Mars-can ... 

`transform the origin of life from a miracle to a statistic.'" (Shklovskii & Sagan, 1977, p.358). Yet, despite 

the widespread belief of evolutionists that life must pervade the universe, after decades of searching, 

astronomers have found no signs of life elsewhere in the cosmos (Horgan, 2002). A 1996 report of 

fossilized bacteria in a meteorite from Mars turned out to be wrong (Horgan, 2002). [top] 

9.
The more known about life, the harder it is to imagine how it arose

The more scientists know about life, the harder it is becoming for them to imagine how it arose naturalistically 

(Horgan, 2002). For example, Francis Crick, co-discoverer of the structure of DNA, has stated that "the origin of life 

appears to be almost a miracle, so many are the conditions which would have to be satisfied to get it 

going" (Horgan, 2002; Crick, 1981, p.88).  [top] 


1.
Natural selection cannot be invoked to explain

Natural selection cannot be invoked to explain the origin of life (Maynard Smith, 1975, pp.110-111; Ambrose, 1990, p.95). [top] 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 8. CELL & MOLECULAR (1)

1.
Cell


1.
Cell's technology is beyond the ability of science to duplicate

The cell's technology is beyond the ability of modern science to duplicate. A molecular biology textbook considers whether

"In these days of astounding advances in science and technology" whether "the artificial synthesis of a living cell is 

impossible" and answers it with a question, asking "on what sort of microloom would a biologist weave the membranes of the 

endoplasmic reticulum, or with what delicate needles could a biologist fashion the intricacies of the cell nucleus?"

(Price F.W., 1979, p.466). [top]


2.
Cell is a Von Neumann machine

As Denton, a molecular biologist,  points out, the cell is a fully automatic self-replicating system, a "von 

Neumann machine" (Denton, 1985, p.269). As the mathematician Von Neumann pointed out in 1951, the 

construction of any sort of self-replicating automaton would necessarily require the solution of three fundamental 

problems: 1) storing information; 2) duplicating information; and 3) an automatic factory that could be 

programmed from the information stored to construct all the other components of the machine as well as 

duplicating itself (Denton, 1985, pp.269; 337; Langton, 1995, p.352; (Gould, 1985, p.405).

Von Neumann envisaged such an automaton consisting of two components: an information bank and a 

mechanical assembly unit capable called the "constructor" (Denton, 1998, p.144). The information bank provided 

all the information and instructions necessary to direct the constructor to not only assemble a copy of itself but 

also make a copy of the information bank and insert it into the newly assembled constructor, so that the 

automaton makes a complete copy of itself (Denton, 1998, p.144; Scott, 1986, p.197). There would also need to 

be a fuel supply to provide energy which von Neumann's model did not seriously consider (Denton, 1998, p.147).

However, the practical difficulties of converting the dream of a self-replicating automaton into reality have 

proved too daunting (Denton, 1985, p.337; Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.14). As yet no machine can replicate itself 

(Denton, 1998, p.147). Not only that but after half a century, this dream is nowhere near realization, there not 

even existing a detailed blueprint of a machine that could carry out self-replication (Denton, 1998, p.147; Gould, 

1985, p.413). The challenges are enormous, for example, a self-replicating machine requires that the data storage 

system be accessible and comprehensible to the constructor device (Denton, 1998, p.147). The constructor be 

must be able to be assembled from readily available materials and requires a means of energy generation, storage 

and distribution, but none of these problems has been solved (Denton, 1998, p.147).

Yet the living cell follows the principles von Neumann had outlined (Drexler, 1990, pp.53,55; Wilder-Smith, 

1987, p.96). Every second for billions of years, all living systems have replicated themselves (Denton, 1998, 

p.147). This solution to all three problems is found in even the simplest of living things (Denton, 1985, p.337; 

Denton, 1998, p.147; Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.14). Cairns-Smith, notes that "the humble bacterium ... can 

reproduce" and so "must be an automatic factory containing something analogous to control tapes and automatic 

manufacturing equipment" and "there has also to be another kind of machinery that ... reprints them ... analogous 

to a Xerox machine or a tape copier" with all these things "instructed by appropriate bits of the Library tape 

(Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.14). Cairns-Smith also notes that the simple bacterium E. coli has a "message 

tape" whose "paper equivalent would be about 10 kilometres long," and with the minimum for a Von Neumann 

machine seems to be a paper tape equivalent about 2 kilometres long, since "no free-living organisms have been 

discovered with message tapes below '2 kilometres'" (Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.14). In being able to replicate itself, 

the living machine is unique in our experience (Blum, 1962, p.178G).

The origin of life is therefore not the origin of a self-replicating molecule, but the origin of a self-

replicating Von Neumann machine (Wilder-Smith, 1987, p.96). Dawkins acknowledges that natural 

selection cannot work unless there already in is existence a "complex ... DNA/protein replicating machine" 

(Dawkins, 1986, p.141). An existing machine that can replicate itself is difficult enough to imagine, but 

that such a machine could originate itself is baffling problem that no one has been able to formulate a 

solution in their imagination (Blum, 1962, p.178G). Which means that evolution's `blind watchmaker', in 

order to build the first Von Neumann machine, would have had to (amongst all the other things) write from 

scratch the equivalent of a computerised paper tape about 2 kilometres long!

But the problem is that natural selection is based self-replicating machines being already in existence, so to 

invoke natural selection to explain the origin of self-replicating machines is putting the cart before the horse 

(Blum, 1962, pp.178I-178J; Dawkins, 1986, p.141). In view of this, Cairns-Smith, who is an origin of life 

theorist, asks, "Is it any wonder that Von Neumann himself ... found the origin of life to be utterly perplexing?" 

(Cairns-Smith, 1985, p.14; Blum, 1962, p.178G). 

Denton observes: "So efficient is the mechanism of information storage and so elegant the mechanism of 

duplication ... that it is hard to escape the feeling that the DNA molecule may be the one and only perfect solution 

to the twin problems of information storage and duplication for self-replicating automata" (Denton, 1985, pp.337-

338). Denton concludes that, "It is ... the fact that everywhere we look, to whatever depth we look, we find an 

elegance and ingenuity of an absolutely transcending quality, which so mitigates against the idea of chance" 

(Denton, 1985, p.342). Denton asks, "Is it really credible that random processes could have constructed a reality, 

the smallest element of which ... is complex beyond our own creative capacities ... which excels in every sense 

anything produced by the intelligence of man" and compared with which "even our most advanced artefacts 

appear clumsy," as that of "neolithic man would in the presence of twentieth-century technology" (Denton, 1985, 

p.342). Yet we are expected to believe the evolutionist claim that this was all brought about by "a chapter of 

accidents" (Sagan & Druyan, 1992, pp.63-64; Shaw, 1921, p.xxxii)! [top]


3.
Minimum size of cell

"The American biochemist Harold Morowitz [Morowitz, 1966, pp.446-459] has speculated as to what 

might be the absolute minimum requirement for a completely self-replicating cell, deriving essential organic 

precursors, amino acids, sugars, etc. from its environment but autonomous in every other way in terms of 

current biochemistry. Such a cell would necessarily be bound by a cell membrane and the simplest feasible 

is probably the typical bilayered lipid membrane utilized by all existing cells. The synthesis of the fats of 

the cell membrane would require perhaps a minimum of five proteins. Energy would be required and some 

eight proteins might be needed for a very simplified form of energy metabolism. A minimum of ten proteins 

would be required for synthesis of the nucleotide building blocks of the DNA, and for DNA synthesis. Such 

a cell would also require a protein synthetic apparatus for the synthesis of its proteins. If this was along the 

lines of the usual ribosomal system, it would require a minimum of about eighty proteins. Such a minimal 

cell containing, say, three ribosomes, 4 mRNA molecules, a full complement of enzymes, a DNA molecule 

100,000 nucleotides long and a cell membrane would be about 1000Ä (1Ä = 10-8 cm) in 

diameter. According to Morowitz: `This is the smallest hypothetical cell that we can envisage within the 

context of current biochemical thinking. It is almost certainly a lower limit, since we have allowed no 

control functions, no vitamin metabolism and extremely limited intermediary metabolism. Such a cell would 

be very vulnerable to environmental fluctuation. The smallest known bacterial cells, Morowitz continues, 

have: ... an average diameter of less than 3000Ä. Since the minimum hypothetical cell has a diameter of 

over 1000Ä there is a limited gap in which to seek smaller cells. The minimal cell described above would 

contain sufficient DNA to code for about one hundred average sized proteins, which is close to the observed 

coding potential of the smallest known bacterial cells. It may be, therefore, that the tiniest of all known 

bacterial cells are very close to satisfying the minimum criteria for a fully autonomous cell system capable 

of independent replication. The complexity of the simplest known type of cell is so great that it is 

impossible to accept that such an object could have been thrown together suddenly by some kind of 

freakish, vastly improbable, event. Such an occurrence would be indistinguishable from a miracle." 

(Denton, 1985, pp.263-264) 

"As far as the mycoplasma is concerned, we can safely assume that it is very close to the lower limit of size 

for an autonomously self-replicating cell. The biochemist Harold Morowitz has speculated as to what might 

be the absolute minimum requirement for a completely self-replicating cell deriving all essential organic 

precursors-amino acids, sugars, etc.-from its environment but autonomous in every other way in terms of 

our current under standing of biochemistry. [Morowitz, 1966, pp.446-459] Such a cell would necessarily be 

bound by a cell membrane and the simplest feasible would probably be the typical bilayered lipid 

membrane utilized by all existing cells on earth today. The synthesis of the fats of the cell membrane would 

require perhaps a minimum of five proteins. Energy would be required, and this might require a further 

eight proteins for a very simple form of energy metabolism. Altogether, probably a minimum of another 

hundred proteins would be required for DNA replication and protein synthesis. The size of such a cell, 

containing perhaps four mRNA molecules, a full complement of enzymes, a DNA molecule about 100,000 

nucleotides long and bounded by a cell membrane, would be about one-tenth of a micron in diameter. 

Morowitz comments: `This is the smallest hypothetical cell that we can envisage within the context of 

current biochemical thinking. It is almost certainly a lower limit, since we have allowed no control 

functions, no vitamin metabolism and extremely limited intermediary metabolism.' [Ibid., p.456]" (Denton, 

1998, p.309) [top] 


4.
Minimum number of genes[top] 

Studies have shown that the minimal number of genes necessary to specify a free-living organism that can survive 

by converting nutrients into energy, grow and reproduce, is about 300 (Adam & Sample, 2004). One of the 

simplest living organisms is a bacterium, Mycoplasma genitalium that has only about 470 genes (Begley, 

1999, p.50; Adam & Sample, 2004). To find out which genes are the bare minimum essential for survival, 

scientists have systematically knocked out each gene of Mycoplasma genitalium to see if it can survive 

without it (Adam & Sample, 2004). About 215 genes have been found to be superfluous to Mycoplasma 

genitalium's survival in this way, leaving less than 300 genes required for life (Adam & Sample, 2004). But 

that does not mean that Mycoplasma genitalium can live without all these 215 genes, since the knockout 

experiments used Mycoplasma genitalium's with their full complement of 470 genes (Begley, 1999, p.50). 

[top]


5.
Assembly of first cell was fantastically improbable

"The possibility of a living cell coming together in one shot is immeasurably less plausible than the 

spontaneous assembly of a Boeing 747-if degrees of impossibility are to be envisaged. ... A Boeing 747 is 

built piecemeal in a very large number of steps. Raw materials me first refined or synthesized and worked 

into a multitude of separate parts. These are then joined, in modular fashion, to make the engines, the body 

and wings, the flaps, the landing gear, the electronic circuits, and all the other parts of the aircraft. These 

various parts are then brought together for final assembly. The steps in the construction of a living cell are 

different, but the principle is the same. Because of the high complexity of the final product, there must, by 

necessity, be a very large number of steps, often modular in nature. This consideration completely alters the 

probability assessment. We are being dealt thirteen spades not once but thousands of times in succession! 

This is utterly impossible, unless the deck is doctored. What this doctoring implies with respect to the 

assembly of the first cell is that most of the steps involved must have had a very high likelihood of taking 

place under the prevailing conditions. Make them even moderately improbable and the process must abort, 

however many times it is initiated, because of the very number of successive steps involved." (de Duve, 1995, 

pp.8-9. Emphasis in original)  [top] 

2.
Molecular


1.
Genetic code(s)



1.
`Chicken and egg' problem

The origin of life presents a number of basic `chicken and egg' problems. One of the most intractable of these for 

the evolutionist is the origin of the genetic code (Orgel, 1994, p.54; Davies & Adams, 1998, pp.55-56; Matthews, 

1992, p.60). The problem is that the genetic code can do nothing unless it is translated with the help of "at least 

fifty macromolecular components which are themselves coded in DNA" (Monod, 1971, p.143; Popper, 

1974, p.270. Emphasis in original). This therefore "constitutes a really baffling circle: a vicious circle ... for any 

attempt to form a model, or a theory, of the genesis of the genetic code" (Popper, 1974, p.270). [top] 


2.
DNA



1.
DNA transcription

"transcription The process in living cells in which the genetic information of *DNA is transferred to a 

molecule of messenger *RNA (mRNA) as the first step in *protein synthesis (see also genetic code). 

Transcription takes place in the cell nucleus or nuclear region and is regulated by *transcription factors. It 

involves the action of RNA *polymerase enzymes in assembling the nucleotides necessary to form a 

complementary strand of mRNA from the DNA template (see also promoter), and (in eukaryote cells) the 

subsequent removal of the noncoding sequences from this primary transcript (see gene splicing) to form a 

functional mRNA molecule. The term is also applied to the assembly of single-stranded DNA from an RNA 

template by the enzyme *reverse transcriptase. Compare translation. transcription factor Any of a group of 

proteins that can increase or decrease the binding of RNA polymerases to the DNA molecule during the 

process of *transcription. This is achieved by the ability of the transcription factors to bind to the DNA 

molecule (see DNA-binding proteins). Transcription factors contain *finger domains, which are often in 

repeated sequences called multifinger loops. " (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.597)  [top]



2.
DNA translation 

"translation The process in living cells in which the genetic information encoded in messenger *RNA 

(mRNA) in the form of a sequence of nucleotide triplets (*codons) is translated into a sequence of amino 

acids in a polypeptide chain during *protein synthesis (see illustration). Translation takes place on 

*ribosomes in the cell cytoplasm (see initiation factor). The ribosomes move along the mRNA `reading' 

each codon in turn. Molecules of transfer RNA (tRNA), each bearing a particular amino acid, are brought to 

their correct positions along the mRNA molecule: base pairing occurs between the bases of the codons and 

the complementary base triplets of tRNA (see anticodon). In this way amino acids are assembled in the 

correct sequence to form the polypeptide chain (see elongation). Translation is terminated by the *release 

factor." (Martin. & Hine, 2000, pp.598-599) [top]



3.
DNA replication 

"DNA replication The process whereby DNA makes exact copies of itself, which is controlled by the 

enzyme DNA polymerase. Replication occurs at rates of between 50 nucleotides per second (in mammals) 

and 500 nucleotides per second (in bacteria). The hydrogen bonds between the complementary bases on the 

two strands of the parent DNA molecule break and the strands unwind, each strand acting as a template for 

the synthesis of a new one complementary to itself (see DNA-binding proteins). DNA polymerases move 

down the two single strands linking free nucleotides to their complementary bases (see base pairing) on the 

templates. The process continues until all the nucleotides on the templates have joined with appropriate free 

nucleotides and two identical molecules of DNA have been formed. This process is known as 

semiconservative replication as each new molecule contains half of the original parent DNA molecule 

(compare conservative replication; dispersive replication). Sometimes mutations occur that may cause the 

exact sequence of the parent DNA not to be replicated. However, *DNA repair mechanisms reduce this 

possibility." (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.186). [top]


3.
Proteins [top]


4.
Enzymes

Enzymes are proteins that greatly speed up biological reactions (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, p.19). There 

are about two thousand of them (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, p.19). Yet the evolutionist explanation is that 

"in the primordial soup ... between 3.5 and 4 billion years ago ... self-replicating systems of RNA molecules, 

mixed with other organic molecules including simple polypeptides" and "began the process of evolution" 

(Alberts, et al., 1994, p.9).

But apart from the problem that there is no evidence there ever was a "primordial soup" (Brooks, 1985, p.118; 

Denton, 1985, p.261), the three-dimensional surface shapes of enzymes are critical to their function, and that 

shape determined by the particular sequence of amino acids in the enzyme's structure (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 

1981, p.20). Of the hundred or more amino acids typically make up an enzyme, about ten to twenty of those 

amino acids determine the basic three-dimensional structure of the enzyme and these must be in the correct 

sequence (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, p.20). There are also regions of each enzyme called an active site that 

must be in their correct sequence (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, p.20). 

Now the chance that these ten to twenty different amino acids would just happen to fall into the correct sequence 

to form a particular enzyme and its active site is about one chance in 1020 (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, 

p.20). However, the problem for evolution is that there are about two thousand enzymes, and the chance 

of obtaining them all by random shuffling is one in (1020)2000 = 1040,000 (Hoyle & 

Wickramasinghe, 1981, p.20). This is such a small probability that it would not occur even if the whole universe 

consisted of organic soup (Hoyle & Wickramasinghe, 1981, p.20; Denton, 1985, p.323)! [top]


5.
Molecular machinery



1.
Origin of molecular machinery

Leading evolutionist Richard Dawkins admits the logical impossibility of random mutation and natural selection 

producing the molecular machinery that is a required to be in place for natural selection to work (Dawkins, 1986, 

pp.139-140). He concedes that this could be seen as "a fundamental flaw in the whole theory of the blind 

watchmaker" and evidence "that there must originally have been a ... a far-sighted supernatural watchmaker" 

(Dawkins, 1986, p.141). Dawkins blusters that this is "a transparently feeble argument" on the grounds that it 

"explain[s] precisely nothing, for it leaves unexplained the origin of the Designer" (Dawkins, 1986, p.141). But it 

is Dawkins' argument which is "transparently feeble," because as Ratzsch points out "the principle that no 

explanation is legitimate unless anything referred to in the explanation is itself explained ... would effectively 

destroy any possibility of any explanation for anything" (Ratzsch, 1996, pp.191-192). Or to put it another way, 

"[t]here is a lot of middle ground, however, between a statement that `explains precisely nothing' and a statement 

that does not explain everything" (Johnson, 1998a). 

Dawkins' own explanation for the origin of the "DNA/protein replicating machine" is "sheer unadulterated 

miraculous luck" (Dawkins, 1986, p.141), apparently forgetting that about a hundred pages earlier he had noted 

that the probability of a mere 146 amino acid haemoglobin protein assembling itself by chance "is 20 times itself 

146 times ... a 1 with 190 noughts after it" (Dawkins, 1991, p.45), that is 20146 or 10190. Yet, as Dawkins 

himself had earlier stated, the size of just one of these protein machines is about 6,000 atoms (Dawkins, 1986, 

p.121), which at an average of 16 atoms per amino acids in a protein chain (Shapiro, 1986, p.283), is 375 

amino acids required to assemble by chance (which is 20375 or about 10489)! Dawkins later rejects a rival 

theory of geneticist Gabriel Dover on the grounds that the chance of it happening was "a 1 with 301 noughts after 

it" (that is 10301), which "is far far greater than the total number of atoms in the entire universe" (Dawkins, 1986, 

p.315). Yet Dawkins' own chance alternative to design is a 1 with 489 noughts after it!  [top]



2.
ATP synthase (F1-ATPase)

The ATP (adenosine triphosphate) synthase molecular machine, F1-ATPase, is a protein complex found in the 

membranes of prokaryotes, mitochondria and chloroplasts (Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.159), therefore in all 

living organisms. It uses the energy of a proton (H+) gradient to drive ATP synthesis (Campbell, 

Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.159), the conversion of "food or light into ATP, the energy currency of the cell" 

(Pearson, 2001). "ATP captures the chemical energy released by the combustion of nutrients and transfers it to 

reactions that require energy, e.g. the building up of cell components, muscle contraction, transmission of nerve 

messages and many other functions (Henahan, 1998).

"The motor resides within the ATP synthase enzyme and has three main parts each consisting of a number of 

protein subunits: a cylindrical component within the membrane, a protruding knob, and a rod (or "stalk") 

connecting the other two parts (Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.159). "The cylinder is a rotor that spins 

clockwise, at several thousands revolutions per minute, when H+flows through it down a gradient 

(Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.159; Pearson, 2001). The attached rod therefore also spins, activating 

catalytic sites in the knob, which is the component that joins inorganic phosphate to ADP to make ATP" 

(Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.159). The ATP synthase "mushroom cap," they found, contains three 

identical areas, arranged like a coil, where ATP is made," with "Each area is occupied with a different stage in 

ATP production" (Henahan, 1998). "As the `stem' rotates, it creates a powerful internal shifting in each of the 

three coiled sections within the cap" (Henahan, 1998). "This shifting provides the energy to cause chemical 

changes" (Henahan, 1998). "At one site, the "ingredients" for ATP come together" (Henahan, 1998). "At another 

site, they assemble as ATP, and at the third site, the rotation readies the fully formed ATP to pop off the synthase 

molecule, for use throughout the cell" (Henahan, 1998). Adenosine triphosphate synthase is "one of the most 

complex molecules ever revealed, almost six times larger than the blood molecule hemoglobin" (Henahan, 1998). 

"It's also one of the tiniest and most powerful motors ever identified" (Henahan, 1998).

"Richard Cross, who studies the ATP synthase enzyme, admitted that "We couldn't ever build a motor that small - 

but nature has" (Pearson, 2001). "The idea that the enzyme might turn like a motor when originally proposed was 

thought to be "a crazy idea" (Pearson, 2001). Indeed, leading evolutionist J.B.S. Haldane declared in 1949 that "a 

leap which would imply prevision by a designer," would be "the wheel ... which would be useless till fairly 

perfect" (Haldane, 1949, p.90)! When "Kinosita's group ... showed the ATP motor turning for the first time ... `It 

had major impact - seeing is believing' ... `It turned the field on its head' ... `To see it physically going was 

amazing" (Pearson, 2001). 

"ATP synthase is just 10 nanometres across: about 50,000 times smaller than" the world's smallest human-built 

electric motor, which is only 1/64th inch cubed (Ball, 2004a). And "no one has yet figured out how to make such a 

molecular-scale device from scratch (Ball, 2004a). So the problem for evolution is to expla how a `blind 

watchmaker' (natural selection - Dawkins, 1986, p.21) could make a motor that is "50,000 times smaller" than the 

smallest motor made by a highly intelligent human designer with modern technology. However, the evolutionist 

problem is that the ATP synthase molecular motor is found in all free-living organisms, being 

essential to the production of the cell's energy, and is therefore a prerequisite to life, and therefore 

to natural selection itself! So evolutionists must explain how "one of the most complex molecules ever 

revealed" (Henahan, 1998), assembled itself without natural selection! [top]



3.
Ubiquitin-Proteasome protein recycling system

Professors Aaron Ciechanover, Avram Hershko and Dr Irwin Rose" "won the 2004 Nobel prize for chemistry" 

"for work in the 1980s" "discovering the human body's method of getting rid of rogue proteins that ultimately 

lead to diseases like cancer." "They "found that the unwanted proteins which could, for example, lead to errors in 

cell replication or genetic coding are `labelled' for destruction with a molecule called ubiquitin. It sends them to 

"waste disposal" units, called proteasomes, where they are chopped into small pieces ... the process by which the 

body exercises quality control." The "role of protein breakdown in such processes was `absolutely fundamental'. 

"There is nothing in the cell that can work without some role of ubiquitin or its cousins" (Johnson & Brown, 

2004). "The cell's custodial duties have turned out to be much more than just taking out the trash. Rather, they act 

like a sophisticated inventory control program. The quick removal of specific proteins tells the cell when to 

divide, when to turn on or turn off various functions, when to die. .... The disposal of proteins is `crucial to almost 

any cellular process that anybody has studied.' ... a small protein consisting of just 76 amino acids. ... [is] in every 

tissue of every organism higher than bacteria, from fungi to yeast to frogs to people. ... the ubiquitous protein: 

ubiquitin. ... the cell attaches to proteins it wants destroyed. The process of attaching ubiquitin takes energy ... 

The tagged proteins are taken to barrelshaped chambers floating in the cell cytoplasm called proteasomes, which 

slice the proteins into bits that are then recycled into new proteins. For example, the protein-destroying process 

plays an important role when a cell divides, because of proteins called cyclins that change at each step of the 

process. `These are proteins that ... tell the cell what stage they are at in the cell cycle' ... `To go from one stage to 

the next, you need to get rid of these cyclins very suddenly.' In people, about 1,000 of the genome's 35,000 genes 

appear to take part in the ubiquitin system. `A large fraction of the genome is dedicated to this pathway'... In 

addition, some genes that were initially identified as tumor suppressors now appear to be involved with ubiquitin 

..." (Chang, 2004a). The "yeast 26S proteasome contains over two million protons and neutrons and is the largest 

nonsymmetrical molecule mapped to date. ... It serves as an intracellular waste-disposal and recycling system. 

Tiny molecules within the proteasome attach markers (called ubiquitin) to waste material ... the first job of the 

26S proteasome, after identifying a tagged protein, is to unfold, untwist, and unravel it. This function is 

performed by an apparatus at each end of the proteasome. Once the targeted protein is straightened out, the 

proteasome drags it into its core and cuts the protein into segments. These segments are precisely measured by a 

`ruler' inside the proteasome. The cut-up pieces are then ejected from the proteasome, and a `sanitation' fleet 

(other proteins) drives by to pick them up and sort them, separating the stuff that can be reused from the stuff that 

cannot. The complexity of such systems ... reflect a mind-boggling quantity, not to mention quality, of 

information. Where did that information come from? Who structured these molecules and taught them to perform 

their functions? Did blind chance and random process?" (Ross, 1997). If evolutionists really think that the 

`blind watchmaker', random mutation and natural selection, created the ubiquitin tagging and proteosome protein 

recycling system, then why do they waste time on such comparative trivia as peppered moths and finch beaks? 

Explaining the origin of the proteosome, a protein that destroys other proteins, and then ubiquitin a protein that 

tags other proteins that have defects, and then putting them both together into a system, would be a far 

more impressive demonstration than fluctuations in moth shades of grey and millimetre cyclic fluctuations of 

finch beaks! [top]



4.
Myosin-actin muscle molecular motor

"The machinery of muscle, for instance, has gangs of proteins that reach, grab a `rope' (also made of protein), 

pull it, then reach out again for a fresh grip; whenever you move, you use these machines. ... If a hobbyist 

could build tiny cars around such motors, several billions of billions would fit in a pocket ... Simple 

molecular devices combine to form systems resembling industrial machines." (Drexler, 1992, p.8). 

"myosin A contractile protein that interacts with actin to bring about contraction of muscle or cell movement. The 

type of myosin molecule found in muscle fibres consists of a tail, by which it aggregates with other myosin 

molecules to form so- called 'thick filaments'; and a globular head, which has sites for the attachment of actin and 

ATP molecules." (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.395). "myosin The predominant protein of the myofibrils of muscle cells. It 

has an unusual shape for a protein, having a globular head and a rod-like tail" (Allaby, 1999, p.348).

"actin A contractile protein found in muscle tissue, in which it occurs in the form of filaments (called thin 

filaments). Each thin filament 'consists of two chains of globular actin molecules, around which is twisted a strand 

of tropomyosin and interspersed troponin. Units of muscle fibre (see sarcomere) consist of actin and myosin 

filaments, which interact to bring about muscle contraction (see also sliding filament theory). Actin is also found 

in the *microfilaments that form part of the cytoskeleton of all cells" (Martin & Hine, 2000, p.7) 

"sarcomere Any of the functional units that make up the myofibrils of voluntary muscle. Each sarcomere is 

bounded by two membranes (Z lines), which provide the points of attachment of actin filaments; another 

membrane (the M band or line) is the point of attachment of the myosin filaments. The sarcomere is divided 

into various bands reflecting the arrangement of the filaments ... During muscle contraction 

the actin and myosin filaments slide over each other ... and the length of the 

sarcomere shortens: the Z lines are drawn closer together and the I and H bands become narrower" (Martin 

& Hine, 2000, p.531). 

"sliding filament theory A proposed mechanism of muscle contraction in which the actin and myosin filaments 

of striated muscle slide over each other to shorten the length of the muscle fibres (see sarcomere). 

Myosinbinding sites on the actin filaments are exposed when calcium ions bind to troponin molecules in 

these filaments. This allows bridges to form between actin and myosin, which requires ATP as an energy 

source. Hydrolysis of ATP in the heads of the myosin molecules causes the heads to change shape and bind 

to the actin filaments. The release of ADP from the myosin heads causes a further change in shape and 

generates mechanical energy that causes the actin and myosin filaments to slide over one another..." (Martin 

& Hine, 2000, p.550) [to be continued] [top]



5.
Nerve cells (voltage-regulated gates, etc)

"Nerve cells have a long tail, which carries an electronic impulse. The tail can be several feet long, and its 

signal might stimulate a muscle to action to control a gland, or report a sensation to the brain. Like a cable 

containing thousands of different telephone wires, nerve cells are often bundled together to form a nerve. 

Early researchers considered that perhaps the electronic impulse traveled along the nerve cell tail like 

electricity in a wire. But they soon realized that the signal in nerve cells is too weak to travel very far. The 

nerve cell would need to boost the signal along the way for it to travel along the tail. After years of research 

it was discovered that the signal is boosted by membrane proteins. First, there is a membrane protein that 

simultaneously pumps potassium ions into the cell and sodium ions out of the cell. This sets up a chemical 

gradient across the membrane. There is more potassium inside the cell than outside, and there is more 

sodium outside than inside. Also, there are more negatively charged ions inside the cell, so there is a voltage 

drop (50-100 millivolts) across the membrane. In addition to the sodium -potassium pump, there are sodium 

channels and potassium channels. These membrane proteins allow sodium and potassium, respectively, to 

pass through the membrane. They are normally closed, but when the electronic impulse travels along the 

nerve cell tail, it causes the sodium channels to quickly open. Sodium ions outside the cell then come 

streaming into the cell down the electrochemical gradient. As a result, the voltage drop is reversed and the 

decaying electronic impulse, which caused the sodium channels to open, is boosted as it continues on its way 

along the nerve cell tail. When the voltage goes from negative to positive inside the cell, the sodium 

channels slowly close and the potassium channels open. Hence, the sodium channels are open only 

momentarily, and now with the potassium channels open, the potassium ions concentrated inside the cell 

come streaming out down their electrochemical gradient. As a result, the original voltage drop is 

reestablished. This process repeats itself along the length of the nerve cell until the impulse finally reaches 

the end of the cell. ... the process depends on the intricate workings of the three membrane proteins. The 

sodium -potassium pump helps set up the electrochemical gradient, the electronic impulse is strong enough 

to activate the sodium channel, and then the sodium and potassium channels open and close with precise 

timing. How, for example, are the channels designed to be ion-selective? Sodium is about 40 percent smaller 

than potassium, so the sodium channel can exclude potassium if it is just big enough for sodium. Random 

mutations must have struck on an amino acid sequence that would fold up just right to provide the right 

channel size. The potassium channel, on the other hand, is large enough for both potassium and sodium, yet 

it is highly efficient. It somehow excludes sodium almost perfectly (the potassium -to -sodium ratio is about 

10,000), yet allows potassium to pass through almost as if there were nothing in the way. The solution seems 

to be in the particular amino acids that line the channel and their precise orientation. For potassium, moving 

through the channel is as easy as moving through water, but sodium rattles around-it fits in the channel, but it 

makes less favorable interactions with the amino acids. ... Nerve cells are constantly firing off in your body. 

They control your eyes as you read these words, and they send back the images you see on this page to your 

brain. They, along with chemical signals, control a multitude of processes in our bodies. For example, our 

cardiovascular system runs twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week without our giving it a conscious 

thought. Our nerves control muscle motion that expands our lungs to draw in outside air and pump blood 

through the heart.... Biology is full of incredibly elaborate, complex machines. If you are beginning to 

suspect that Darwinism has no compelling explanation for them, you're right. Aside from vague hypotheses 

that have more speculation than hard fact, evolutionists have no idea how such machines could have come 

about by the unguided forces of nature." (Hunter, 2003, pp.30-34) 

[top] 

3. <Sex 

Copyright © 2003-2004, by Stephen E. Jones. All rights reserved. This page and 

its contents may be used for non-commercial purposes only.

If used on the Internet, a link back to my home page at 

http://members.iinet.net.au/~sejones would be appreciated.

Created: 3 November, 2003. Updated: 28 December, 2004.

Stephen E. Jones: Projects: Problems of Evolution (Outline): Cell & Molecular (3)Stephen 

E. Jones

Projects: "Problems of Evolution" (Outline): 8. Cell & Molecular (3)

[Home] [Site map] [Updates] [Projects] [Contents, 1. Introduction, 2. 

Philosophy, 3. Religion, 4. History, 5. Science, 6. Environment, 7. Origin of 

Life, 8. Cell & Molecular (1), 9. Mechanisms, 10. Fossil Record, 11. `Fact' of 

Evolution, 12. Plants, 13. Animals, 14. Man, 15. Social, 16. Conclusion, Notes, 

Bibliography: A-F, G-M, N-Z]

"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 8. CELL & MOLECULAR

1.
Cell

2.
Genetic code

3.
Genes

4.
Proteins

5.
Enzymes

6.
Molecular machinery

7.
Sex

"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 8. CELL & MOLECULAR (3)

6.
Sex

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the origin and prevalence of sexual reproduction, e.g "The origin of 

the sexual process remains one of the most difficult problems in biology. (Maynard Smith, 1986, p.35); "What is 

the good of sex? ... is an extremely difficult question for the evolutionist to answer" (Dawkins, 1989, p.43); "the 

evolution of sex ... that problem of problems" (Dawkins, 1991); "Sex is the queen of problems in evolutionary 

biology" (Bell, 1982, p.19; Ridley, 1993, pp.26-27); "One problem is the existence of sex... there is no 

convincing Darwinian history for the emergence of sexual reproduction" (Kitcher, 1982, p.54).

It cannot be claimed that unlike asexual reproduction, sexual reproduction allows variation, because rotifers 

are asexual but have different species, a situation that Maynard Smith called "an evolutionary scandal" 

(Perlman, 2004a).

By "sex" is not meant the mere exchanging of genetic information as prokarytotes (single-cell bacteria) do, but 

rather "sex in eukaryotes" with its "regular succession of meiosis and syngamy" in "the alternation of haploid and 

diploid phases in the life cycle" (Maynard Smith & Szathmary, 1995, p.149). This eukaryote "reproductive model 

[is] quite different from the model mostly adopted by single-celled organisms" and is in fact "exquisitely 

complex," which "is already an immense climb down from what is usually claimed for the theory. ...its `obvious' 

status." (Hoyle, 1987, p.10).

What is meant by "sex" in this context of "the problem of sex," is the "mixing of genetic material from two 

individuals" by "genetic recombination" (ReMine, 1993, p.196). But it is even more than that; sex is a "mixing 

of" half the "genetic material from" each of "two individuals" by meiosis, crossover and genetic 

recombination. "This is called the cost of meiosis": "an asexual parent sends all its genes to each 

progeny" but in "sexual reproduction only half a parent's genes are sent to each of its progeny", so in "the 

Darwinian struggle to pass on more of one's genes to future generations, asexuality is twice as efficient as 

sexuality" (ReMine, 1993, p.197). The evolutionary literature therefore "focuses on the 50% figure as the major 

cause for concern. ... Why is sex so extremely prevalent? Why is it here at all?" (ReMine, 1993, p.197). "This 

question has caused some embarrassment to evolutionary biologists in the past. Although determined to fit 

everything into a selective framework and see shifting gene frequencies as the basis of all evolutionary events, 

they were unable to come up with any satisfactory explanation of the phenomenon that is at once extremely 

widespread and also appears to suffer from a selective disadvantage of quite enormous (50 per cent) proportions." 

(Dawkins, 1986a, p.135). "Despite some ingenious suggestions by orthodox Darwinians there is no convincing 

Darwinian history for the emergence of sexual reproduction.' (Kitcher, 1982, p.54). The "prevalence of sexual 

reproduction in higher plants and animals is inconsistent with current evolutionary theory. ... there is a kind of 

crisis at hand in evolutionary biology" (Williams, 1975, p.v); "The origin of the sexual process remains one of the 

most difficult problems in biology" (Maynard Smith, 1986, p.35); "sex is considered to be one of biology's great 

enigmas" (Bellig & Stevens, 1988, p.ix); "the selective pressures responsible for the origin and maintenance of 

sex is a `big' (maybe the `biggest') unsolved problem in evolutionary biology...there is no consensus about where 

its solution lies... no clear solution emerges" (Michod & Levin, 1988, p.vii); "The mystery about sexual 

reproduction is ... that there is a ... cost of halving the chromosome number and not being able to double the 

number of gametes ... what possible advantage there could be to sexual reproduction that makes up for this cost 

and accounts for its persistence." (Dawkins, 1986a, p.135).

It cannot be claimed that sex is necessary for reproduction because not only single-celled organisms, which 

comprise the vast majority of living things, as well as many plants and animals, reproduce asexually: "Sex is not 

even necessary for continued reproduction. Many single-celled organisms, and some animals and plants, 

reproduce indefinitely without sex. The production of eggs that develop without fertilization is called 

parthenogenesis, or virgin birth. Many insect species consist only of parthenogenetically reproducing females. 

Among reptiles, there are parthenogenetic species consisting entirely of females producing daughters genetically 

identical to themselves. .... Parthenogenesis is even commoner in plants .... Thus, whatever may be the 

explanation of sex, it cannot be said that without it continued reproduction is impossible." (Maynard Smith & 

Szathmary, 1999, p.79); "Our problem is to explain why sex arose, and why it is today so widespread. If it is not 

necessary, why do it?" (Maynard Smit. & Szathmary, 1999, p.80).

There is a cost of sex, both in its origin and in its maintenance: "The problem is made harder by what has been 

called the 'twofold cost of sex' ... there is a twofold advantage associated with parthenogenesis, or, equivalently, a 

twofold cost of sex." (Maynard Smith & Szathmary, 1999, p.80). "Because the first sexual eukaryotes were 

certainly isogamous, it follows that the twofold cost is a problem only if we are concerned to explain the 

maintenance of sex in later, anisogamous organisms, but not when discussing the origin of sex. All the same, 

there must be some costs associated with sex, even in isogamous organisms. Apart from the necessity of a gamete 

finding a partner with which to fuse, growth and reproduction are interrupted by the complex process of meiosis 

whereby gametes with half the number of chromosomes are produced. To ensure the proper distribution of 

chromosomes, the production of gametes is a complicated process, as anyone familiar with the accounts of 

meiosis in biology textbooks will be aware. Because of these complications, and the obvious disadvantages 

associated with them, it is not surprising that the origin and maintenance of sex continue to be a matter of 

controversy among biologists." (Maynard Smith & Szathmary, 1999, pp.80-81)

Explanations that sex arose for the long-term benefits it conferred are illegitimate in evolution, since evolution is 

a "blind, unconscious, automatic process" that "has no purpose in mind. ...does not plan for the future. ...has no 

vision, no foresight, no sight at all" (Dawkins, 1986, p.5): "Early explanations, that it was 'good for the species' to 

have the variation that is engendered by the mixing and shuffling of sex, had largely to be discarded. It was an 

attractive idea to think that sexual reproduction might result in variation staying in populations so that if the 

environment suddenly changed, the population could 'cope' and have at least some of its members surviving, 

which a uniform asexual population might fail to do. But by the end of the 1960s, the weakness of such 

arguments was generally realized. .... Populations do not harbour deleterious traits against the possibility of future 

benefit. We cannot expect a trait, to use Sydney Brenner's immortal words, to evolve in the Cambrian 'because it 

might come in handy in the Cretaceous'" (Dawkins, 1986a, p.135); Genetic recombination ... enormously expands 

the possibilities of evolutional change ... But this is a long-term, prospective advantage, not an immediate one. 

Natural selection lacks foresight. A trait will not be selected merely because it will have, at some time in the 

future, beneficial effects. It is only present benefits that count." (Maynard Smith, 1986, pp.35-36).

The favourite explanation of evolutionists for the origin and prevalence of sex, is the "Red Queen" hypothesis, that 

sex arose as an "arms race" against parasites (Ridley, 1993, pp.61-63). However, that has now been shown to be 

inadequate to "account for the ubiquity of sex" (Otto & Nuismer, 2004; Kettlewell, 2004). [top] 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 9. MECHANISMS (1)

1.
Time

Evolutionists commonly write as though time itself was a mechanism. For example, the late George Wald, 

Harvard Professor of Biology and Nobel laureate wrote of the origin of life that "Time is in fact the hero of 

the plot. ... Given so much time, the `impossible' becomes possible, the possible probable, and the probable 

virtually certain. One has only to wait: time itself performs the miracles" (Wald, 1954, pp.47-48). Similarly 

Dawkins wrote that: "... provided we postulate a sufficiently large series of sufficiently finely graded 

intermediates, we shall be able to derive anything from anything else, without invoking astronomical 

improbabilities. We are allowed to do this only if there has been sufficient time to fit all the intermediates in" 

(Dawkins, 1986, pp.317-318).

However, this is fallacious if time is claimed, or implied, to be itself a mechanism. As Darwin himself 

pointed out: "The mere lapse of time by itself does nothing, either for or against natural selection. I state this 

because it has been erroneously asserted that the element of time has been assumed by me to play an all-

important part in modifying species, as if all the forms of life were necessarily undergoing change through 

some innate law. Lapse of time is only, so far important, and its importance in this respect is great, that it 

gives a better chance of beneficial variations arising, and of their being selected accumulated, and fixed" 

(Darwin, 1872, p.101). [to be continued] [top]

2.
Mutations


1.
Random

It is just assumed by evolutionists that all mutations in the 4 billion-year history of life have 

been random in the sense of undirected, because "no mechanism is known (to put the point mildly) that could 

guide mutation in directions that are non-random ... It is selection, and only selection, that directs evolution 

in directions that are nonrandom" (Dawkins, 1986, p.312). But quite clearly God could guide mutation in 

directions that are non-random, and in fact the leading Harvard botanist Asa Gray in Darwin's day proposed 

this as a scientific hypothesis (Dupree, 1959, p.296), which was however rejected by Darwin on 

theological grounds, but supported by the great geologist Charles Lyell (Darwin, 1875, pp.371-372; 

Wilcox, 1990, p.2:20).

Quite clearly Darwinists cannot possibly know this, but just assume it on materialist-

naturalist philosophical grounds, because even "the mutations studied in genetics laboratories" are 

too "macro" and therefore "less likely it is to be incorporated in the evolution of a species" (Dawkins, 1986, 

p.233), let alone mutations producing 'evolutionary novelties" which have "decreased in scope and in extent" 

with Homo sapiens, the last in line ... 100,000 years" ago (Grasse, 1977, pp.70-71).

The actual experimental evidence that all mutation have been random in the sense of undirected is 

based on a mere handful of experiments over 50 years ago by Lederberg and Lederberg (1952), Luria and 

Delbruck (1943), and Demerec and Fano (1945), with bacteria and Darwinists take that as having 

"settled this question definitely" (Dobzhansky, et al. 1977, p.65)! In fact these crucial experiments 

which were employed by the Darwinists were based on a "falsehood", and the biological community, instead 

of pausing to ascertain whether all adaptive mutations in nature occur purely by chance", "jumped to the 

conclusion that they do and stuck to it," with "The consequence of that hasty act ... that a very damaging 

dogma came into being", namely "The dogma that all favourable variations which natural selection preserves 

arise purely by chance" (Opadia-Kadima, 1987, p.127; Corey, 1994, pp.252-253).

But in any event, even if these experiments were valid, the fact that some mutations today in 

bacteria appear to be undirected does not necessarily mean that every mutation in all 

organisms throughout the entire 4 billion year history of life have been undirected (Denton, 1998, 

pp.285-286). In the final analysis, Darwinism (i.e. the modern Neo-Darwinian theory of evolution) is just a 

belief that "chance alone produced the favourable variations which natural selection preserved", and this has 

"equalled or surpassed the Christian belief in the creative power of God" (Opadia-Kadima, 1987, p.129; 

Corey, 1994, p.251)! [top] 


2.
Neutral


3.
Genetic drift

3.
Competition [top] 
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 9. MECHANISMS (2)

4.
Natural selection


1.
Metaphor


2.
"Survival of fittest"



1.
Tautology

A tautology (or truism) is a a statement that is "true by definition", or "true in virtue of its form" (Copi, 1986, 

p.301; Berlinski, 1988, p.303; Hitching, 1982, p.104; Hoyle, 1983, p.32). A tautology's predicate defines the 

subject, so it has logical certainty (Geisler, 1990, p.139). But a tautology lacks material content and gives no 

information about the world (Fearnside & Holther, 1959, p.137; Hitching, 1982, p.104). For example, the 

statement that "all bachelors are unmarried men" is a tautology, because it is true by definition but otherwise 

uninformative and without content (Geisler, 1999, p.714; Leith, 1982, p.30). Tautologies are useful as definitions, 

but not as testable scientific statements since there can be nothing to test in a statement that is true by definition 

(Gould, 1978, p.40; Popper, 1978, p.344).

In its form of "survival of the fittest", which Darwin himself endorsed (Darwin, 1872, pp.83, 104, 118, 170, 181, 

193, 445) is a tautology, a circular definition, "the survival of the survivors" (Kauffman, 1993, p.16; Patterson, 

1978, p.147), which phrase Dawkins actually uses approvingly (Dawkins, 1995, p.22)! Because "If you ask which 

are the fittest, the answer is always those who survive, they're obviously the fittest. And if you ask how do you 

decide they were the fittest, the answer is of course obvious: it's because they survived" (Macbeth, 1982, p.1; 

Johnson, 1995a, p.267). As a tautology, natural selection would then have the intellectual content of a statement 

like "whatever will be, will be" (Berlinski, 1988, p.303). The Neo-Darwinian redefinition of fitness as 

reproductive success does not solve the theory's tautology problem if natural selection, merely amounts to the 

vacuous statement that "the individuals which leave most offspring are those which leave most offspring" 

(Macbeth, 1971, p.65; Koestler, 1983, pp.171,185).

What is needed for natural selection to be not tautologous is an independent criterion of fitness, that does not 

directly or indirectly rely on the mere fact of survival to determine what was the fittest (Macbeth, 1982, p.1; 

Bethell, 1988, p.187). Without such a criterion for fitness defined in advance, "survival of the fittest" makes no 

predictions except "what survives is fit", and so is tautologous, an empty repetition of words that explains nothing 

(Patterson, 1978, p.147; Popper, 1978, p.344; Steele, 1981, p.1). What is fittest is then decided only in retrospect 

by noting what survived (Hitching, 1982, p.105). If and when an independent criterion of fitness is identified, 

then what is needed is solid evidence that the survivors are truly fitter than those that perished, rather than random 

factors (Johnson, 1995a, p.267). (Johnson, 1995a, p.267).

While natural selection can in theory be formulated non-tautologously, in practice it is almost 

always a tautology, since there seems no practical way to identify the fittest other than by looking at the 

survivors (Patterson, 1978, p.147; Eden, 1966, p.109; Johnson, 1989, 1992e, 1993b, p.23; Bethell, 1988, p.187). 

This is evident by leading Darwinists such as Fisher, Waddington, Medawar, Haldane, Mayr, and Simpson 

seemingly being unable to describe natural selection except tautologously (Bethell, 1988, p.188; Hitching, 1982, 

p.107; Bird, 1991, p.91; Johnson, 1993c, pp.20,176; Macbeth, 1971, pp.47-49, 63; Popper, 1978, p.344). 

Darwinian evolution evidently trains the mind to see meaning in tautologies that isn't there, for example as 

Darwinist philosopher Helena Cronin `explains': "Natural selection is simply about genes ... that build bodies that 

do what's needed-seeing, running, digesting, mating-get replicated; and those that don't, don't" (Cronin, 1997, 

p.80)!

Gould admitted that "Bethell's [tautology] criticism applies to much of the technical literature in evolutionary 

theory, especially to the abstract mathematical treatments" (Gould, 1978, p.42; Johnson, 1993c, p.176). But this 

is usually not easy to see, making natural selection a "disguised tautology" (Bethel, 1996; Bethell, 1988, p.198). 

Indeed it is having a tautology at its very heart that gives Darwinian evolution the appearance of logical 

inevitability that provides its illusion of strength (Hitching, 1982, p.262; Johnson, 1993b, p.122). [top]



2.
Doesn't mean fittest


3.
Consistent with is not caused by


4.
Can do nothing without favourable mutation(s)

Darwin admitted in his Origin of Species that "natural selection can do nothing until favourable 

individual differences or variations [i.e. mutations] occur" (Darwin, 1872, pp.160,82). This is still the case in 

modern evolutionary theory, as Dawkins acknowledges, "selective breeders experience difficulty ... because after 

some generations of selective breeding the available genetic variation runs out, and we have to wait for new 

mutations" (Dawkins, 1986, p.247). But then as one of Darwin's contemporary critics rightly pointed out, "The 

'Origin of Variation,' whatever it is, is the only true 'Origin of Species'" (Butler, 1878, p.263; Himmelfarb, 1959, 

p.321)! And as a more recent critic of Darwin observed, "if variations are missing, natural selection is impotent, a 

circumstance which may menace the credibility of his [Darwin's] theory" (Lovtrup, 1987, pp.113,225). [top]


5.
Lack of positive

It is not enough for Darwinians to claim that natural selection negatively removes the unfit, since natural 

theologians like Paley claimed that before Darwin (Gould, 1980, p.158; Gould, 1982, p.380; Gould 1987, 

p.171). The essential claim of Darwinism is that natural selection positively creates the fit (Gould, 1980, 

p.158; Gould, 1982, p.380). Yet, "Despite its biological importance, positive selection is seldom observed at 

work in nature" and only a few, relatively trivial, examples are cited (Kimura, 1983, p.118), such as industrial 

melanism in moths and increases of DDT resistance in insects" (Kimura, 1976, p.260). 


6.
Can only negatively eliminate, not positively create

Indeed, Darwinian philosopher Anthony Flew points out that in his Origin of Species, "Darwin 

draws too positive an inference," since "Natural selection does not positively produce anything," but "only 

eliminates, or tends to eliminate, whatever is not competitive" and this, "Darwin's mistake ... is perhaps 

consequent upon his employment of the expressions 'natural selection' or 'survival of the fittest'" (Flew, 

1984, pp.25-26).

Swedish biologist Lovtrup quotes Darwin himself where he stated that "extinction and natural selection go 

hand in hand" (Darwin, 1872, p.157) and observes that "in fact elimination is all that natural selection can 

accomplish" (Lovtrup, 1987, p.127).

"To avoid misunderstandings: no critic would of course deny that biological *misfits*, incapable of coping 

with life's demands, would be eliminated in the course of evolution. But the elimination of deformity does 

not explain the evolution of higher forms The action of a weedkiller is beneficial, but it does not explain the 

emergence of new plant species. It is a common fallacy among evolutionists to confuse the process of 

*elimination* of the unfit with the process of *evolution* towards some undefinable ideal of 'fitness' The 

defenders of the synthetic theory could easily put an end to this confusion by replacing the discredited term 

'natural selection' by 'selective elimination'. However, they only went as far as replacing the slogan 'survival 

of the fittest' by the less offensive 'differential reproduction' - but that, as we have just seen, provided no 

escape from the labyrinth of tautologies." (Koestler, 1983, p.171)

That is, natural selection is an entirely negative process and so cannot itself positively 

create anything. All that natural selection can do is select by negative elimination of that which has 

been positively added by mutation. And mutation can be one of three types: 1) random (i.e. undirected); 2) 

neutral; and 3) directed. But evolutionists just rule out in advance on materialist-naturalist philosophical 

grounds that there even can be 3) directed mutations, and since 2) neutral mutations by 

definition cannot positively add anything, so all that evolutionists are left with is 1) random (i.e. 

undirected) mutations, so they just assume that some combination of random (undirected) mutations 

and natural selection must have done the creating! [top]


7.
Lack of evidence



1.
Novelty



2.
Problems with best evidence

It is noteworthy how the claimed best evidence of natural selection have developed serious problems. For 

example, the rise and fall of the dark (melanic) form of the peppered moth (Biston betularia paralleling 

the rise and fall of industrial pollution in England, was claimed to be "Darwin's missing evidence" (Kettlewell, 

1959), "the most spectacular evolutionary change ever witnessed and recorded by man" (Jones & Karp, 1986, 

p.271), "the prize horse in our stable of examples ... the paradigm of natural selection and evolution occurring 

within a human lifetime" (Coyne, 1998). Many leading biology textbooks have cited the peppered moth as prime 

evidence of natural selection (e.g. Keeton, et al., 1986, p.873; Mader, 1990, p.321; Raven & Johnson, 

1995, p.388; Solomon, et al., 1993, pp.9,418-419; and Starr & Taggart, 1998, p.286), as have 

evolutionary biology textbooks (e.g. Dobzhansky, et al., 1977, pp.122-123; Futuyma, 1986, p.158; 

Ridley, 1993, pp.72-73; 103-105; and Strickberger, 2000, p.541). From the 1830s butterfly collectors in the 

highly polluted woodlands around Manchester began noticing a dark form of the usually speckled grey peppered 

moth (de Beer, 1970, p.23; Hooper, 2002, p.16; Kettlewell, 1959; Ridley, 1993, p.105). By 1895, the melanic 

form was an estimated 98% of the total peppered moth population around Manchester (Archer, 1988, p.31; 

Keeton, et al., 1986, p.873).

In 1896, a British entomologist, J.W. Tutt, proposed a Darwinian natural selection theory that the increased 

relative frequency of the dark versus the grey peppered moth was due to the former being better camouflaged 

from predatory birds against the soot darkened trees (Grant, 1999; 2002; Hooper, 2002, pp.32-33; Wells, 1999; 

2000, p.140). However, Tutt's theory was not widely accepted because no one had observed birds preying on 

peppered moths (Hooper, 2002, p.33; Majerus, 1998). In the 1920s, J.W. Heslop Harrison of Newcastle 

University rejected Tutt's Darwinian theory and proposed a Lamarckian alternative theory that industrial 

melanism resulted from the caterpillar stage of insects eating vegetation contaminated with industrial pollutants, 

which they then passed on as a heritable trait to their offspring (Hooper, 2002, p.65; Wells, 1999; 2000, p.141). 

Harrison claimed to have confirmed his theory by experiments but others could not replicate his results and he 

had not experimented on peppered moths (Grant, 1999; Huxley, 1942, pp.458-459; Kettlewell, 1959). 

Nevertheless, Harrison's theory dominated the field for many years because at least it was open to experimental 

investigation (Watson, 1929).

However, in the 1930's Darwinism was on the rise again as Harrison's Lamarckism declined (Hooper, 2002, p.65; 

Wells, 2000, p.141). In 1937, E.B. Ford of Oxford University proposed a new version of Tutt's Darwinian 

camouflage and bird predation theory of industrial melanism in the peppered moth, but with the intervention of 

World War II, and the immense difficulty of capturing and breeding sufficient peppered moths, it was not until 

1953 that the Tutt-Ford Darwinian natural selection theory was experimentally tested by Ford's recruit, the gifted 

but self-taught butterfly collector Bernard Kettlewell (Hooper, 2002, p.67ff; Wells, 2000, p.141). In June 1953 

Kettlewell carried out a mark-release-recapture experiment using melanic and non-melanic (typical) forms of the 

peppered moth in a dark polluted woodland near Birmingham, and reported recapturing 27.5% of the melanic and 

only 13% of the typicals (Hooper, 2002, p.115; Wells, 2000, p.141). That is, Kettlewell purportedly shown 

experimentally that the dark moths survived twice as well as light moths in a polluted woodland (Hooper, 2002, 

p.115). 

Then in 1975, after the implementation of clean air laws in the 1959's, a decline in the melanic form began, 

and by 1985 it represented only 60% of the peppered moth population around Manchester (Cherfas, 1986, p.17). 

However, [to be continued] [top]


8.
Conservative: prevents evolution

What evidence there is for natural selection is that it is primarily a conservative force, that 

prevents evolution. "As a matter of fact, most of natural selection is concerned with preventing 

evolutionary change rather than with driving it" (Dawkins, 1986, p.125). "Natural selection is indeed a strong 

force. But, for the most part, it is a conservative one: As organisms chase suitable habitats around as the 

environment changes, they survive just fine pretty much in the state their ancestors were in originally" 

(Eldredge, 1991, p.11). "Natural selection ... plays a conservative rather than an innovating role. The 

mutations which diverge from the wild type or from the privileged genotype are swept away when the 

environment changes; hence the stability of the species." (Grasse, 1973, 1977, p.87). "As pointed out by 

Haldane ([Haldane, 1959, p.117-124]), elimination of deviants to keep the status quo (in the form of 

"centripetal selection") is the most common type of natural selection. Also a remarkably conservative nature 

of natural selection has been brought to light by Ohno ([Ohno, 1970]) in his discussion on the role of gene 

duplication in evolution. What has been revealed by recent studies of molecular evolution is again the 

prevalence of this type of natural selection." (Kimura, 1976). "This is an example of centripetal phenotypic 

selection, a weeding out cf extremes. ... There are enough similar examples to show that centripetal selection 

is of very general occurrence. If this fact had been discovered about 1860 we can imagine some of Darwin's 

opponents writing as follows: `In view of Weldon and Rendel's findings Mr Darwin's absurd speculations 

may now be relegated to the obscurity from which they should never have emerged. He postulated the 

existence of natural selection to account for the evolution in whose existence he believed. He doubtless 

deserved some credit for stimulating others to carry out accurate measurements. Natural selection was in fact 

found to occur. But so far from causing species to change, it actually prevents such change. Not only does it 

preserve the type of a species by eliminating deviants. It eliminates hybrids between species, which, if they 

are not too weak to be capable of development, are sterile.'" (Haldane, 1959, pp.123-124)



1.
Confers adaptive plasticity

Natural selection is claimed to be the explanation of the adaptive plasticity observed in a species of Australian snakes,

individuals of which can vary their jaw size depending on the size of the food each encounters in its lifetime (Skatssoon, 2004; 

Aubret, et al., 2004). But this very plasticity would prevent evolution, by cushioning a species against 

environmental change. It also may call into question whether the fluctuations in beak sizes in Darwin's finches on the 

Galapagos were the result of natural selection or just individual birds being able to vary their beak size in their own 

life-time, depending on the size of seeds available. [top]


9.
Complex organs

There is no evidence that the natural selection of random mutations have (or even could) build what 

Darwin called "Organs of extreme Perfection and Complication," such as the eye (Darwin, 1872, p.167). Grasse 

observed that "Darwin ... recognized the weaknesses of his theory," writing "to his friend the botanist Asa Gray: 

`To this day the eye makes me shudder, but when I think of the fine known gradations, my reason tells me I ought 

to conquer my fear'" (Grasse 1977, p.105; Darwin, 1898, p.ii.67). Grasse continued, "We fully understand 

Darwin's fears and wonder what they would have been, had he been confronted with the anatomical and 

cytological complexity that is revealed by modern biology ... the diversity of the transparent parts ... The 

complexity of the retina, of the sheaths, etc." (Grasse, 1977, p.105). Moreover, as Grasse points out, "In 1860 

Darwin considered only the eye, but today he would have to take into consideration ... all the cerebral 

connections of the organ. The retina is indirectly connected to the striated zone of the occipital lobe of the 

cerebral hemispheres: Specialized neurons correspond to each one of its parts-perhaps even to each one of its 

photoreceptor cells" (Grasse, 1977, p.105). Grasse points out that "In fact, the picture we have just sketched is 

even more complex; we did not consider the molecular structure ... and we have neglected entirely the chemistry 

of a complex organ capable of multiple adjustments." (Grasse, 1977, p.105).

Behe takes up where Grasse left off, summarising the molecular biology of vision:


"When light first strikes the retina a photon interacts with a molecule called 11-cis-retinal, which 


rearranges within picoseconds to trans- retinal. (A picosecond is about the time it takes light to 


travel the breadth of a single human hair.) The change in the shape of the retinal molecule forces a 


change in the shape of the protein rhodopsin, to which the retinal is tightly bound. The protein's 


metamorphosis alters its behavior. Now called metarhodopsin II the protein sticks to another protein, 


called transducin. Before bumping into metarhodopsin II, transducin had tightly bound a 


small molecule called GDP. But when transducin interacts with metarhodopsin II, the GDP falls 


off, and a molecule called GTP binds to transducin. (GTP is closely related to, but critically 


different from, GDP). GTP-transducin-metarhodopsin II now binds to a protein called 


phosphodiesterase, located in the inner membrane of the cell. When attached to metarhodopsin II and its 


entourage, the phosphodiesterase acquires the chemical ability to `cut' a molecule called cGMP (a 


chemical relative of both GDP and GTP). Initially there are a lot of cGMP molecules in the cell, but the 


phosphodiesterase lowers its concentration, just as a pulled plug lowers the water level in a bathtub. 


Another membrane protein that binds cGMP is called an ion channel. It acts as a gateway that regulates 


the number of sodium ions in the cell. Normally the ion channel allows sodium ions to flow into the cell, 


while a separate protein actively pumps them out again. The dual action of the ion channel and pump 


keeps the level of sodium ions in the cell within a narrow range. When the amount of cGMP is reduced 


because of cleavage by the phosphodiesterase, the ion channel closes, causing the cellular concentration 


of positively charged sodium ions to be reduced. This causes an imbalance of charge across the cell 


membrane that, finally, causes a current to be transmitted down the optic nerve to the brain. The 


result, when interpreted by the brain, is vision. If the reactions mentioned above were the only ones that 


operated in the cell, the supply of 11-cis-retinal, cGME and sodium ions would quickly be 


depleted. Something has to turn off the proteins that were turned on and restore the cell to its original 


state. Several mechanisms do this. First, in the dark the ion channel (in addition to sodium ions) also lets 


calcium ions into the cell. The calcium is pumped back out by a different protein so that a constant 


calcium concentration is maintained. When cGMP levels fall, shutting down the ion channel, calcium 


ion concentration decreases, too. The phosphodiesterase enzyme, which destroys cGMF, slows down at 


lower calcium concentration. Second, a protein called guanylate cyclase begins to resynthesize cGMP 


when calcium levels start to fall. Third while all of this is going on, metarhodopsin II is chemically 


modified by an enzyme called rhodopsin kinase. The modified rhodopsin then binds to a protein known 


as arrestin, which prevents the rhodopsin from activating more transducin. So the cell contains 


mechanisms to limit the amplified signal started by a single photon. trans-retinal eventually falls 


off of rhodopsin and must be reconverted to 11-cis-retinal and again bound by rhodopsin to get 


back to the starting point for another visual cycle To accomplish this, trans-retinal is first 


chemically modified by an enzyme to trans-retinol- a form containing two more hydrogen atoms. 


A second enzyme then converts the molecule to 11-cis-retinol. Finally, a third enzyme removes 


the previously added hydrogen atoms to form 11-cis-retinal a cycle is complete." (Behe, 1996, 


pp.18-21)

To add to evolution's problems, Wolfram gives reasons why natural selection's "power is remarkably limited 

...  [it] can only operate in a meaningful way on systems or parts of systems whose behavior is ... simple," 

(Wolfram, 2002, p.392). But, as Grasse pointed out, "In mammals, all sense organs evolved almost 

simultaneously" (Grasse, 1977, p.105. Emphasis in original).   [top]


10.
Sexual selection


11.
Just asserted

Despite (or maybe because) of the above problems of natural selection, it is usually just dogmatically asserted

by evolutionists. For example, Trivers just asserts that, "Chimp and human, lizard and fungus, we have all evolved over 

some three billion years by a process known as natural selection" (Trivers, 1976, p.vii).  [top]


12.
Doesn't apply to humans?

Evolutionists themselves admit that natural selection does not now apply, at least not in any significant way, to humans.  

For example, "Steve Jones, a geneticist from University College London, .. says ... nature has lost its power to select"

in human beings" (Walker, 2004; Jones, 1992, p.284). "Now that we have eliminated many of the worst infectious diseases 

from our cities ... we are no longer subject to the destiny of natural selection" and evolutionists themselves question 

whether "For 21st-century human beings... evolution [may] have come to a full stop?" (Walker, 2004). [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 9. MECHANISMS (3)

5.
Speciation


1.
Rarely (if ever) observed in nature

Despite the title of Darwin's The Origin of Species, it is still unclear if biologists have ever actually 

observed speciation occurring in nature, and therefore have been unable to discover the factors that initiate 

the process, and whether genetic mutations that prevent species from interbreeding are the cause or just a 

consequence of speciation (Whitehouse, 2004a). [top]

6.
Adaptation


1.
Some too perfect

Darwin in his Origin of Species wrote that "Natural selection tends only to make each organic being as 

perfect as, or slightly more perfect than, the other inhabitants of the same country with which it comes into 

competition." (Darwin, 1872, p.187). Similarly Gould cautioned that "the imperfection of nature reveals 

evolution" because "nearly perfect adaptation ... could be imposed by a wise creator" (Gould, 1980, p.34; Gould, 

1983, p.258). Macbeth pointed out that there are in fact in nature, some organisms that exhibited "Too Much 

Perfection" to be the result of the natural selection of random mutations (Macbeth, 1971, pp.102-103). One 

example of such too much perfection is a Philippines anglerfish which, unlike other anglerfishes that have a lure 

on a spinal projection in front of their head, has a near-perfect miniature `fish', with spots where a fish's eyes 

would be, both pectoral and pelvic `fins' in the right places and even a `tail' (Pietsch & Grobecker, 1978, pp.369-

370; Gould, 1980, pp.32-34; Fix, 1984, pp.202-203). Gould himself admits that such near-perfect adaptations, far 

from sealing the case for Darwinian evolution, are a major problem for it, and in fact evidence for creation 

(Gould, 1980, p.34)! Indeed, according to ReMine (1993) such examples of too perfect adaptations 

constitute a `biotic message' from the Creator to evolutionists who taunt creationists with the rhetorical question: 

"Why would God have created the world to make it look like evolution?" (Hunt, 1997; ReMine, 1993, p.2). That 

is, the answer is that God in fact created life to look unlike evolution (ReMine, 1993, p.17)! [top]

7.
Convergence


1.
Cephalopod and mammalian eye [top] 


2.
Placental and marsupial mammals [top] 


3.
Non-random [top] 

<
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 10. FOSSIL RECORD

1.
Not Darwinian


1.
Not gradualistic

The fossil record fails to reflect the gradual change one would expect if Darwinian evolution was true (Mayr, 

2001, p.14). Two features of the fossil record that are particularly inconsistent with gradualism are sudden 

appearance fully formed, and stasis (Gould, 1977a, p.14). Yet for over a century and a half paleontologists had 

been "brain-washed, by the gradualistic uniformitarianism of Charles Lyell." (Ager, 1993, p.xi). Darwin himself 

had been greatly influenced by Lyell's gradualistic uniformitarianism (Davidheiser, 1969, pp.60-61) and based his 

theory of evolution by the "accumulation of successive slight favourable variations" on it (Ager, 1993, p.129). 

This caused paleontologists to publicly claim that the fossil record supports the Darwinian interpretation of the 

fossil record, while privately knowing all along that it does not (Eldredge, 1985, p.144)! [top]


2.
Fossil record not extremely imperfect

Darwin required the fossil record to not only be imperfect (as everyone admitted) but to be extremely 

imperfect in order to account for the lack of transitional forms as predicted by his theory (Darwin, 1872, pp.157, 

161, 292-293, 303-304, 318, 342-343, 441, 443, 450, 461). But that was a false belief of Darwin and his 

followers, because in fact the fossil record is of sufficiently high quality to allow us to meaningful analysis even 

down to the level of species. (Stanley, 1979, p.1). While the fossil record is indeed extremely imperfect for some 

groups whose skeletons are not as readily preserved, e.g birds, it is much more complete in groups like marine 

invertebrates, which are more abundant, fossilise more readily, and have a world-wide distribution (Ager, 1993, 

p.151). Darwin's arguments in his Origin of Species on the imperfections of the geological record were 

ad hoc, and special-pleading, in order to explain away the differences between the predictions of his 

theory and the actual facts of the fossil record." (Eldredge, 1985, pp.27-28). [top]


3.
Inverted cone of diversity


4.
Mosaic evolution

"Mosaic evolution" is the name given by evolutionists for the unexpected finding that different parts of an 

organism change at different rates (Gould, 1978, pp58,66; Gould, 1993, p.255; Futuyma, 1986, p.293; Mayr, 

1991, p.182; Mayr, 2001, p.288; ReMine, 1993, p.289). Mosaic evolution is the rule rather than the exception, 

higher taxa arise not by parallel transformation of all their features but by sequential changes only in some 

(Futuyma, 1986, p.293). Mosaic evolution is particularly evident in the earliest fossil bird Archaeopteryx 

(de Beer, 1970, p.25; Futuyma, 1986, p.293; (Mayr, 2001, p.221) and in hominids (Gould, 1978, p.66; Gould, 

1993, p.255; Futuyma, 1986, p.293; Buettner-Janusch, 1973, pp.25,245,288). Evolutionists explain this as there 

having been "a greater selection pressure on some properties than on others" (Mayr, 2001, p.220).

To be sure, evolutionists can belatedly point to an isolated quote by Darwin (who managed to covered himself by 

contradictory statements about most things) that "there is no necessity for supposing that all parts of any being 

have been simultaneously modified" (de Beer, 1970, p.25). But in context, that was an afterthought by Darwin in 

a special Chapter VII in the last edition of his Origin of Species titled "Miscellaneous Objections to the 

Theory of Natural Selection" (Darwin, 1872, pp.194.192). And Darwin made it clear that these modifications 

would be so close in time that "they would appear to us as if they had been simultaneously developed (Darwin, 

1872, pp.194.192). That this was just another "ad hoc, special- pleading argument" (Eldredge, 1985, 

p.28) by Darwin to save his theory is evident by the fact that it is hardly the picture of the accumulation of "slight, 

successive, favourable variations" that "can produce no great or sudden modifications" but "can act only by short 

and slow steps" (Darwin, 1872, p.447; Dawkins, 1986, pp.317-318), without which his "theory would absolutely 

break down" (Darwin, 1872, p.170).

Evolutionists make a virtue out of necessity by claiming that mosaic evolution provides flexibility only a limited 

amount of change required by an organism to adapt to its environment (Mayr, 2001, pp.220-221; ReMine, 1993, 

p.290). But evolutionists overlook the huge disadvantage that there would have to be that many more sequential 

and rapid environmental changes for the same amount of changes to occur. Ironically a similar theory of multiple 

sequential environments proposed by Cambridge geneticist Gabriel Dover, is devastatingly refuted by Dawkins as 

one of Darwinism's "doomed rivals" (Dawkins, 1991, pp.313-316)! Also, if the appearance of a whole new suites 

of characters can arise as in Archeopteryx, with little movement in others, then this is not a picture of 

random mutations being selected by that environment (Wilcox, 1994, pp.202-203).  [top]

2.
Lack of transitional forms


1.
Gaps in fossil record

3.
Sudden appearance


1.
Cambrian explosion

The "Cambrian Explosion", the geologically sudden appearance of the complex multicellular animal phyla in the fossil 

record of the Cambrian Period (545-495 Ma), has been called "evolution's big bang" (Hecht, 1995; Holmes, 1997; Kerr, 

1993). 

By the end of the Lower Cambrian, all the major phyla had appeared, as had most classes among the marine 

groups. No new phyla have appeared in the succeeding 500 million years. (Groups as distinct as flying 

insects and terrestrial vertebrates evolved later, but these are not designated as new phyla since they retained 

the basic body plans of phyla that had diverged in the Cambrian.) Never again did life radiate into as many 

different adaptive patterns, even after the most catastrophic extinctions. The Cambrian radiation was clearly 

a unique event in the history of life. it can be attributed to the combination of at least three major phenomena 

that were themselves unique: a substantial increase in the amount of atmospheric oxygen, the elaboration of 

Hox and other genes that enabled the development of complex organisms, and an Earth nearly devoid of 

other organisms with a comparable level of complexity. Knoll (1996b, p. 6) summarized the Ediacaran-

Cambrian diversification of animals as reflecting `the interaction of genetic possibility with environmental 

opportunity.'" (Carroll, 1997, p.348) 

"Even if evidence for an earlier origin is discovered, it remains a challenge to explain why so many animals 

should have increased in size and acquired shells within so short a time at the base of the Cambrian. At the 

moment, there are almost as many explanations as there are animals caught in this belated `explosion.'" 

(Fortey, 2001) [to be continued] [top]

4.
Stasis (non-change)

"The history of most fossil species includes two features particularly inconsistent with gradualism: 1. 

Stasis. Most species exhibit no directional change during their tenure on earth. They appear in the fossil 

record looking much the same as when they disappear; morphological change is usually limited and 

directionless. 2. Sudden appearance. In any local area, a species does not arise gradually by the steady 

transformation of its ancestors; it appears all at once and `fully formed.'" (Gould, 1977a, p.14). "For 

millions of years species remain unchanged in the fossil record," said Stephen Jay Gould, of Harvard, 

"and they then abruptly disappear, to be replaced by something that is substantially different but clearly 

related" (Lewin, 1980, p.883). "At the core of punctuated equilibria lies an empirical observation: once 

evolved, species tend to remain remarkably stable, recognizable entities for millions of years. The 

observation is by no means new, nearly every paleontologist who reviewed Darwin's Origin of 

Species pointed to his evasion of this salient feature of the fossil record. But stasis was 

conveniently dropped as a feature of life's history to he reckoned with in evolutionary biology. And 

stasis had continued to be ignored until Gould and I showed that such stability is a real aspect of life's 

history which must be confronted .... For that was Darwin's problem ... Stasis, to Darwin, was an ugly 

inconvenience." "The principal problem is morphological stasis. A theory is only as good as its 

predictions, and conventional neo-Darwinism, which claims to be a comprehensive explanation of 

evolutionary process, has failed to predict the widespread long-term morphological stasis now 

recognized as one of the most striking aspects of the fossil record." (Williamson, 1981, p.214). [top]


1.
Living fossils

"Natural selection ... plays a conservative rather than an innovating role. The mutations which diverge from 

the wild type or from the privileged genotype are swept away when the environment changes; hence the 

stability of the species. Panchronic species [living fossils], which like other species are subject to the assaults 

of mutations remain unchanged. Their variants are eliminated except possibly for neutral mutants. In any 

event, their stability is an observed fact and not a theoretical concept." (Grasse, 1977, p.87) [top] 



1.
Coelacanth (Latimeria chalumnae) 

"The term `living fossil' is often used to refer to the coelacanth, a rare, deepwater fish with fleshy, lobed fins 

that was first caught in 1938 in waters off the east coast of South Africa, among the Comoro Islands. ... 

coelacanths may have changed little since they first appeared in the fossil record 60 million years ago" 

(Martini, 1998). "The bony-finned coelacanth, thought to be long extinct but rediscovered in 1938, has been 

approximately static some 450 million years (Avers 1989, 317). ... The nearly timeless species are not 

exempt from the changes of proteins that go on in all living beings, and they could surely vary in many ways 

without loss of adaptiveness, but their patterns have become somehow frozen. ... From the point of view of 

conventional evolutionary theory long-term stasis is hard to explain. Rapid evolution is comprehensive as 

species adapt to new conditions or opportunities but it is incongruous that species remain unchanged through 

changing conditions over many million years" (Wesson, 1991, 207-208). "For years, also, the primitive bony 

fish called the coelacanth which was abundant 400 million years ago, was quoted a being an intermediate, 

because of the way its fins had certain limb-like characteristics. It was supposed to have been capable of 

lurching forward on land in search of food, eventually staying there for longer and longer periods until, 

seventy million years ago, it disappeared from the fossil record. However, now that several dozen 

coelacanths have been caught off the coast of Madagascar, all apparently unchanged from their ancestral 

form, perfectly adapted to their natural deep sea habitat, and showing no signs of lurching about on land, 

they have been quietly dropped from the textbooks as transitional forms" (Hitching, 1982, p.32). "So, we 

have stasis. What are we to make of it? How do we explain it? Some of us would say that the lineage leading 

to Latimeria stood still because natural selection did not move it. In a sense it had no 'need' to evolve 

because these animals had found a successful way of life deep in the sea where conditions did not change 

much. Perhaps they never participated in any arms races. Their cousins that emerged onto the land did evolve 

because natural selection, under a variety of hostile conditions including arms races, forced them to. Other 

biologists, including some of those that call themselves punctuationists, might say that the lineage leading to 

modern Latimeria actively resisted change, in spite of what natural selection pressures there might have been. 

Who is right? In the particular case of Latimeria it is hard to know . ... Let us, to be fair, stop 

thinking in terms of Latimeria in particular. It is a striking example but a very extreme one ... It is 

conceivable that coelacanths stopped evolving because they stopped mutating perhaps because they were 

protected from cosmic rays at the bottom of the sea! - but nobody, as far as I know, has seriously suggested 

this ... " (Dawkins, 1986b, pp.246,247). [top]   

5.
Extinction


1.
Mass Extinction

[top]
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11. `FACT' OF EVOLUTION

1.
Evolution claimed fact, not theory

Mayr considers that evolution is such "a plain fact", that "takes place all the time" and "is a fact so overwhelmingly 

established that it has become irrational to call it a theory" (Mayr, 2001, p.264; Hunter, 2003, p.11). [top]

2.
Despite admitted ignorance of mechanisms

Evolutionists claim that evolution is a fact, despite admitting that today, in the 21st century, over 140 years after 

Darwin's Origin of Species, they still don't know how evolution occurred! For example: "Modern 

scientists accept that evolution occurred, but differ over ... how evolution occurred" (Scott, 2000); "no 

biologist has been led to doubt the fact that evolution occurred; we are debating how it happened" 

(Gould, 1983, p.256); "we should make a distinction ... between the simple fact of evolution... and 

theories (like Darwinian natural selection) that have been proposed to explain the causes of evolutionary 

change" (Gould, 2001b, p.x); "there is no dispute about the fact that evolution has occurred but there is 

dispute among scientists about how it has occurred." (Price, 1990, p.8); "When discussing organic 

evolution the only point of agreement seems to be: `It happened.' Thereafter, there is little consensus..." (Conway 

Morris, 2000, p.11); "The basic notion that life has evolved is as certain as the existence of gravity .... But 

how life has evolved is another matter entirely." (Eldredge & Tattersall, 1982, p.2); "There is no 

disagreement in science about whether evolution has occurred. There is bloody warfare on the question of how it 

has occurred." (Lewontin 2000, p.48); "Biological evolution ... is considered a fact of nature by almost all 

biologists. There ... are many arguments over the details of the mechanics of evolution, but none over the fact..." 

(Asimov, 1981, p.1). 

That is, there is no agreement on how evolution happened (science), just agreement that it did occur 

naturalistically (philosophy) (Wysong, 1976, p.46)! But before it can be known that evolution 

happened, it needs to be known how it happened (Wade, 2000). Darwin himself acknowledged that just 

asserting that "species ... had descended, like varieties, from other species," was "unsatisfactory, until it could be 

shown how the ... species ... have been modified ..." (Darwin, 1872, p.18; Lewontin, 1978. My emphasis). 

So just asserting that "evolution is a fact" is vacuous unless it comes with a supporting theory of how 

evolution occurred (Johnson, 1993, p.12; Patterson, 1981, p.3), as Darwin himself pointed out (Darwin, 1872, 

p.18). Indeed, since "any evolution that had to be helped over the jumps by God was not evolution at all" 

(Dawkins, 1986, pp.248-249; Darwin, 1898, pp.6-7), if evolutionists don't know how evolution 

happened, i.e. whether it was in fact helped over the jumps by God, then they don't know that it was 

evolution!  [top]

3.
Claimed that evidence not needed

Having declared evolution to be a fact, evolutionists then assert that there is no need to present 

evidence to support it. For example, Savage stated, "We do not need a listing of evidences to demonstrate the 

fact of evolution any more than we need to demonstrate the existence of mountain ranges" (Savage, 1963, p.v), 

and likewise Mayr asserts, "That evolution has taken place is so well established that ... a detailed presentation 

of the evidence is no longer needed" (Mayr, 2001, p.xv). But in that case, "... why evolution should be considered 

science and yet not be subject to questioning is not clear" (Thurman, 1978, p.71) [top]

4.
But is not fact

5.
Common ancestry


1.
Not necessarily evolution

Common ancestry is not necessarily evolution. Darwin himself, at the beginning of his Origin of Species 

admitted that it was not enough to conclude that "species had ... descended, like varieties, from other species," 

unless "it could be shown how the innumerable species inhabiting this world have been modified" 

(Darwin, 1872, p.18). That is because common descent, by itself, does not tell us anything about how the 

descent occurred, whether the process was gradual or sudden, or whether the causal mechanism was Darwinian, 

Lamarckian, vitalistic or even creationist (Denton, 1985, pp.154-155). Therefore a theory of descent by itself is 

equally compatible with almost any philosophy of nature, including some forms of creationism (Denton, 1985, 

p.155).

For example, God could supernaturally intervene at strategic points in such chains of descent, by inserting crucial 

mutations to facilitate the emergence of some new trait, and that would still mean that all organisms derived 

ultimately from a common ancestor, but there would then be supernatural elements in the process (Ratzsch, 1996, 

pp.187-188). But if there was supernatural intervention by God at any stage in the chain of common descent, then 

it was not evolution at all (Dawkins, 1986, pp.248-249; Darwin, 1898, pp.II:6-7), but creation.

Evolutionists themselves show that common ancestry is not uniquely diagnostic of evolution and in fact equally 

compatible with creation, by labelling as "IDC" (Intelligent Design Creationist) Intelligent Design theorist 

Michael Behe, even though Behe accepts "that all organisms share a common ancestor" (Pennock, 1999, p.264; 

Behe 1996, p.5).

Common ancestry and supernatural intervention are not mutually exclusive, as three examples illustrate. The first 

example is the Biblical Eve. If Eve was supernaturally created from Adam's rib (Gn 2:22), while Adam shared 

common ancestry with apes and ultimately all of life, then Eve's descendants (us) would share a common ancestry 

with all life, but it would not be entirely a natural process of common descent. It is not necessarily 

claimed this interpretation of the Bible is correct, but it is at least within the realms of interpretative possibility 

(Henry, 1957, p.282; Stott, 1994, p.164; Kidner, 1967, pp.28-29). The second example is Jesus. The Bible 

indicates that Jesus was fully human and He was the biological descendent of Mary (Mt 1:18-25; Lk 1:26-2:7) 

and thus, on his mother's side Jesus shared a common ancestor with all humans (Lk 3:38). But the Bible also 

states that on his father's side Jesus was the result of a special supernatural intervention by God (Lk 1:35; Mt 

1:18). The third example is Dolly the cloned sheep, who was the offspring of one ewe (which provided the cell 

nucleus) and another ewe (which provided the cell, minus a nucleus), there being no male involved (Campbell, 

Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.996). Dolly has gone on to bear her own lamb (Cohen, 1998) and it has a common ancestry with 

all other sheep, even though there was human intelligent design and intervention in the process. Each of these 

three examples shows how there can be common ancestry with intervention by an intelligent designer in the 

parent-child ancestral chain.

Therefore, common ancestry is a necessary but not sufficient condition of evolution. What 

evolution requires is both common ancestry and a fully naturalistic mechanism. [top] 


2.
Not the central claim of evolution

Common descent is not the central claim of evolution, which is that all life on Earth is the result of 

unguided physical process (Dembski, 2004, p.xx). Darwin, in his Origin of Species, was indifferent 

whether all life on Earth was descended from "a few forms or ... one" (Darwin, 1872, p.463). Darwin 

personally believed "that animals are descended from at most only four or five progenitors, and plants from 

an equal or lesser number" and specifically rejected "that all animals and plants are descended from some 

one prototype" (Darwin, 1872, p.458). The proposition "that all the organic beings which have ever lived on 

this earth may be descended from some one primordial form," Darwin regarded as "immaterial whether or 

not it be accepted" and that "it is possible ... that at the first commencement of life many different forms were 

evolved (Darwin, 1872, p.459). Evolutionists would be very happy to find life on Mars or another 

planet that did not share a common ancestry with life on Earth since that would "transform the origin of life from 

a miracle to a statistic.'" (Shklovskii. & Sagan, 1977, p.358).

Indeed, as has been pointed out by some Christian thinkers, a single common ancestry sends a `biotic message'

that there is one Creator (Hamilton, 1931, pp.149-150; ReMine, 1993, p.22) [top] 


3.
Cannot explain differences

Common ancestry may be able to explain the similarity between species, but it cannot explain their 

differences (Behe, 1996b). In particular, that humans share a common ancestry with apes, does not explain 

the profound differences between them (Morgan, 1982, pp.17-18; Watson, 1987, p.127). For example, the 

sequenced chimp genome is about 98.5% genetically identical to that of humans, but the differences between the 

two species is so profound that differences of DNA alone cannot explain them (Fox, 2004; Weissenbach, 2004). 

Such differences include the chromosomal architecture of the genome, regulatory sequences (formerly thought by 

evolutionists to be `junk') which switch on and off gene expression, transcription factors that determine the 

final tRNA transcript that actually codes for a protein, the proteins themselves and finally the cells that those 

proteins build. To use a computer analogy, DNA may be the underlying system code (e.g. Windows®) that identifies 

its common origin, but the version number, hardware (system architecture and components), and the application 

software is what determines what is finally expressed on the computer. [top] 

6.
Homology

7.
Needs nascent not vestigial structures

8.
No definition of "species"

Evolutionary biology cannot provide a definition of "species". In the final analysis, it seems that the only 

`definition' of "species" that evolutionary biologists can offer is: "a species is whatever a competent naturalist or 

taxonomist says it is" (Guffey, n.d.)! The problem for evolutionists was well-stated by Darwin's contemporary 

Agassiz, who asked of Darwin, `If species do not exist ... how can they vary?" (Macbeth, 1971, pp.22-23) 

[top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 12. PLANTS

1.
Photosynthesis

Evolution has no adequate explanation of the origin of photosynthesis.

2.
Angiosperms

Origin of angiosperms (flowering plants) is still "an abominable mystery".
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 13. ANIMALS

1.
Organs


1.
Eye



1.
Evolution has no adequate explanation of the origin of the eye

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the origin of the eye. Evidence of this is that there is no 

comprehensive evolutionist explanation of the origin of the eye in any peer-reviewed scientific journal or 

book. Evolutionists either refer to a variation of Darwin's nearly 150-year old explanation (so called) in his 

Origin of Species (1859) where a graded series of eyes are merely pointed to (Darwin, 1872, pp.167-

170), or a computer model/simulation (that wasn't even that!) by Nilsson & Pelger (Nilsson & Pelger, 1994; 

Keeton et al, 1996, p.463), or both (Ridley, 1996a, pp.342-343; Strickberger, 2000, pp.33-35), or 

don't even mention the eye at all (Dobzhansky et al., 1977, Futuyma, 1986; Maynard Smith, 1975; 

Mayr, 1970)! [top]

In order to explain the origin of the eye, evolution would need to explain "the anatomical and cytological 

complexity that is revealed by modern biology ... The complexity of the retina, of the sheaths ... all the 

cerebral connections of the organ" (Grasse, 1977, p.105). And also "the molecular structure ... and ... the 

chemistry of a complex organ capable of multiple adjustments" (Grasse, 1977, p.105). Darwin just assumed 

the existence of an original "simplest organ which can be called an eye" which "consists of an optic nerve, 

surrounded by pigment-cells and covered by translucent skin, but without any lens or other refractive body," 

but then the question then of "How a nerve comes to be sensitive to light," Darwin evaded with it "hardly 

concerns us more than how lifeitself originated" (Darwin, 1872, p.167). But as Behe points out, the 

molecular biology and biochemistry of that `simple' light-sensitive spot, is very complex (Behe, 

1996, pp.18-21). So what evolution needs to explain is in fact "How a nerve comes to be sensitive to light"!

 [top] 



2.
Eyes are found in only four(?) phyla

Far from being the inevitable, mechanical, automatic consequence of a `blind watchmaker', "true image-forming 

eyes" are found in only "four phyla-annelids, mollusks, arthropods, and vertebrates", and "all of them use the 

same visual pigment", retinal "suggesting that not many alternative pigments are able to play this role." (Raven & 

Johnson, 1995, p.955). Interestingly, eyes have evolved independently in three [four] different lines of animals-

[annelids], mollusks, insects, and vertebrates. These animals have no common evolutionary ancestor equipped 

with eyes, yet the eyes of each of them have the same compound, retinal, involved in the process of light 

reception. That retinal is present in each of these types of eyes is the result of some unique fitness of this kind of 

molecule for the process of light reception" (Solomon, et al., 1993, p.59) [top]



3.
Pax-6 master control gene

The problem of the origin of the eye has recently become even harder for evolution to explain. Evolutionists 

used to confidently claim as evidence for the power of random mutations and natural selection that "eyes 

have evolved no fewer than forty times, and probably more than sixty times, independently in various parts 

of the animal kingdom," and "In some cases these eyes use radically different principles" (Dawkins, 1996, 

p.127), including "at least nine distinct design principles ... pinhole eyes, two kinds of camera-lens eyes, 

curved-reflector ("satellite dish") eyes, and several kinds of compound eyes" (Dawkins, 1995, p.91). But 

then it was unexpectedly discovered that these "nine distinct design principles" in "these forty-plus 

independent evolutions" (Dawkins, 1995, p.91), are all `hardwired' into one master gene, pax-

6. Not only can a transplanted pax-6 gene produce a fruit-fly's eye on its wings, legs, and 

antennae, but also a transplanted mouse pax-6 gene can produce a fruit-fly's eye on a fruit fly's body 

(Halder, et al., 1988; Bromham,  2002)! In other words, the underlying machinery of the eye, arose just 

once (Dover, 2000, p.172), in "the common ancestor of all surviving animals, who lived perhaps a billion 

years ago" (Dawkins, 1996, p.128), yet anticipated the future development of all eyes in all 

animals, for all time, in all environments: water, land and air! As Berlinksi observes, "No one 

in possession of these facts can imagine that they support the Darwinian theory. How could the mechanism of 

random variation and natural selection have produced an instrument capable of anticipating the course of 

morphological development ... in widely different organisms?" (Berlinski, 1996). That this was totally 

unexpected by evolutionary theorists, is evident by Dawkins, who calls this discovery a "Remarkable fact ... 

[that] is almost too startling" (Dawkins, 1996, p.176). [to be continued] [top] 



4.
Colour vision

Since "Natural selection tends only to make each organic being as perfect as, or slightly more perfect than, the other 

inhabitants of the same country with which it comes into competition" (Darwin, 1872, p.187), why then is their 

colour vision? [top]

2.
Fish


1.
Swim-bladder-lung transition

Darwin `explained' swimbladder-lung transition, but was actually lung-swimbladder transition!

3.
Amphibians


1.
Fin-leg transition

The invasion of the land required modifications to almost every system in the vertebrate body (Hickman, Roberts 

& Larson, 2000, p.311; Colbert & Morales, 1992, p.80; Carroll, 1988, pp.158ff). It is therefore "among the most 

difficult evolutionary phenomena to explain" (Carroll., 1997, pp.227- 228). The original evolutionary explanation 

for the transition from a fish's fin to an amphibian's leg, was that it occurred as an adaptation for one line of fish, 

the crossopterygians (a sub-group of lobe-finned fish), surviving by dragging themselves between freshwater 

pools that dried up in summer (Romer, 1933, pp.48-49; Romer, 1945, pp.140-141; Stahl, 1985, pp.195-198; 

Carroll, 1988, p.166; Colbert & Morales, 1992, pp.67-68; Nash 1995, p.68; Zimmer, 1995b, p.120; Zimmer, 1998, 

pp.35-37; McLeod, 2000, p.28). But in fact the transition from fins to legs actually occurred underwater 

(Nash 1995, p.68; Daeschler & Shubin, 1997; Monastersky, 1999; Hickman, Roberts & Larson, 2000, p.311), 

millions of years before legs were needed on land (Zimmer, 1995b, p.120)! [top] 

4.
Reptiles


1.
Amniotic egg

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the origin of the amniotic egg.

"There are innumerable examples of complex organs and adaptations which are not led up to by any 

known or even, in some cases, conceivable series of feasible intermediates. In the case, for example, 

of the flight feather of a bird, the amniotic egg, the bacterial flagellum, the avian lung, no convincing 

explanation of how they could have evolved gradually has ever been provided" (Denton, 1998, p.274).

"Reptiles, birds, and mammals have additional terrestrial adaptations that distinguish them from 

amphibians. One of these is the amniotic egg, a shelled, water-retaining egg. The amniotic egg functions as 

a `self-contained pond' that enables these vertebrates to complete their life cycles on land. Although most 

mammals don't lay eggs, they retain other key features of the amniotic condition. In recognition of this 

important evolutionary breakthrough, reptiles, birds, and mammals are collectively called amniotes." 

(Campbell, Reece & Mitchell, 1999, p.634) 

"Some specialized amphibians have virtually cut free from the ties of water both for everyday life and for 

breeding, but they do so with difficulty. The reptiles on the other hand have made the transition, in a major 

evolutionary jump, to an entirely land-based life. Their bodies and eggs are much more waterproof than 

those of amphibians, and the embryo completes its development in the egg - no reptile goes through a larval 

stage. Compared with the amphibians, therefore, reptiles are independent of the environment and have the 

potential to take up ways of life denied to their amphibian forebears. ... Part of this success is a result of the 

evolution of the egg, or more precisely its container, from the simple jelly-covered amphibian egg. The 

reptile egg is called 'cleidoic', meaning 'boxlike', and is the forerunner of the bird egg, although the details 

of its construction vary between groups. .... The most important features of the reptile egg are the three 

membranes surrounding the embryo: the amnion, chorion and allantois. These act as a life-support system 

for the embryo, making it independent of the environment, and are a major adaptation for terrestrial life. 

Reptiles, birds and mammals are called amniotes, to distinguish them from amphibians and fishes which do 

not have these membranes. The embryo of a reptile or a bird survives on dry land because these membranes 

provide a water-filled bath, act as lungs for exchanging oxygen and carbon dioxide with the atmosphere, 

and form a reservoir for waste products." (Burton, 1987, p.34)

"Every textbook of evolution asserts that reptiles evolved from amphibia but none explains how the major 

distinguishing adaptation of the reptiles, the amniotic egg, came about gradually as a result of a successive 

accumulation of small changes. The amniotic egg of the reptile is vastly more complex and utterly different 

to that of an amphibian. There are hardly two eggs in the whole animal kingdom which differ more 

fundamentally. ... some of the main distinguishing features of the amniotic egg [are] the tough impervious 

shell, the two membranes, the amnion which encloses a small sac in which the embryo floats, and the 

allantois in which the waste products formed during the development of the embryo accumulate, and the 

yolk sac containing the food reserve in the form of the protein albumen. None of these features are found in 

the egg of any amphibian. The evolution of the amniotic egg is baffling. It was this decisive innovation 

which permitted for the first time genuinely terrestrial vertebrate life, freeing it from the necessity of 

embryological development in an aquatic environment. Altogether at least eight quite different innovations 

were combined to make the amniotic revolution possible: the formation of a tough impervious shell; the 

formation of the gellatinous egg white (albumen) and the secretion of a special acid to yield its water; the 

excretion of nitrogenous waste in the form of water insoluble uric acid; the formation of the amniotic cavity 

in which the embryo floats (This is surrounded by the amniotic membrane which is formed by an outgrowth 

of mesodermal tissue. Neither the amniotic cavity nor the membrane which surrounds it has any homologue 

in any amphibian; the formation of the allantois from the future floor of the hind gut as a container for waste 

products and later to serve the function of a respirator organ; the development of a tooth or caruncle which 

the developed embryo can utilize to break out of the egg; a quantity of yolk sufficient for the needs of the 

embryo till hatching; changes in the urogenital system of the female permitting fertilization of the egg 

before the hardening of the shell. The problem of the origin of the amniotic system is even more enigmatic 

considering that the basic problem it solves, in freeing reproduction from dependency on a pool of water, 

has been solved in the amphibia by much less radical means, by merely exploiting the basic amphibian egg. 

Some amphibian eggs have a tough gelatinous skin which will stand a certain degree of desiccation, others 

are live bearing. Certain amphibia are therefore quite independent of water for reproduction. The origin of 

the amniotic egg and the amphibian - reptile transition is just another of the major vertebrate divisions for 

which clearly worked out evolutionary schemes have never been provided." (Denton, 1985, pp.218-219) 

"Not that life was easy for the first amphibians. They had gravity to contend with-a factor several times 

greater on dry land than in the buoying water as well as desiccation, the drying-out action of the air. 

Nevertheless they flourished. ... These newcomers to the land, however, never succeeded in wholly 

freeing themselves from the water. Although they learned to rely fully on their lungs, and to amble 

along the swampy riversides on sturdy legs derived from their ancestral fins, they always returned to the 

water to lay soft, jelly-coated eggs. Reproduction tied them to the past, and to the water. In the fullness 

of time, mutation and selection again performed their wonders. Some of the amphibians developed an 

egg which was encased in a firm, leathery shell and was thus far better protected than the soft eggs of 

the fish and the other amphibians. This new and better egg was internally fertilized and deposited in 

some safe place until the young were hatched. With its perfection, the egg-laying animals won their full 

freedom from the water. A well- protected embryo could develop in its own private pool, the amniotic 

cavity of the egg, guarded not only from dryness but also from the hazards of the land world outside. 

The new and freer group which was evolving in this way, from amphibian ancestry, was the reptiles. 

The oldest fossil eggs ever found come from sediments in Texas dated at about 280 million years ago. 

When the eggs were laid the reptiles were already well advanced. (Moore, 1964, pp.113-114) 

"THE LAND EGG or reptilian egg, as it is also called has a very special place in the story of life as it lived 

on earth. The land egg is one of nature's greatest innovations. It made possible the conquest of the land, first 

by reptiles and then by birds and mammals. If the land egg had not developed, the land would have 

remained largely empty except for plants, invertebrate life and amphibians. As we have seen, amphibians 

are not strictly land animals; they cannot venture far from water, and most must return to the water to lay 

their soft, jelly-coated eggs. Some time after the first amphibians developed, evolution took a decisive leap 

forward. The first reptiles invaded the land. ... These first reptiles, which had evolved from the amphibians, 

were able to do so because they had acquired an egg that could be laid and incubated on land. This land or 

reptilian egg was much more complicated than the simple amphibian egg. The water cradled and protected 

the amphibian. The developing amphibian got its oxygen and most of its food from the water, and its waste 

matter was discharged into the water. A land egg if it was to be successful had to provide everything the 

water had. Let us look closely at the extraordinary solution-the land or amniotic egg, as biologists often call 

it. ... Enclosed in the calcareous shell is a rich supply of food-the yolk-which, in a fertilized egg, is 

connected to the digestive tract of the embryo. ... Enclosing the developing embryo is a large sac, the 

amnion, which is filled with liquid and protects the embryo from injury and desiccation. The amnion is thus 

the embryo's own private pond. At the back end of the embryo is a tube and a sac, the allantois, which 

functions both as a bladder for waste matter and as a lung. Enclosing the amnion is a membrane charged 

with blood vessels, which takes in oxygen and discharges carbon dioxide through the porous calcareous 

shell which encloses the egg. Another sac contains egg white (albumen). Enclosing everything inside the 

shell is yet another membrane, the chorion. ... The shell is porous in a special way-it lets gases in and out 

but sheds a reasonable amount of water. However, if you submerge a developing egg in water, its embryo 

will surely drown. Thus, with its own food supply (yolk sac), its private pond (amnion), waste disposal and 

lung (allantois) and protective shell, the tiny reptile was freed from its dependence on water, and the 

conquest of the land could be attempted." (Stivens, 1974, pp.168-170) 

"As happened many times, life rallied; evolution responded to ecological challenges by appropriate 

adaptions. It even turned disaster into success, driven by the great Permian crisis to accomplish one of its 

most decisive advances. While seed plants took over the cold, dry swamps left barren by the decimation of 

sporulating plants, some obscure amphibian suddenly soared into prominence by developing the animal 

equivalent of the seed: the fluid-filled egg. Instead of delivering fertilized egg cells for development in some 

body of water-the normal amphibian mode-the female of this key transition species enclosed its fertilized 

egg cells in a fluid-filled sac, the amnion, within which the embryo could pursue its normal aquatic 

development. After Claude Bernard's milieu interieur to bathe all cells and tissues, here was a re-created 

milieu exterieur to shelter the developing embryo. A hard, porous shell protected this substitute marine 

incubator, while a highly vascularized membrane, the allantois, produced by the embryo and lining the inner 

face of the shell, served in gas exchanges and waste disposal. Another sac, filled with a richly nutritious 

yolk, provided the embryo with necessary foodstuffs. Thus, the complete development of the organism up to 

a stage where it could survive on land took place within the protective, well-stocked, and appropriately 

renewed environment of the amniotic fluid. True terrestrial reproduction was initiated. The first reptile was 

born." (de Duve, 1995, p.207)

"One of the greatest evolutionary advances-the amniotic egg-occurred among the deuterostomes. This 

type of egg, exemplified by that of a chicken ... first appeared in reptiles about 255 million 

years ago. The amniote egg allowed vertebrates to roam on land, far from existing ponds. Whereas 

amphibians must return to water to breed and to enable their eggs to develop, the amniote egg carries 

its own water and food supplies. The egg is fertilized internally and contains yolk to nourish the 

developing embryo. Moreover, it contains two sacs: the amnion, which contains the fluid bathing the 

embryo, and the allantois, in which waste materials from embryonic metabolism collect. The entire 

structure is encased in a shell that allows the diffusion of oxygen but is hard enough to protect the 

embryo from environmental assaults. A similar development of egg casings enabled arthropods to be 

the first terrestrial invertebrates. Thus, the final crossing of the boundary between water and land 

occurred with the modification of the earliest stage in development, the egg." (Gilbert, 1994, p.31).

"Here, if this were a textbook, I should have to tell you how the amphibians gave rise to the reptiles, but I 

shall confine my account to a single feature of reptilian innovation, the egg - or rather, since fishes lay eggs 

of a sort, the amniotic egg without which of course we cannot begin to understand how the birds contrived 

to emerge. It is one of the wonders of evolution. ... a minor miracle. .... Besides being smooth it is rigid 

enough to protect its cargo while not being so hard that the chick will be unable to peck its way out. The 

shell also is pervious to gases, so that the chick can breathe ... Suspended in the middle of the egg is the 

yolk, supported by threads. You can rotate the shell of the egg twenty times without disturbing the yolk: the 

threads just wind up. The medium in which the yolk floats, the white or albumen, is remarkable too. ... I am 

speaking of course of the bird's egg as it exists today. The reptilian egg, as it first emerged, was slightly 

different. It contained the large yolk which served to nourish the developing embryo. It also contained two 

sacs, the amnion, filled with liquid and containing the embryo, and the allantois, which receives the waste 

products produced by the embryo while it is in the egg. It was however very different from the egg of fishes. 

From the shell, constructed of crystals of hydroxyapatite and waxed over, to the altered chemistry, based on 

fat rather than protein, the amniote egg was in a different class altogether, a stunning advance on the simple 

blob of jelly that constituted the egg of frogs and fishes - a saltation if ever there was one." (Taylor, 1983, 

pp.62-64). 

"A major difference between modern amphibians and the remaining tetrapods is the occurrence of an 

amniotic egg in the latter group. The amniotic (or cleidoic) egg is sometimes referred to as the `land egg,' 

but this is a misnomer. .... Nonetheless, the amniotic egg is a derived character that distinguishes the two 

major groups of tetrapods amniotes and nonamniotes. The amniotic egg, as we know it, is characteristic of 

turtles, squamates, crocodilians, birds, monotremes, and in modified form, of therian mammals as well. ... 

An amniotic egg is a remarkable example of biological engineering (Figure 10-19). The shell, which may be 

leathery or calcified, provides mechanical protection while allowing movement of respiratory gases and 

water vapor. The albumin (egg white) gives further protection against mechanical damage and provides a 

reservoir of water and protein. The large yolk is the energy supply for the developing embryo. .... The 

significant differences [from the anamniotic eggs of amphibians and fishes] lie in three other 

extraembryonic membranes the chorion, amnion, and allantois. The chorion and amnion develop from 

outgrowths of the body wall at the ends of the embryo. These two pouches spread outward and around the 

embryo until they meet At their junction, the membranes merge and leave an outer membrane, the chorion, 

which surround the embryo and yolk sac, and an inner membrane the amnion, which surrounds the embryo 

itself The allantoic membrane develops as an outgrowth of the hind gut posterior to the yolk sac and lie 

within the chorion. It is a respiratory organ and a storage place for nitrogenous wastes produced by the 

metabolism of the embryo. The allantois is left behind in the egg when the embryo emerges, and the 

nitrogenous wastes stored in it do not have to be reprocessed." (Pough, Heiser & McFarland, 1989, 

pp.363-365).

"It is easier to understand the stages by which the reptiles evolved temporal fenestrae and other 

distinguishing skeletal characters than to imagine the steps that led to the development of the `land egg.' 

Paleontologists continue to speculate upon the way in which the enclosure of the embryo came about, 

however, because the matter is central to the broad question of reptilian origins. Study of the eggs laid by 

living reptiles has provided little insight into the evolution of the extraembryonic structures which gave 

protoreptiles their first advantage over other tetrapods. Rather than recapitulating the process of its 

evolution, the `land egg' develops in a specialized manner derived, no doubt, by abbreviation and reordering 

of an earlier procedure. ... All the extraembryonic membranes in the `land egg' of a modern reptile must 

complete their formation normally if the embryo is to sustain itself. The yolk sac is of crucial importance, 

because nutritive materials from the yolk mass can enter the body only by passing through the vessels in its 

surface. The allantois also cannot fail: it serves as the respiratory organ for the embryo, since blood 

coursing through it loses carbon dioxide and receives oxygen by diffusion through the adjacent chorion and 

porous shell. In addition, its central cavity stores nitrogenous wastes produced by the actively metabolizing, 

embryonic cells. Blood reentering the embryo from the allantoic vessels restores to the body water that has 

When resorbed from the excreted waste and also adds some that passes into the egg from the environmental 

air. The exterior of the embryo is kept wet by a liquid that accumulates within the amnion. Unlike pond 

water, to which it is often compared, the amniotic fluid does not act as an oxygen-bearing medium for the 

embryo. It is an adaptation for protecting the developing, animal against shock and for preventing it from 

resting against the membranes in the shell and sticking to them. Despite the difficulty of explaining how the 

embryo might have been served while the "land egg" was evolving to its present state, Szarski has suggested 

a series of steps by which the reptilian structure may have arisen." (Stahl, 1985, pp.268-270) 

 [top] 

5.
Birds

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the origin of birds. [top]


1.
Archaeopteryx

Archaeopteryx's brain and inner ear were, unexpected by evolutionists, already ~147 mya, as advanced as modern 

flying birds (Ali, 2004a) [top]


2.
Lung

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the avian lung. [top]


3.
Feather

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the scale-feather transition. [top]

6.
Mammals


1.
Ear

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the origin of the mammalian ear. [top]


2.
Hair

Evolution has no adequate explanation for the origin of mammalian hair. [top]


3.
Reptile-mammal transition

Evolution cannot explain why a line of reptiles, which can hear perfectly well, would start to 

transform their entire jawbone-earbone structure for the benefit of a future line of mammals. Gould asks: 

"Embryology and paleontology provide adequate documentation of the `how,' but we would also like more 

insight into the `why.' In particular, why should such a transition occur-especially since the single-boned 

stapedial ear seems to function quite adequately (and, at least in some birds, every bit as well as the three-

boned mammalian ear)? " (Gould, 1993, p.106) [top]


4.
Land mammal-whale transition

Evolution has a major problem with the land mammal to whale transition. The creationist zoologist, Douglas Dewar, 

has summarised the immense changes involved in such a transition:

"Let us notice what would be involved in the conversion of a land quadruped into, first a 

seal-like creature and then into a whale. The land animal would, while on land, have to cease using its hind 

legs for locomotion and to keep than permanently stretched out backwards on either side of the tail and to 

drag itself about by using its fore-legs. During its excursions in the water, it must have retained the hind legs 

in their rigid position and swum by moving them and the tail from side to side. As a result of this act of self 

denial we must assume that the hind legs eventually be came pinned to the tail by the growth of membrane. 

Thus the hind part of the body would have become likes that of a seal. Having reached this stage, the 

creature in anticipation of a time when it will give birth to its young under water, gradually develops 

apparatus by means of which the milk is forced into the mouth of the young one, and, meanwhile a cap has to 

be formed round the nipple into which the snout of the young one fits tightly, the epiglottis and laryngeal 

cartilage become prolonged upwards to form a cone-shaped tube, and the soft palate becomes prolonged 

downwards so as tightly to embrace this tube, in order that the adult will be able to breathe while taking 

water into the mouth and the young while taking in milk. These changes must be effected completely before 

the calf can be born under water. Be it noted that there is no stage intermediate between being born and 

suckled under water and being born and suckled in the air. At the same time various other anatomical 

changes have to take place, the most important of which is the complete transformation of the tail region. 

The hind part of the body must have begun to twist on the fore part, and this twisting must nave continued 

until the sideways movement of the tail developed into an up-and-down movement. While this twisting went 

on the hind limbs and pelvis must have diminished in size, until the latter ceased to exist as external limbs in 

all, and completely disappeared in most, whales." (Dewar D., 1938, pp.23-24)

Descriptions by evolutionists give some idea of the enormity of these changes: "Evolution had produced a 

metamorphosis that Ovid would have loved: it had transformed away their legs, given them flukes on their tail, 

had put their noses on top of their heads" (Zimmer, 2001, p.136); "The lineage that gave rise to dolphins, 

whales, and porpoises went through a transformation just as staggering as the one that brought vertebrates on land 

in the first place" (Zimmer, 1998, p.6).

Paleontologists "cannot even reasonably begin to entertain the hypothesis of a long, unrecorded interval of 

diversification," for whales (Stanley, 1979, p.69). But they had thought that "the extent of the change 

involved in the transformation of a terrestrial mammal into a completely oceanic one was so great that the 

process must have begun at least as long ago as the early Paleocene (~60 mya) and possibly even before that 

time, at the end of the Cretaceous period (~65 mya) (Stahl, 1985, p.486). Then "the oldest specimens [of 

whales], dating back more than 40 million years, were fundamentally like whales today," with "flippers, and 

no back legs" (Zimmer, 2001, p.136). 

However, with the discovery of even earlier whale fossils the time frame for this transition has shrunk to only 

10-12 million years (Carroll, 1997, p.336; Zimmer, 1995a), or even less (Wesson, 1991, pp.51-52)! 

But since such changes to be preserved must be "locked up"' by speciation (Gould & Eldredge 1993), that 

requires that each major transformation be a new species (or "chronospecies"). Since the average mammal 

species of that Cenozoic Era typically last a million years, "we have only ten or fifteen chronospecies to 

align, end-to-end, to form a continuous lineage connecting our primitive little mammal with a ... whale" 

(Stanley, 1981, p.93). But, "this is clearly preposterous. ... a chain of ten or fifteen of these might move us 

from one small rodentlike form to a slightly different one, perhaps representing a new genus, but not to a ... 

whale" (Stanley, 1981, pp.93-94)!

Adding to the problem is that large mammals, including whales, are limited in their capacity to change 

through random mutations and natural selection, factors including: "long generation spans (the time between 

birth and the ability to give birth)" and "low numbers of progeny produced per adult" (Ross, 1998, pp.51-

52).

A recent discovery of a 14 myo baleen whale fossil, Eobalaenoptera harrisoni may create further 

problems for evolution by suggesting that "almost-modern-looking whales lived considerably further back in 

time than scientists realized" (ABCNews, 2004a) [to be continued] [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 14. MAN

1.
Uniqueness

Man is as uniquely different from all other animals, as had been traditionally claimed by theologians and philosophers 

(Mayr, 2001, p.252). [top]


1.
Intelligence

Darwin realised that "Natural selection tends only to make each organic being as perfect as, or slightly more 

perfect than, the other inhabitants of the same country with which it comes into competition" (Darwin, 1872, 

p.187). Therefore, Alfred Russel Wallace, Darwin's co-discoverer of natural selection, though "an ardent 

selectionist who far out-Darwined Darwin in his rigid insistence on natural selection" (Gould, 1978, p.50), 

later came to realise that natural selection could not explain the human brain, specifically its "artistic, 

mathematical, and musical abilities" (Macbeth, 1971, pp.102-103). Wallace pointed out that "Natural 

selection ... could only have endowed the savage with a brain a little superior to that of an ape" (Wallace, 

1869; Eiseley, 1958, p.311). Yet as leading evolutionist Ernst Mayr conceded,  "Human intelligence 

surpasses that of even the most intelligent animals by orders of magnitude" (Mayr, 2001, p.253. My 

emphasis).

For example, "the Reverend Robert Evans" has found 36 supernovae, by spotting a "faintest twinkle," and 

comparing it with the star chart in his head, a feat that is comparable with spotting a new single grain of salt 

on fifteen hundred standard dining-room tables, in a single line two miles long, after each table had a handful 

of salt thrown randomly upon it (Bryson B., 2003, pp.27-28)! Or "Gert Mittring, a 38-year-old German"

who "needed only 11.8seconds to solve" entirely by mental calculation "the 13th root of a hundred-digit number"

("the number which, when multiplied by itself 12 times, equals the number selected"), which had been 

"chosen at random," and leaving "Spectators using electronic calculators ... minutes behind" (Boyes R., 2004).

"Mittring ... has become an astonishing example of the capacity of the human brain," his other "achievements 

include memorising a 22-decimal figure inside four seconds and 30 binary figures within three seconds, and

also identifying "within 38 seconds, the days of the week of 20 random dates in a century" (Boyes R., 2004).

So great is the gulf between man's intellectual powers and that of his nearest presumed living relatives, the 

apes, that intellectually "the human species" represents the equivalent of "a kingdom level `speciation'" 

(Wilcox, 1990, p.7.3; Templeton, 1994, p.175; Templeton & Herrmann, 1994, p.140).[top]


2.
Bipedality

Humans are "not the only animal that is bipedal (birds are, too), but we are the only primates who are so 

structured-we have a skeleton adapted for standing upright and walking" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.11. 

My emphasis). "The bipedal stride is unique in the animal kingdom" (Wilson, et al., 1973, p.974). While 

"there is a general tendency in all primates for erect body posture and some bipedalism," "efficient bipedalism as 

the primary form of locomotion is seen only in hominids" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.428. Emphasis 

original). "Functionally, the human mode of locomotion is most clearly shown in our striding gait, where weight 

is alternately placed on a single fully extended hindlimb ... to a point where energy levels are used to near peak 

efficiency (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.428). "Such is not the case in nonhuman primates, who move bipedally 

with hips and knees bent and maintain balance in a clumsy and inefficient manner" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, 

p.428). For example, apes and monkeys can walk upright, but they do not have an "upright (orthograde) striding 

gait" and therefore are "neither bipedal nor orthograde(Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.12; Waldman, 2004). 

Bipedalism therefore is not just being able to walk on two legs, but having a "body structured for 

standing upright and walking on two legs" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.12. My emphasis).

"Owen Lovejoy," perhaps the world's leading authority on human bipedalism, "has noted. ... `The 

move to bipedalism is one of the most striking shifts in anatomy you can see in evolutionary biology ... There are 

important changes in the bones, the arrangement of the muscles that power them, and the movement of the limbs" 

(Leakey, 1994, pp.13-14). "The striding, bipedal gait with alternating support placed on a single hindlimb has 

required significant structural modifications in the pelvis and leg" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.254). "In order to 

maintain a stable center of balance in this complex form of locomotion many drastic structural/functional 

alterations are demanded in the basic primate quadrupedal pattern (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.429). 

"Functionally, the foot must be altered to act as a stable support instead of a grasping limb" (Nelson & Jurmain, 

1991, p.429). "In addition, the leg must be elongated to increase the length of the stride and lower the center of 

gravity" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, pp.429-430). "The lower limb must also be remodeled to allow full extension 

of the knee and to allow the legs to be kept close together during walking, thereby maintaining the center of 

support directly under the body" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.430). "... significant changes must occur in the 

pelvis to permit stable weight transmission from the upper body to the legs and to maintain balance through 

pelvic rotation and altered proportions and orientations of several key muscles" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, 

p.430).978). "... modifications for upright posture and bipedal stride" include "straight leg, curved spine, flattened 

chest and positioning of head all serve to align weight of body along a vertical axis. Broad pelvis provides attachment 

for powerful striding muscles, and together with curved coccyx, supports the viscera. Shortened toes facilitate 

heel-and-toe walking motion." (Wilson, et al., 1973, pp.978-979).

"The major structural changes that are required for bipedalism are all seen in the australopithecines in East and 

South Africa" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.430). "the remarkable footprints from Laetoli show unequivocally a 

bipedal adaptation" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, p.430). However, "they may not have been as efficient bipeds as 

has previously been suggested" (Nelson & Jurmain, 1991, pp.431,435). "man's erect posture and bipedal 

locomotion ... appeared full blown long before the great enlargement of the brain that truly characterizes our 

species" (Wilson, et al., 1973, p.975).

But "How two-legged walking, or bipedalism, evolved and what type of locomotion preceded it are among the 

oldest unsolved questions in biological anthropology" (Boaz & Almquist, 2002, p.15; Boyd & Silk, 2000, p.334). 

"Darwin ... suggested that humans became bipedal to free their hands in order to make and use stone tools ... . But 

we now know from the fossil record that humans began to walk upright about 4 million years ago - long before 

they started making such sophisticated tools ... 2.6 million years ago" (Ward, 1998). "Another theory ... suggests 

that early hominids needed to stand upright to look over tall grasses to spot predators and potential prey," but 

"there is new evidence that shows that the earliest human ancestors were not out on the savannah, but still in the 

woods" (Ward, 1998). The theory "that hominids started to stand upright for improved thermal regulation when 

living in open country" suffers from the same "problem in assuming that early hominids were living in open 

country before they had these adaptations" (Ward, 1998). "The African savannas, with their great migrating 

herds, are relatively recent in the environment, developing less than 3 million years ago, long after the first human 

species evolved" (Leakey, 1994, pp.13,15). Yet another "explanation for hominids becoming bipedal" to "free... 

up the hands for something - carrying simple tools (sticks, stones and other found objects), food or water" (Ward, 

1998). But the "evidence" cited in support of that theory, that "Chimps ... stand erect when they are carrying 

food" and "move on two feet when they’re carrying a branch or throwing sticks and stones," suffers from the 

obvious problem that chimps did not in fact become bipedal. The problem is that these "theories are ... based on 

logical arguments" (Ward, 1998), rather than on evidence. "as with all the other suggestions about the origins of 

bipedalism. Each has its advantages, and its own proponents, as well as its detractors and drawbacks. In short, the 

jury is still out on the origins of humanity's upright gait" (Stringer & McKie, 1997, p.18)

"Bipedalism certainly was not without costs" (Boaz & Almquist, 2002, p.271). Indeed, "The cost of habitual 

plantigrade bipedalism is high," being "the most unstable method of mammalian progress known to zoology," and 

humans "only perfect the art after years of practice and innumerable tumbles. Even in their prime, damage to one 

leg can cripple them; once past it, equilibrium again becomes a problem. The bipedal posture, with viscera and 

male sex organs exposed to attack, is ill designed for confronting an enemy or predator" (Morgan, 1991, p.10). 

The problem is that "by becoming bipedal" a quadruped would be "giving up some real advantages to running on 

all fours. ... you become a very slow runner," and "can’t outrun a chicken, much less a lion" (Ward, 1998). Also, 

"you give up grasping feet, so you can’t seek refuge in trees as easily" (Ward, 1998).

It has been claimed that "over long distances, bipedal running is an advantage to a human hunter because his 

four-footed quarry becomes exhausted sooner than he does." (Morgan, 1991, pp.10-11). The most recent 

resurrection of this claim was by a biologist and anthropologist in Nature (Bramble & Lieberman, 2004; 

Hopkin, 2004). They rightly point out, amongst other things, that apes have no buttocks (gluteus maximus muscles) 

(Reaney, 2004a). But the problem for their proposal and indeed for evolution, is that a fully functional gluteus 

maximus muscle complex is necessary even for a walking bipedal striding gait, let alone running. Indeed 

"The major structural changes that are required for bipedalism are all seen in the earliest hominids" (Jurmain, et. 

al., 2004, p.183). 

A problem for evolution is that "the development of physical features that enabled humans to run entailed a trade-off: 

the loss of traits useful for climbing trees (Reaney, 2004a). But this trade-off took place in "Australopithecus at least 

4.5 million years ago" yet it was not until after "2.5 million to 3 million years of bipedal walking" that its advantages 

were fully realised (Reaney, 2004a).

Bramble and Lieberman claimed there "were 26 specific traits that they say distinguished the human-like Homo 

habilis, about 2.3 million years ago, from the earlier ape-like Australopithecines ... who, some 4.5 million years 

ago, were the first primates to walk (Perlman, 2004b). Those traits listed by Bramble and Lieberman included: 

"Those structural changes that uniquely shaped humans for their long arm-swinging stride (Hotz, 2004) that are not 

found in apes, include: large, strong buttock muscles (gluteus maximus) that connect the femur - the large bone in each 

upper leg - to the trunk for stabilization in order to keep the body from over-balancing with each step (Connor, 

2004; Hotz, 2004, Perlman, 2004b); longer legs to take longer strides (Connor, 2004, Perlman, 2004b; Reaney, 2004a); 

long ligaments and tendons - including the Achilles tendon - serve as springs that store and release mechanical energy in 

each step (Connor, 2004; Hotz, 2004; Perlman, 2004b; Reaney, 2004a); feet that act like springs (Reaney, 2004a); 

including the stiff arch of the human foot that pushes off the ground more efficiently and utilizes ligaments on the bottom 

of the feet as springs (Hotz, 2004); an enlarged heel bone for better shock absorption (Hotz, 2004), as well as shorter 

toes (Hotz, 2004); shorter forearms to enable the upper body to counterbalance the lower body (Perlman, 2004b; 

Reaney, 2004a); a more biomechanically well-balanced head with a flatter face, smaller teeth and short snout which 

made it easier for it to bob up and down rather than having the head sway awkwardly from side to side (Hotz, 2004; 

Perlman, 2004b); skull features that help prevent overheating (Reaney, 2004a); a nuchal ridge at the base of the skull 

attached to a broad mass of tissue that keeps the head steady when running (Connor, 2004); a ligament that runs 

from the back of the skull and neck down to the thoracic vertebrae, which acts as a shock absorber and helps the arms 

and shoulders counterbalance the head and allowed the body to rotate while the head remained facing forward (Hotz, 

2004; Perlman, 2004b); a flexible neck (Connor, 2004), and larger vertebral discs relative to body mass, allowing the 

body to take a bigger load when the runner's feet hit the ground to give better shock absorption. Perlman, 2004b; 

Reaney, 2004a); wide shoulders that allow the body to rotate (Hotz, 2004); a narrow trunk, waist and pelvis that allow the 

upper body to counteract the movement of the legs (Hotz, 2004).  

Bramble and Lieberman just assume that these "26 specific traits" were the result of "strong selection for running" But like 

most evolutionists they conveniently forget that it is supposed to be the "natural selection" of random mutations. 

So what needs to be explained is why there were all those random mutations, that just happened to arrive on cue, 

at the right time, in the right place, in the right order, in the right lineage, for "natural selection" to select? As the great 

French zoologist Pierre Grasse noted, "The opportune appearance of mutations permitting animals and plants to meet 

their needs seems hard to believe. Yet the Darwinian theory is even more demanding: A single plant, a single animal would 

require thousands and thousands of lucky, appropriate events. Thus, miracles would become the rule: events with an 

infinitesimal probability could not fail to occur. Much as in The Swiss Family Robinson, which I used to read in my childhood, 

rescue would always occur at the right moment, and this would have had to have happened throughout the ages. One could 

admit that one bacterium out of billions and billions can be the `lucky preadapted' one, but the number of reptiles evolving into 

mammals or of primates evolving into men, did not exceed a few tens of thousands and often fewer; the chances 

of the appearance of `useful' mutations therefore decrease in the same ratio and become almost nonexistent." (Grasse, 1977, 

p.103. My emphasis).

Also, while running "may well have been a fortunate consequence of  bipedalism, but it is very unlikely to have been the 

cause, firstly because the fossil discoveries suggest that bipedal walking was well established before there was any 

evidence of hunting, and secondly because animals capable of covering short distances bipedally (for example, apes, bears, 

vervets, beavers) invariably revert to quadrupedalism when speed is required" (Morgan, 1991, p.11. My emphasis). "To justify 

the contention that game-hunting led to bipedalism, it is not enough to demonstrate that modern Homo sapiens runs more 

effectively on two legs: it is necessary to demonstrate than an unadapted pre-Australopithecine anthropoid could have run more 

effectively on two legs than on four." (Morgan, 1991, p.11).

"Lovejoy's argument is that, because so drastic an anatomical rebuilding is required to transform a quadruped into a 

biped, an animal in which the evolutionary change is still incomplete would be an inefficient biped" (Leakey & Lewin, 

1992, p.87). But, "while Darwinism can and does encompass many elements which do not directly conduce to survival or 

reproduction ... what it cannot countenance are variations which are harmful (O'Hear, 1989, p.142. 

Emphasis mine). "Every edition of The Origin of Species contains the following words, which may be 

taken as the fundamental axiom of the theory: `... we may feel sure that any variation in the least degree 

injurious would be rigidly destroyed" (O'Hear, 1989, pp.142-143; Stove, 1994; Darwin, 1872, p.81. Emphasis 

O'Hear). [top]. 


3.
Hairlessness

Man's is unique among the over 4 thousand species of living mammals in his hairlessness (Morris, 1967, pp.14-16). 

[top]


4.
Longevity

Man's longevity far exceeds that of any other mammal (Asimov, 1963, pp.304-306). [top]


5.
Tools

The best that chimpanzees can do with tools in the wild, falls far short of what humans can do. 

"Six months of continuous videotaping deep in the forests of the Republic of Congo have provided the most 

detailed look yet at the use of tools by chimpanzees to extract termites from their nests. The videotapes show the 

chimps using three tools - short and long probes, depending on the size of the nest, to puncture the nest and 

expose termites, and a third stick to fish out the insects. The fishing probe was most often made of a type of wood 

generally found at some distance from the nests ... The animals modify the end of the probes with their teeth to 

give it a feathery surface much like a paintbrush's, thereby allowing it to capture more termites. .... Mothers were 

often observed teaching their infants how to fish and showing them the proper way to use the tools" (Maugh, 

2004). "They [the chimps] arrive at these nests and they are carrying their tool sets with them. So they know the 

location that they're going to. And they're prepared. They've gathered the appropriate materials. And they arrive 

there ready to extract the termites from that underground nest or that elevated nest." ... a chimpanzee using a 

sturdy stick to make a hole in a termite nest. That done, the chimps would switch to a much thinner twig. They 

would flatten out the end with their teeth and use it to scoop out termites to eat. The chimps would sometimes 

leave their stick tools in place to share with other chimps from their group. Other times, said Sanz, they would 

take the tools with them, apparently to reuse them elsewhere. ... Why does it matter if a chimp changes tools? 

Fuentes ... says that until now, we've only known of one other species smart enough to do such a thing: human 

beings. "We're not going to see chimpanzees flying airplanes; we're not going to see chimpanzees opening bank 

branches," said Fuentes .... "We are, however, going to see chimpanzees doing the kinds of stuff we think our 

ancestors did." So don't worry, say the scientists, we humans are still smarter; for one thing, the chimps depend 

on us to protect their forests. ... (Potter, 2004a) "Quite clearly, the use of sticks in termite fishing and 

hammerstones to crack nuts is hardly comparable to modern human technology. However, modern human technology 

had its beginnings in these very types of behaviors we observe in other primates" (Jurmain, et. al.,  2004, 

pp.146). On the contrary " the line between human and animal ... just got a little" clearer! The point is, 

that after ~6 million years, chimps are no further advanced in using tools than making sticks to poke into termite 

nests, yet humans are "flying airplanes", "opening bank branches" and trying to "protect their [chimps] 

forests"!] Why, if starting from the same common ancestor, sharing 98% of the same DNA, are "chimpanzees" 

still doing the kinds of stuff we think our" and their "ancestors did", while we humans are 

"flying airplanes" and "opening bank branches"? [top] 


6.
Language

Only humans have true language, containing syntax and grammar (Mayr, 2001, p.253). The `languages' of 

animals are just systems of sending and receiving signals (Mayr, 2001, p.253). All attempts over half a century to 

teach language to chimpanzees have failed (Mayr, 2001, p.253). Chimpanzees lack the neural equipment to adopt 

syntax (Mayr, 2001, p.253). They cannot talk about the future or the past (Mayr, 2001, p.253). Claims that apes 

have been taught American Sign Language (ASL) are false Pinker, 1994, 2000), and are caused by the `Clever 

Hans' effect (see Broad & Wade, 1982, pp.110-112; Sagan, 1974, pp.61-62), where humans provide the meaning 

that they then attribute to the `speaking' animal. 

Hominids like Homo erectus lacked language and so were not truly human (Walker & Shipman, 1996, pp.234-235)] . 

[top] 


7.
Culture

Homo erectus "1.66 million-year-old stone tools in northern China" and "stone tools near the Black 

Sea in Georgia" "1.75 million years ago" show "little progress in toolmaking in the 100,000 years between 

the two sites" (Wilford, 2004). "The ...characteristic tool kit of the Neanderthals, the Mousterian culture... 

appeared around 100,000 years ago, and remained basically uniform across Europe for 65,000 years. In this 

cultural stasis Neanderthal ... resembled H. erectus rather than the Cro-Magnon people (anatomically 

modern) which followed them. Cro-Magnon culture changed continuously from one technique to another 

(Mellars, 1989). In less than half the tenure of the Neanderthals, they were walking on the moon!" (Wilcox, 

1990, p.7:12; Templeton & Herrmann, 1994, p.135; Davis & Kenyon, 1993, p.111). 


8.
One species

"Humans ... belong to the one remaining genus of the superfamily Hominoidea, a genus that today consists of only one 

species Homo sapiens" (Nelson, 1991, p.253). That is, man is one species, despite being separated by continents, yet 

apes, separated by lesser barriers, have fragmented into two or more species, e.g. orang utans (Kirby, 2004). 

[top]


9.
Total package

No naturalistic theory of evolution is able to plausibly explain the simultaneous emergence of a number of completely

separate biological systems that distinguish human beings from the higher primates, includng bipedalism (with all the 

changes that required), a dexterous hand with fingerprints; language (again with all the changes that required) 

(Schutzenberger M-P., 1996). [top]

2.
Evolution does not apply to man


1.
Competition

"If Darwin's theory of evolution were true, there would be in every species a constant and ruthless competition to 

survive: a competition in which only a few in any generation can be winners. But it is perfectly obvious that human 

life is not like that, however it may be with other species" (Stove, 1995, p.1)

 [top]
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"PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION": 15. SOCIAL

1.
Social Darwinism


1.
Eugenics


2.
Racism

Evolution gave scientific support to racism. The subtitle of Darwin's Origin of Species was "The 

Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life" (Darwin, 1859, p.3). Darwin placed the African 

negro and the Australian aborigine below the Caucasian and next to the gorilla in the hierarchy of nature 

(Darwin, 1871, pp.242). Darwin also predicted in his Descent of Man "the civilised races of man will 

almost certainly exterminate, and replace, the savage races throughout the world" (Darwin, 1871, pp.241-

242). Darwin saw "the accumulation of capital" as being a means by which "the civilised races" would "take 

the place of the lower races" (Darwin, 1871, p.207). In a private letter, which soon became public, Darwin 

predicted that "at no very distant date ... an endless number of the lower races will have been eliminated by 

the higher civilized races through out the world" (Darwin, 1898, pp.285-286). It should be remembered that 

Darwin by 1871 was one of the world's most respected scientists and his prediction, in a serious scientific 

work, that the Australian aborigines would be "exterminated," was no doubt an important justification for 

Australian governments' policies of assimilation in the late 1800's to early-1900s in which many Australian 

aborigines were killed and their children removed from them on the grounds that it would be more humane to 

hasten what was inevitable anyway, namely their demise as a race. Gould points out that while biological 

arguments in support of racism existed before Darwin's time, "they increased by orders of magnitude 

following the acceptance of evolutionary theory" (Gould., 1977, p.127), as modern "lower" races were 

equated with ancestral stages of "higher" races (Gould, 1977, p.126), in order to provide the links between 

apes and man that Darwin's gradualistic theory of evolution needed to be there. [top]


3.
Nazism

"Through eugenics, Darwinism was a bad influence on Nazism, one of the greatest killers in world history" 

(Rose, 1998, p.210). "A direct line runs from Darwin...to the extermination camps of Nazi Europe" 

(Brookes, 1999, p.41). "Haeckel was the chief apostle of evolution in Germany. ... His evolutionary racism ... 

contributed to the rise of Nazism" (Gould, 1977b, pp.77-78). Darwin's cousin Francis Galton, "envisaged the 

development of a strong `caste sense' among the naturally gifted members of each social class. These, the 

genetic elite, would have the biggest say in legislation and, where called for, the first claim upon charity. ... 

Galton's is the morality of the gas chamber" (Medawar & Medawar, 1983, p.87). It was only a short step 

from being a devout eugenicist to endorsing the philosophy behind Nazi racial politics" (Caudill, 1997, 

pp.62-63). The ultimate consequence of eugenics - Nazi Germany's attempt to purify the `Aryan' race in the 

1930s gave social Darwinism an especially evil cast and destroyed whatever intellectual integrity it may have 

had" (Caudill, 1997, p.65).

"Adolf Hitler's mind was captivated by evolutionary teaching ... Evolutionary ideas-quite undisguised-lie at 

the basis of all that is worst in Mein Kampf and in his public speeches" (Clark, 1948, pp.115-116). In 

1942, during World War II, leading Darwinist anthropologist, Sir Arthur Keith, candidly admitted that Hitler 

was "an evolutionist not only in theory, but, as millions know to their cost, in the rigour of its practice" 

(Keith, 1946, p.8), and Hitler was "also a eugenist," so "Germans who suffer from hereditable imperfections 

of mind or of body must be rendered infertile, so that as the strong may not be plagued by the weak ... In all 

these matters the Nazi doctrine is evolutionist" (Keith, 1946, p.9); "Hitler has sought on every occasion and 

in every way to heighten the national consciousness of the German people-or, what is the same thing, to 

make them racially conscious ... `The most cruel methods are humane if they give a speedy victory' is Hitler's 

... maxim .... Such are the ways of evolution when applied to human affairs" (Keith, 1947, pp.9-10); "the 

methods employed by the Nazi leaders to secure tribal unity in Germany-methods of brutal compulsion, 

bloody force, and the concentration camp. ,.. may be justified by their evolutionary result" (Keith, 1946, 

p.10).

It is not claimed that all (or even most) evolutionists are closet Nazi's, just that when "the ways of 

evolution [are] applied to human affairs," as even today some evolutionists (e.g. advocates of sociobiology, 

evolutionary psychology, genetic engineering), cannot seem to resist doing, if history is any guide, the result 

will be reminiscent (if not worse given modern genetic engineering technology) of Hitler's policies in 

Nazi Germany, with the forced elimination of what evolutionists judge to be the unfit, not just physically 

but mentally, and even ideologically. Evolutionist zealot Richard Dawkins, has declared that those 

who don't "believe in evolution" are "stupid or insane ... or wicked ..." (Dawkins, 1989a). Likewise, another 

evolutionist zealot Daniel Dennett has publicly advocated placing in a "zoo cage" as a "quarantine" measure, 

those who "insist on teaching" what Dennett considers "falsehoods," for example "that `Man' is not a product 

of evolution by natural selection" (Dennett, 1995, pp.515-519; Numbers, 1998, p.13). wouldn't fancy my 

chances as a Christian creationist living in a world where Darwinian zealots like Dawkins or Dennett could 

implement their views! Those of Jewish descent like Medawar, have good reason to describe Galton's 

eugenics as "the morality of the gas chamber" (Medawar & Medawar, 1983, p.87), and to point out that it 

was "a body of aspirations having ostensibly to do with the genetic welfare of mankind and resting upon the 

authority of a science (genetics)" and "to appraise it ... is imperative if we are not to continue at the mercy of 

ambitious politicians who might once again abuse the authority of genetics to promote their mischievous and 

illiberal ambitions" (Medawar & Medawar, 1983, p.86) [top]

2.
Sociobiology (Evolutionary Psychology)


1.
`Explains' too much

Darwinism in the social sciences suffers from the same problem of Darwinism in biology, that it `explains' too 

much (Leith, 1982, p.27). The problem is that if a theory explains all observations, then it is unfalsifiable 

(Leith, 1982, p.27). "The difficulty ... is that if it explains too much, it also explains too little, and ... Posing 

as a massive deduction from the evidence, it ends up as an ingenious argument from ignorance." (Himmelfarb 1959, p.336).  

This is particulary so in the social sciences where "any state of affairs known to exist or to have existed can 

be explained by the operation of natural selection" (MacRae, 1958, p.304; Burrow, 1966, p.115). 

Therefore Evolutionary Psychology (like its near-relative Sociobiology), "proves to be so elastic that it can explain 

just about anything," why "mothers ... kill their newborn babies," and "why most mothers do not kill their babies," 

but "a theory that explains any phenomenon and its opposite, too, in reality explains nothing," because "it is so 

flexible that it can be twisted to say whatever proponents want it to say" (Pearcey, 2004, pp.57-58. Emphasis in 

original). [top]


2.
Altruism

Evolution cannot explain human altruism. This is clear in dictionary definitions that show there are two types 

of altruism: "1 : unselfish regard for or devotion to the welfare of others," and "2 : behavior by an animal that 

is not beneficial to or may be harmful to itself but that benefits others of its species" (Merriam-Webster 

Dictionary, 2004). The first is the original definition of altruism and the second is the definition of 

sociobiology/evolutionary psychology, which denies that the above mentioned first definition can even exist! 

For example, sociobiologist Matt Ridley cites approvingly another sociobiologist, Michael Ghiselin's, 

"Scratch an 'altruist' and watch a 'hypocrite' bleed" (Ridley, 1996b, p.68; Ghiselin, 1974, p.247; Brown, 

1999, pp.49-50). That is, according to sociobiology/evolutionary psychology, in the final analysis there is no 

such thing as real altruism, and the belief that there is, is self-deception (ReMine, 1993, p.158). But 

if there really is altruism, then it is the evolutionists who are deceiving themselves!

And of course there is such a thing as "altruism... in which ... I do something for someone else, without 

regard for any actual or possible advantage to me" (O'Hear, 1989, p.103), and indeed where someone gives his 

life for complete strangers:


"A number of years ago, a terrible mid-winter air disaster occurred in which a plane leaving the 


Washington, D.C. airport smashed into a bridge spanning the Potomac River, plunging its passengers 


into the icy waters. As the rescue helicopters came, attention was focused on one man who again and 


again pushed the dangling rope ladder to other passengers rather than be pulled to safety himself. Six 


times he passed the ladder by. When they came again, he was gone He had freely given his life that 


others might live. The whole nation turned its eyes to this man in respect and admiration for the selfless 


and good act he had performed. And yet, if the atheist is right, that man was not noble - he did the 


stupidest thing possible. He should have gone for the ladder first, pushed others away if necessary in 


order to survive. But to die for others he did not even know, to give up all the brief existence he would 


ever have - what for? For the atheist there can be no reason. And yet the atheist, like the rest of us, 


instinctively reacts with praise for this man's selfless action." (Craig W.L., 1994, p.68).

The existence of altruism is a major problem for evolution (Cronin, 1991, p.253). The problem is that, 

"Darwinism ... cannot countenance ... variations which are harmful," as "the fundamental axiom of the theory," 

contained in "every edition of The Origin of Species, states: `If variations which are useful to their 

possessors in the struggle for life do occur, can we doubt (remembering that many more individuals are born than 

can possibly survive), that individuals having any advantage, however slight, over others, would have the best 

chance of surviving and reproducing their, kind? On the other hand, we may feel sure that any variation in the 

least degree injurious would be rigidly destroyed (Darwin, 1872, p.81, in O'Hear, 1989, p.142. Emphasis 

O'Hear). Yet, "any educated person can easily think of a hundred characteristics, commonly occurring in our 

species, which are not only ‘in the least degree’ injurious to their possessors, but seriously or even extremely 

injurious to them, which have not been ‘rigidly destroyed’, and concerning which there is not the smallest 

evidence that they are in the process of being destroyed." (Stove, 1994; O'Hear, 1989, pp.142-143). For example, 

"some widely acclaimed virtues which have little to do with Darwinian success (survival and reproduction) and 

which are frequently injurious to their possessors in more than the least degree Darwin argued would lead to their 

being rigidly destroyed: feeding the poor, tending the sick, visiting the imprisoned, modesty, chastity, honesty, 

promise-keeping, integrity, respect for the rights of others, self-sacrifice, honour, and this is without even 

mentioning the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity." (O'Hear, 1989, p.143). [to be continued] 

[top]

3.
Ethics


1.
Animal rights

It is ironic that science based on materialistic/naturalistic premises, having rejected its original foundations on 

Judeo-Christian premises, that man is uniquely created in the image of God (Gn 1:26-27; 5:1; 9:6; Col 3:10), is 

left with no principled justification of why it should carry out experiments on animals, especially primates, which 

may cause their suffering and death, in order to find treatments that may save or improve the lives of humans. For 

example, Cambridge University (Darwin's almer mater is encountering resistance from animal rights 

activists to its plans to build a new primate research laboratory (Matfield, 2003). The Darwinists can hardly 

complain if, after telling us that we humans are just animals, with no special status on the tree of life, they are 

taken literally by some! [top]
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