ATTENTION:  ALL CATHOLIC SCIENCE TEACHERS

 

 

There is now present in our schools a deadly threat to the morals and potential salvation of all the children. It seeks to replace what is taught in religion class about the God of Genesis, who created all things in six days from nothing, with a modern and material idol.  

This false god is mainstream science and its threat is the fable of evolution – that all living things arose by random chance alone. 

 

To resolve this inherent conflict between religion and evolution science students are forced to choose one or the other, not explicitly, not formally, but by subtly and subliminally accepting modern immorality and rejecting the Bible as truth as they mature and make their lifetime salvific decisions.  In their judgments science overrules religion. 

 

Some say this conflict is unimportant compared to other modern problems. But the threat is insidious and imminent. By making human life a natural process of change, just like all other life forms, evolution spawns the seed for anti-life attitudes and actions, like abortion. 

 

Intimidation and lack of knowledge allow a small group of modernists to impose their will on the majority. Modernism is at the root of modern heresies like evolution that carry out Satan’s plan to control all souls. Didn’t Satan promise knowledge of all things, good and evil, in Eden? And doesn’t evolution science promise us the knowledge of all natural things, for to science that’s all there is? Are we so naïve to think that we can overcome an angelic but demonic intelligence in our fallen state, when our first parents in their original untainted state could not?  

 

A seventh grade science textbook now being used in Catholic elementary schools contains 38 pages that clearly promote the atheistic agenda of evolution. Along with articles relevant to science teaching a review of these pages is included, so that you may see and judge for yourself what is rarely presented: an objective scientific rebuttal of the evolution fairy tale.  

 

The ideal actions to take in the Catholic classroom to counter this threat are to:

        replace all evolution science books with creation science texts, which have all the state-mandated science content, but without evolution.  

        train all religion and science teachers to consistently deal with creation-evolution issues and student questions. 

        discuss evolution in class only if its errors and logical fallacies are included, not ignored

The guiding principle: in cases of conflict,  Revelation trumps rationalism……always.

 Pax Christi,

Dr. Robert Bennett

10/10/05

c.v.

· science, math and programming teacher of junior high to college for 16 years 

· industrial consultant and researcher in software architecture for 21 years

· Ph.D. thesis on general relativity written at Stevens Tech.

· special creation embraced five years ago – Deo gratias !

 

Recommended references for teachers:  

Booklet:  

Special Creation Rediscovered    Gerard Keane

Book:

Creation Rediscovered  Gerard Keane

Web site:

Creation-Evolution Headlines         Creation scientists respond to evolution research 

 

Further information relevant to teacher training at this site:    

 Creation minutes   

 A Summary of Theistic Evolution 
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Marvin Lubenow
The human fossil record is completely compatible with special creation. In contrast, the human fossil evidence is so contrary to evolution that it effectively falsifies the idea that humans evolved. Future fossil discoveries will not substantially change the picture because future discoveries cannot nullify the objective evidence already unearthed. This message is not what we hear from a hundred different voices coming at us from a dozen different directions. But the human fossils themselves tell the real story. I can best illustrate the situation by describing a project I have conducted a number of times in my college apologetics classes. Each student is to do research on several assigned fossils. Only fossils that are fully accepted as legitimate by the scientific community are included.

The rules are as follows: 

· The student is to spend a minimum of eight hours of research on each fossil. 

· He must use only evolutionist sources. 

· He is to determine the date the evolutionist has assigned to the fossil. 

· He is to determine the category (australopithecine, Homo erectus, Neandertal, etc.) assigned to the fossil by evolutionists. 

· He is to write a one-page paper outlining his findings and make copies for distribution to the class. 

· The paper must contain at least five documented sources. 

The results have become quite predictable. After the first week, a number of students come to me complaining that they cannot find any agreement among evolutionists regarding the date or the category of their fossil. I could easily have told them about this situation in a class lecture, but it wouldn't have had the impact upon them that their own research provided. 

Many important hominid fossils are the subject of intense controversy among evolutionists involving the date, or the category, or both. The two matters are sometimes related. For evolutionists, the category to which they assign a fossil is sometimes used to arbitrarily determine its date, or the date of a fossil is sometimes used to arbitrarily determine the category to which it is assigned. This is not an unbiased approach in interpreting human fossils. I suggest to the students that they go with the two or three evolutionists out of the five they have consulted who may agree on the fossil in question. 

When I made the fossil assignments, I did not make them randomly. I purposely gave the more obscure fossils to students who I knew were good at research. However, after about two weeks, members of this group began coming to me. They complained that they were not able to find anything on a particular fossil. Besides using our own college library, they often checked several of the large state university libraries in our area. More than one student suggested that there was no such fossil as the one I had assigned. Laughingly, I was accused of sending them on a wild-goose chase. 

Their experience was what I had anticipated. I wanted them to discover first-hand that there are many legitimate fossil discoveries about which it is very difficult to obtain information. 

When I was satisfied that the student had spent at least eight hours in searching for information on a particular fossil, I would give him copies of the materials in my own file on that fossil so that he could write his report. He could not possibly duplicate my 25 years of research on the human fossils in the time allotted. I do not wish to imply that the difficulty in finding material on many of the human fossils represents some kind of evolutionist plot. 

What happens is that only the most sensational fossil discoveries receive much publicity. Most discoveries are reported in some scientific journal and then forgotten by all but a very few experts. The fossils mentioned in most popular presentations of human evolution represent just a small portion of the total fossil material that has been uncovered. 

As the students prepared to write their reports, a third group comes to me. Because of the conflict they see between the shape (morphology) of their fossil and the assignment given it by evolutionists, they have questions. 

Question: ‘Why do evolutionists call the very robust Australian fossils Homo sapiens when they themselves state that they are almost identical to the Java Homo erectus material?’
Answer: ‘Those robust Australian fossils (the Kow Swamp material, the Cossack skull, the Willandra Lakes WHL 50 skull, etc.), by their dating methods, are just thousands of years old. Homo erectus wasn’t supposed to be living so recently. Hence, the evolutionist must call them Homo sapiens to preserve his theory.’

Question: ‘Why are the skull KNM-ER 1470, the leg bones KNM-ER 148 I, and the skull KNM-ER 1590, found by Richard Leakey in East Africa, assigned to Homo habilis when the skull sizes, skull shapes, and the very modern leg bones would allow assignment to some form of Homo sapiens?’
Answer: ‘Those fossils are dated at almost two million years. The evolutionist cannot allow modern humans to be living in that evolutionary time frame—no matter what the fossils look like.’

Question: ‘Why is the elbow bone from Kanapoi, KP 271, found in East Africa in 1964, called Australopithecus africanus when the computer analysis conducted by evolutionists declares it to be virtually identical to modern humans?’
Answer: ‘Because the fossil is dated at 4.4 million years! It would suggest that true humans are older than their evolutionary ancestors. No evolutionist worth his salt can follow the facts when they lead in that direction.’

The Fossils Falsify Evolution 

Because there is an obvious conflict between the shape of some fossils and their category assignment by evolutionists, I encourage the students to go by the shape of their fossils, as documented by evolutionists themselves, in making their assessments. That is the way paleoanthropologists are supposed to do it. 

Then comes ‘F’ Day—Fossil Day! The students bring their reports to class and place their fossils on the master chart according to the evolutionist dating. As the process takes shape, it becomes very apparent that the human fossils do not show evolution over time. In fact, it is obvious that the fossils themselves falsify the concept of human evolution. 

Regarding this exercise, some people ask me, ‘Aren’t you taking quite a chance? What if the exercise doesn’t always work out that way?’ In spite of the ambiguities in many of the fossils, because of the very large number of fossils involved, the over-all testimony of the human fossils is very clear. It always works out that way! In this exercise, the stark reality of the human fossil record hits the student with greater force than anything I could have said. 

The key in this exercise is to study all of the relevant fossil material and to place it all on a ‘time chart’. Besides more than 300 Neandertal fossil individuals, this material includes more than 49 fossil individuals in the archaic Homo sapiens category, more than 220 fossil individuals that can properly be classified as Homo erectus, and more than 63 fossil individuals that are indistinguishable from modern Homo sapiens and are dated by evolutionists from 30,000 years all the way back to 4.4 million years in the past. 

It is no accident that evolutionist books seldom include charts listing all of this material. 

For example, one of the more recent texts (1989) on the human fossils is by University of Chicago professor Richard G. Klein. In his 524-page work, Klein has 20 different charts dealing with various aspects of the human (hominid) fossil record. Yet, there is no way a student could get the over-all picture. The student would simply have to accept by faith Klein’s thesis that the fossils demonstrate human evolution. The one chart that would most interest students—a chart showing all of the relevant fossil material mentioned above—is not to be found anywhere. By this type of omission, the true nature of the human fossil record continues to be the best-kept secret in modern paleoanthropology.

A Darwin Dialogue in the Classroom

 

In Icons of Evolution Jonathan Wells wrote a clever dialogue between a Darwinian teacher and a perceptive student.  

Teacher: OK, let’s start today’s lesson with a quick review.  Yesterday I talked about homology.  Homologous features, such as the vertebrate limbs shown in your textbook, provide us with some of our best evidence that living things have evolved from common ancestors.

Student (raising hand): I know you went over this yesterday, but I’m still confused.  How do we know whether features are homologous?

Teacher: Well, if you look at vertebrate limbs, you can see that even though they’re adapted to perform different functions their bone patterns are structurally similar.

Student: But you told us yesterday that even though an octopus eye is structurally similar to a human eye, the two are not homologous.

Teacher: That’s correct.  Octopus and human eyes are not homologous because their common ancestor did not have such an eye.

Student: So regardless of similarity, features are not homologous unless they are inherited from a common ancestor?

Teacher: Yes, now you’re catching on.

Student (looking puzzled): Well, actually, I’m still confused.  You say homologous features provide some of our best evidence for common ancestry.  But before we can tell whether features are homologous, we have to know whether they came from a common ancestor.

Teacher: That’s right.

Student (scratching head): I must be missing something.  It sounds as though you’re saying that we know features are derived from a common ancestor because they’re derived from a common ancestor.  Isn’t that circular reasoning?

Stealth Creationist? 

[In the following article note the parallel between the knee-jerk response of modernists to creationism and their similar response to any threat to the abortion law of the land –       Roe vs. Wade]

The Minneapolis Supreme Court declined to hear the case of a high school biology teacher and coach who was reassigned from teaching biology for saying that he had problems teaching evolution as fact.  He did not want to teach creationism or religion in class, but only wanted to mention flaws in the theory of evolution.  The plaintiff’s attorney said, 

“We’re disappointed. ... I don’t think either of the lower courts really understood the case; the district turned it into something it never really was.  [My client] didn’t want to do much beyond saying there are scientists out there that criticize evolution on scientific grounds, and nothing more.  I think the district decided he was a stealth creationist.”


According to a poll in 20001, public school students still want creation taught.  In response to this story students were polled on which views they wanted taught in science.  Just 17% wanted evolution only, 31% wanted creation, and 52% wanted both views taught.  That adds up to 83% of public school students wanting creation included in the science classroom. 

Stealth creationist – how’s that for loaded words and fear mongering?  Does this conjure up a terrorist image?  Teachers in Russia have more freedom to criticize Darwinism now than they do in America.  The teacher did not want to bring religion into the science class; he just wanted to present scientific facts that don’t support Darwinism.  Such evidence is being published in science journals all the time. Besides, the Congress just passed an education bill that encourages schools to present a diversity of views on controversial subjects like evolution, and the teacher is trying to be obedient.  

But so paranoid are the Darwinists, they cannot allow a calm discussion of the evidence, they have to invoke scare tactics and use raw power to force indoctrination of their view of origins, even when the evidence is against it.  

“Stealth creationist” – good grief, as if he snuck in from Afghanistan.  Sooner or later people are going to realize that if evolution has to be force-fed to students it must be bad medicine.  

We can only hope Phillip Johnson is right: 

“If the situation is as I have described it, the intellectual bankruptcy of Darwinism cannot be concealed for very much longer.  The Darwinists may delay the day of reckoning for a while by wielding the weapons of power, but more and more people are learning to press the right questions and to refuse to take bluff or evasion for an answer.”

Ohio School Board Vote
In a unanimous 18-0 vote, the Ohio school board confirmed earlier recommendations to change the state school science standards with two provisions: 

(1) Change the definition of science from natural causes to explanations that fit evidence; 

(2) Describe how scientists continue to critically analyze aspects of evolutionary theory.  

The group advocating these changes, Science Excellence for All Ohioans, sees this mildly-worded provisions as an important victory, removing Darwinism from the status of dogma and allowing for criticisms of molecules-to-man evolution to be heard.  The only change the board made from the recommendations was the insertion, after the new rule:

 “Describe how scientists continue to investigate and critically analyze aspects of evolutionary theory” of the clarifying clause: “(The intent of this indicator does not mandate the teaching or testing of intelligent design.)” 

Both sides are claiming partial victory in this compromise wording.  Opponents of the changes are upset that evolutionary theory was singled out for criticism, but glad that intelligent design was not mandated.  SEAO members feel:

“the language in the evolutionary theory sections is still problematic in numerous places.  Aspects of evolutionary theory that are in fact controversial are presented as factual, or as the only viable explanation, in a number of benchmarks and indicators.  The language calling for inclusion of evidence both for and against evolution could certainly be more specific.  Also, we would prefer that more explicit protection be given to educators who choose to discuss alternatives to the theory of common descent.”  

Overall, however, they commend the Board on the changes. The National Center for Science Education, on the other hand, is claiming victory in that the Board “rejected” intelligent design, and upgraded their definition of evolution from “change through time” to explicit use of the e-word.  They interpret the mandate to criticize evolution to mean discussing the various mechanisms of evolution, not whether evolution occurred. 

Are we at the leading edge of a sea change in science education?  Darwinism has long had no contenders, and has been free to indoctrinate students and ridicule opposition with reckless abandon.  This change in the framework is very mild.  It does not bring religion into the public school classroom.  It keeps science secular.  It does not open the floodgates for pseudoscientific theories to invade the science education.  If you read the language, it is sensible and restrained. The difference is, students will now have the chance to be exposed to arguments against Darwinism, rather than being force-fed a steady diet of evolutionary assumptions and selective evidence.  Once again, Ohio students will be allowed to see science the way it should be seen, as an open-ended search for truth about the natural world, invoking causes that can be checked by experiment.  The Just-So Story method of explaining the world with recourse only to natural causes has to go.  Now, one’s story must be backed up by evidence, and open to criticism by opposing evidence.  Darwinists may not like that, but it’s fair; it is the way the science game is supposed to be played.
    Also important is that teachers are now mandated to provide scientific critiques of evolutionary theory, and students will be tested on it.  As far as the e-word being included more clearly in the standards, great.  Believers in creation or intelligent design do not want evolution to be removed from the curriculum; a student cannot understand the 19th or 20th century without it.  They just want it taught accurately and fairly, not sanitized of the problems.  As Phillip Johnson has said, we want schools to teach more evolution than they will let us.  We agree that the phrase “change through time“ is a misleading equivocation that doesn’t get to the heart of the controversy.  Get the controversy out in the open, and let the students examine all the evidence, for and against.
   With this unanimous vote, Ohio did exactly as Stephen Meyer had previously recommended: don’t mandate teaching intelligent design, but just allow for criticisms of Darwinism to be heard, and extricate naturalistic philosophy from the definition of science.  It’s a small step, but it puts the Darwin Party on a level playing field, where they cannot merely call the shots, but must get back to producing scientific evidence.  The timing of the two films Icons of Evolution and Unlocking the Mystery of Life may have also been instrumental in swaying the board.  Ohio is a populous state and not part of the Bible Belt.  Other states may take their cue from Ohio, and textbook writers are sure to be watching.  This was a significant vote.
    Still, it is a sad commentary on America that a little over 100 years after McGuffey Readers, which contained overt references to Biblical and Christian morals, were widely used in public schools, now school boards must hear months of debate on why students should be allowed to hear even mild criticisms of establishment atheism that wants its myth unouched that amoral hydrogen, left to itself, becomes people.  How far have we strayed?  Maybe this vote in Ohio is the first sprinkle of rain after years of drought.  It won’t be — unless parents and students and open-minded scientists keep pressing the issue.

Textbooks Fail Texas Test   
To inform upcoming debates about the teaching of evolution in the Lone Star state, the science fellows of the Discovery Institute have provided 

“A Preliminary Analysis of the Treatment of Evolution in Biology Textbooks currently being considered for adoption by the Texas State Board of Education.”  

They evaluated 11 textbooks for factual accuracy on the teaching of four commonly-used evidences for evolution: 

(1) The Miller-Urey experiment, 

(2) Darwin’s tree of life and the Cambrian explosion, 

(3) Vertebrate embryos, including Haeckel’s fraudulent drawings, and 

(4) Peppered moths.  

The highest overall grade was a C-.  Six textbooks received a D or D-, and four received F. 

The 41-page document includes the criteria used for evaluation.  For instance, 

Did the textbook include drawings known to be fraudulent?  

Did it assume the truth of universal common ancestry without question?  

Did it fail to mention any controversies or serious questions among scientists?  

Did it reproduce staged photos that do not reflect the true natural situation?  

In general, the Discovery Institute’s grading standards simply reflect the Texas Education Code’s own science guidelines, namely, 

(1) that each topic should be presented in a manner “free from factual errors,” and 

(2) that enables students to analyze, review, and critique scientific explanations, including hypotheses and theories, as to their strengths and weaknesses using scientific evidence and information.

That science textbooks would include false, fraudulent, and misleading information is scandalous, yet this survey shows that the largest textbook market in the country is being given only two choices: evil, and the lesser of evils.  Not one of these textbooks is telling the truth on any of these four topics.  The highest grade in any area was a C.  The best of the worst was Biology by Campbell and Reece; it only scored an overall grade of C because it didn’t mention peppered moths or Haeckel’s embryos, but it got a D on the Miller-Urey experiment, and a C on the Tree of Life because it at least mentioned the Cambrian explosion as a “mystery”, although it didn’t explain why this was a challenge to Darwin’s theory.  Only one other got a C on this item, and only one other got a C on vertebrate embryos because it showed more modern, actual photographs of embryos instead of Haeckel’s fudged 1870s drawings – but even then it lied that the early stages of embryos are remarkably alike, which they are not.
    Critics will argue that the Discovery Institute is a special interest group that has an axe to grind.  Untrue.  The Discovery fellows are Ph.D. biologists and philosophers and historians of science who are well qualified to gauge these presentations of the evidence (or lack of it).  They come from different religious persuasions, and are united only in the conviction that Darwinian evolution is not the whole story on origins.  Moreover, the professional science journals themselves do not accept these and many other alleged evidences for evolution.  Some evolutionary scientists have been appalled that these phony evidences are still being shown to students, such as peppered moths and Haeckel’s fakes.  Even believers in chemical evolution recognize that the Miller-Urey experiment was irrelevant, but merely a “useful lie” to raise consciousness about the origin of life.  Most evolutionists believe implicitly in Darwin’s Tree of Life but only in spite of the Cambrian explosion, molecular mismatches, and other contrary evidence.
    Should not students know this?  Does this sound like a conspiracy of right-wing religious zealots trying to keep scientific facts away from the students?  The shoe is on the other foot entirely.  Science students are being sold a bill of goods, indoctrinated into false beliefs that once entrenched are hard to dislodge, even after they earn their PhDs and find out the real truth (if they ever do) about Haeckel, Kettlewell, Miller and Darwin. Yet the ACLU and NCSE go ballistic when parents wish to insert warning labels in the textbooks.
    Here’s how evolutionary indoctrination works.  Hook the student with plausible-sounding glittering generalities about evolution.  (This tends to coincide with his/her tendency to want to think independently or rebel against the parents’ “religion,” if any).  Reinforce it with fraudulent evidence, and create a mood of dogma that this is science as opposed to “religion.”  As the student gradually becomes able to accept uncomfortable facts without losing new-found faith in Darwin, feed him or her a few problems and mysteries, using the positive spin that “science” is working to solve them.  Only late in the process, when the student is thoroughly brainwashed and ardently opposed to that bogeyman “creationism,” dare to mention the real damaging problems — the Cambrian explosion, thermodynamics, chemical evolution, embryology, etc. — with the promise that “we, the scientists, are getting warmer” and “it is our noble duty to protect science from those evil creationists.” Anybody reading this document should become righteously angry.

Ohio: Unanimous Vote to “Teach the Controversy”

By a vote of 17-0, the Ohio State Board of Education voted in favor of an intent to adopt new science standards which include the following two changes: 

(1) changing the wording of the definition of science from “Recognize that scientific knowledge is limited to natural explanations for natural phenomena based on evidence from our senses or technological extensions” to 

“Recognize that science is a systematic method of continuing investigation, based on observation, hypothesis testing, measurement, experimentation, and theory building, which leads to more adequate explanations of natural phenomena.” 

(2) Adding this statement to 10th grade life science: “Describe how scientists continue to investigate and critically analyze aspects of evolutionary theory.”  

The group that has been advocating the “teach the controversy” approach, Science Excellence for All Ohioans, is pleased with these modest changes, but feels that the “language in the evolutionary theory sections is still problematic in numerous places.”  

Dr. Paul Nelson commented that Darwinists don’t seem to know quite how to spin this story.  On the one hand, they were calling it disastrous to science, but after the decision they were saying it’s not a big deal. 

Spin doctoring is for politicians, not scientists.  It’s hard to see how anybody could oppose these changes.  They are in line with Congressional guidelines and U.S. Supreme Court decisions.  They only state what teachers are already allowed to do. They do not bring religion into the science classroom.  They do not decrease the teaching of evolution, nor mandate any teaching of creation.  Why the fuss, then?  They open the door for controversial aspects of evolution to be presented honestly, for students to hear that there are alternatives, and they remove the naturalistic philosophy built into the definition of science.  This puts the ACLU, the NCSE, and the NAS on the warpath. 

Science should be a search for truth about nature, with the freedom to follow the evidence wherever it leads.  Evolutionary theory should not be propped up with outdated, distorted, or fallacious arguments.  And when the primary spokesmen for Darwinian evolution admit there are serious problems and controversies in Darwinism, why shouldn’t students know this?  The majority of citizens whose tax money pays for public schools favor the “teach the controversy” approach.  It is reasonable, fair, and desirable for students to be allowed to hear all the evidence and weigh it, thereby developing skill in critical thinking.  The opposite is indoctrination.  David Berlinski (mathematician, Princeton), who is neither Christian nor creationist, has words for those who think evolution should be protected from criticism: 

“The idea that the high school has to be a kind of large locker room where only the coach’s pep talk is considered reasonable– that should be repugnant.  That’s not really how we want our educational establishment to be run, is it?  Let’s give high school students the benefit of the doubt.”


Science Now was earlier adamantly opposed to any change, but now is downplaying the impact; they brag about evolution now being explicitly taught, while claiming that the board “threw a small bone to the other side” by adding the “vague assertion” that teachers should teach the controversy.  They end by boasting about a poll of scientists, contrary to the Darwin Party’s usual tack of arguing that polls don’t matter in science.  It’s important to remember that scientists can be very knowledgeable about their narrow specialty, yet abysmally ignorant of and dogmatic about issues outside their field.  Scientists are well-known among magicians to be the best audience, because they believe totally in the testimony of their senses and that they cannot be deceived. They also trust in the testimony of others, and easily fall for misdirection by the magician. 

Scientists also tend to be closed-minded and authoritarian people.  You can discuss their specialty with reason and logic, but outside of that, they trust whatever the authorities said; in evolution, the word of a Stephen Jay Gould or Richard Dawkins was gospel; if you differed, they would not listen.  It does not follow that a scientist in the ivory towers of a university is an expert in all areas of science, especially something as broad as evolution.  A poll of 500 scientists claims they are not aware of any evidence for intelligent design or that challenges evolutionary principles.  This result is akin to liberal journalists claiming they don’t know anyone who is a Republican.  They mix among their peers so much of the time, they have a distorted view of the outside world, as if all America reads only the NY Times.  

Georgia School Board Votes to Teach the Controversy 
  
The Cobb County, Georgia School Board voted 7-0  to approve a controversial statement about origins teaching:

...the Cobb County School District believes that discussion of disputed views of academic subjects is a necessary element of providing a balanced education, including the study of the origin of the species. ... The purpose of this policy is to foster critical thinking among students, to allow academic freedom consistent with legal requirements, to promote tolerance and acceptance of diversity of opinion, and to ensure a posture of neutrality toward religion.  It is the intent of the Cobb County Board of Education that this policy not be interpreted to restrict the teaching of evolution; to promote or require the teaching of creationism; or to discriminate for or against a particular set of religious beliefs, religion in general, or non-religion.

The policy is controversial only because it has been highly visible as a contest between those like the NCSE and ACLU that want evolution taught without any criticism, and those in the intelligent design movement that believe “teaching the controversy” is healthy practice.  The carefully-worded statement specifically clarifies that this is not intended to promote creationism or decrease teaching of evolution, but only to stimulate critical thinking on controversial issues.  Incredibly, Science Now spun the story with the provocative title, “Creationism Edges Toward the Classroom.” 

Evolutionists are so hypocritical.  They claim to believe in critical thinking on everything except evolution, and skepticism on everything except naturalistic philosophy.  What is the harm in this statement?  It is actually so blandly mild, so favorable to the status quo, so open to interpretation, that no pro-evolution teacher should feel any pressure to change, and even the most ardent pro-Darwinists should find no cause for alarm.  But they do!  They are adamant that evolutionism must be presented as fact, unquestioned, dogmatically, so much so that teachers who dare to quote even Stephen Jay Gould pointing out problems in Darwinian evolution are ostracized.  

Anti-Design Pressure Against a Georgia School Board

The National Academy of Sciences president is asking members to lobby the Cobb County, Georgia school district and protest the placement of disclaimer stickers in science textbooks that warn students that evolution is just a theory and should be looked at with an open mind.  The ACLU also is suing the school district to remove the stickers. Meanwhile, the county school board is scheduling a vote on a policy that includes the statement, 

“the Cobb County School District believes that discussion of disputed views of academic subjects is a necessary element of providing a balanced education, including the study of the origin of the species.” 

Repeatedly in these school board cases, the scientific establishment has all the trappings of a giant political action committee or powerful union.  Why do they want to shield students from the damaging evidence against evolution that is presented repeatedly in Creation-Evolution Headlines or weekly in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences?  The NAS president has said previously that the biology of the future involves studying molecular machines like design engineers.  It’s hypocritical for them to turn around and keep design language out of the science classroom.


Biology can be kept clear of sectarian religion by just talking about the observable, testable concepts of information and design.  It is a huge lie, the opposite of the truth, to claim that the proposed policy is 

“just a dumbing down of the academic curriculum ... it replaces science curriculum with a religious curriculum, which is inappropriate in public education.“  

That’s the unfortunate situation right now!  Kids are being dumbed down by not allowing them to think critically and hear all the facts.  They are being indoctrinated already into a religious philosophy — naturalism — which is inappropriate in public education.  Clearly, no one is asking for religious teachings to be taught or given preference in a science class.  But neutrality and objectivity are not the same thing as philosophical naturalism; being non-sectarian or impartial does not mean you have to claim, against the evidence, that only particles exist.


Scientists themselves frequently use adjectives like elegant, exquisite, complex and amazing when describing the designs found in living things.  Design terminology is perfectly appropriate and natural when teaching biology; there is nothing unscientific about it.  Claiming that the design is only apparent and can be explained by undirected, impersonal natural forces is a philosophical judgment akin to a mystery religion, where things are not what they seem, cannot be observed, and must be taken on faith.


So it’s not the disclaimers that are dumbing down the kids.  Rather, it is refusing to tell them that some of their textbook illustrations are fraudulent, that they must just swallow the Darwinian tale uncritically, or that they must be shielded from facts that are problematic for evolution such as the Cambrian explosion.  Why would the NAS and the ACLU, then, call evil good, and good evil?  The only explanation is that they are afraid that the case for evolution is evaporating, and the only way to maintain their naturalistic stranglehold is to use force and intimidation.  If so, that’s a good sign.  Give students a little information, and they’ll see through the line they are being fed and rebel.  If not, then prove it: call off the ACLU enforcers, and let’s have rational debates on the evidence, like good scientists.

Georgia School Board to Study Balanced Approach to Teaching

The board of Georgia’s second largest school board has voted to review a new policy promoting balanced education about origins.  The board members claim they were responding to parents’ wishes, expressed in part by 2000 petitions sent in, objecting to the evolution content in textbooks and wanting alternatives to be heard. The vote was unanimous and was not about teaching creationism, but just to review a draft policy that states, “discussion of disputed views of academic subjects is a necessary element of providing a balanced education” (and this includes teaching about the origin of species).  The ACLU has vowed to file a lawsuit opposing the new ruling.

The usual suspects are lining up for the vote.  The liberal New York Times is already portraying this in the typical Inherit-the-Wind stereotype.  The Supreme Court ruled “equal time” laws unconstitutional, but did not outlaw alternatives to evolution being presented.  

That’s what the school board appears to be advocating: objectivity, all sides of controversial issues, and openness to consider alternatives; nothing about religion, Genesis, creation“ism” and other smokescreens.  This meshes with the federal Education Bill recently passed.  Already, however, the Darwin Party is claiming this is just an attempt to sneak religion in the back door, a violation of separation of church and state, and other red-herring cliches.  Maybe what will eventually succeed in breaking the minority-Darwinist stranglehold on science education will be enough informed, concerned parents and students demanding objectivity.
A good video to watch on this subject, that presents qualified spokespersons on both sides, is Icons of Evolution.  This film tells the story of a popular biology teacher with a Master’s degree and years of experience and honors who was censored for daring to teach all the facts about evolution.  He was not allowed to even quote evolutionary sources that mentioned problems with evolution (including Stephen Jay Gould and the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences).  Eventually he was reassigned, and replaced by a gym teacher just out of college.  Is this any way to teach science to our children?


Ohio Intelligent-Design Controversy   

Is Charles Darwin on the hot seat again? The controversy is ongoing over the teaching of evolution in Ohio schools, and whether criticisms or alternatives should be permitted to be taught. But you will look in vain in the ABC report for any argument of substance against teaching intelligent design:

“I have great concern that we will be a worse joke than Kansas,” => ridicule. 

 “If we point out that evolution is unproven, we’ll need to point out that the theory of gravity is also unproven” => faulty analogy.  

“And evolution is a much stronger theory than the theory of gravity” => Big Lie.  

“Evolution is the scientific view that needs to be presented” => appeal to authority.  

“Discovery Institute ... is funded in part by Christian foundations” => guilt by association.   

“The people pushing the agenda in Kansas learned a lot ... This approach is more subtle  …… than creation and, frankly, more clever” => scare tactics &         implied hidden agenda. 

2700 citizens sign a pro-Darwin petition to counter the 52 scientists who petitioned for alternatives to be heard => bandwagon.  

Isn’t this arguing quantity over quality – the mindset of a democracy? All these excerpts show is that opponents have nothing but hot air to argue that students should be prevented from hearing arguments against Darwinism and for intelligent design. 

H.R. 1  Education Bill Language

Here are excerpts from the Congressional Record in which Senator Rick Santorum and Congressman Thomas Petri explain the language in Education Bill H.R. 1, that students should learn about both sides of controversial issues in science. The senator clearly explains that the intent of this language, albeit revised before final passage, includes Darwinian evolution and alternative views like Intelligent Design. 

The public supports the position we are taking today.  For instance, national opinion surveys show–to use the origins issue again–that Americans overwhelmingly desire to have students learn the scientific arguments against, as well as for, Darwin’s theory.  A recent Zogby International poll shows the preference on this as 71 percent to 15 percent, with 14 percent undecided.  The goal is academic excellence, not dogmatism.  It is most timely, and gratifying, that Congress is acknowledging and supporting this objective.

Congressman Petri added :

“Additionally, this conference report makes a strong statement that, where Darwinian evolutionary theory or other controversial scientific topics are taught, students should be exposed to multiple viewpoints.  Too often, students are taught only one theory where evolution is concerned, and this language gives support to those at the local and state level who uphold the value of intellectual freedom in the teaching of science.”

These unequivocal statements contradict the view of the National Center for Science Education that the H.R. 1 language means that creation or intelligent design is excluded, because only “scientific theories” may be taught.  In the first place, evolution is not a scientific theory, and in the second place, Intelligent Design does not specify the identity of the designer, and therefore does not involve itself with religion.  


  After decades of triumph by Darwinist propagandists, this is an important development by the Congress that has not received much attention.  Though it is only a recommendation and not a mandate, it is highly significant that a majority of both houses, liberals and conservatives, even Ted Kennedy, supported this language.  Students and teachers should take this ball and run with it.  Why not teach both sides of controversial issues?  Who can be against that?  

Hawaii School Board Rejects Alternatives to Darwinism

In a unanimous vote, the Hawaii school board rejected allowing “multiple theories of origins” to be taught to students. The word creationism was not specifically mentioned, after it was noted that the state science standards were presenting Darwin’s theory as fact rather than opinion.  But board members and the press were quick to interpret this as a way to sneak Biblical creationism into the science classroom. 

 “We do not teach alchemy alongside chemistry nor astrology alongside physics, neither should we teach creationism in the biology classroom,” 

said a University of Hawaii professor testifying to the board.  Even some clergymen joined in the attack: 

“Creationism and the flat Earth is not good science, and it’s not very good theology,”

 the Rev. Sam Cox said.
The press always presents this as a fight against Biblical literalism and science.  As Phillip Johnson says, posing the debate in these terms ensures the outcome just by asking the question.  It perpetuates the Inherit the Wind stereotype of Bible-thumping obscurantists against progress, when actually the tables have turned completely and it is the Origin-thumping Darwinists who are the bigots.  Teachers should know the real situation; take a look just through a few pages here to see how bankrupt the theory of evolution is these days, and how it gets away with teaching absurdities and just-so stories against the evidence.  Why not teach all the science, including all the mountain of evidence that opposes Darwinism?  Does science presuppose naturalistic philosophy?  Why not teach students critical thinking skills, instead of indoctrinating them into one position?  These are the issues.  School boards are force-feeding students a position only 10% of the public accepts, and which teaches absurdities, like nothing times nobody equals everything, and information arises by random chance.  As Johnson states in The Wedge of Truth,

 “the intellectual bankruptcy of Darwinism cannot be concealed for very much longer.  The Darwinists may delay the day of reckoning for a while by wielding the weapons of power, but more and more people are learning to press the right questions and to refuse to take bluff or evasion for an answer.” 

Teaching Evolution in Med Schools
A questionnaire was sent to the deans of all the medical schools in America asking them how much evolution was part of their curriculum.  Of those responding, 

only 48% considered evolution an important part of the curriculum, 

only 32% actually taught at least 8 of 16 “core topics in evolutionary biology,” and 

only 16% actually had a faculty member with a PhD in evolutionary biology.  

The most common reasons evolution was not given more coverage was lack of time and lack of faculty expertise.  Specifically, they said the factors that made it difficult to incorporate teaching evolutionary biology were:

87%  Lack of curriculum time
53%  Lack of faculty expertise
34%  Lack of funding
33%  Lack of agreement about relevance
24%  Difficult finding/hiring qualified faculty
11%  Political controversy
05%  Lack of confidence in scientific status of evolutionary biology
    

“We conclude that the role of evolutionary biology as a basic medical science should be carefully considered by a distinguished group of biologists and medical educators.  In the meanwhile, undergraduate educators need to recognize that, for now at least, most future physicians must learn evolutionary biology as undergraduates if they are to learn it at all.” 

The statistics above are quite revealing.  A third of deans of medical schools don’t believe evolution is relevant to their curriculum, and 5% do not have confidence that evolution is science.  11% are afraid it will embroil them in political controversy.  One wonders whether the other reasons were just polite cloaks for their lack of confidence in Darwinians.  There does not seem to be a lot of interest in teaching evolution.  If it were that important and that relevant, would they not make time for it in the curriculum, rather than 87% of them saying they couldn’t give it the time of day?  How can it be that after a century of indoctrination, less than half of medical school faculty feel qualified to teach it?  The “lack of funding” reason almost implies a sarcastic smirk: 

“You want us to teach more evolution?  Send me a check.”


    How essential is it for doctors to know evolutionary theory?  It depends on what you mean by evolution.  Change happens: everybody accepts that.  These authors undoubtedly mean the whole worldview of Darwinian evolution, that human patients in hospitals have evolved from slime over time.


   Each of the 16 “core concepts” that medical schools are presumably lax about teaching are either irrelevant to medicine, or irrelevant to Darwinian evolution.  The core concepts are either not the sole property of the Darwin Party, or have nothing to do with macroevolution, or have nothing to do with medicine.  Medical schools do not waste valuable time teaching evolution, because it is useless.
    Next time you go to the hospital, you had better hope your doctor knows more about intelligent design than evolution, or he might yank something out and say, 

“You don’t need this; it’s just a useless vestige of a tree shrew in your ancestry.” 

   Or s/he might let you die, believing that the pathogen has just as much a right to a living as you do, or natural selection needs to let the fittest survive, and the germs are clearly the fittest in the evolutionary arms race going on in your body.  

Wait till these evolutionists wind up on a hospital bed themselves.  Chances are they won’t care much about the evolutionary qualifications of the surgeon.  Rather, they will be praying earnestly for the likes of a Louis Pasteur instead of a Dr. Mengele.

Evolution Teaching Deficient 
  
The Evolution Education Research Centre at McGill University is alarmed at the ignorance of evolution among college students. The deficiency is seen not only among those who have avoided math and science, but even among those who have had extensive science courses.  Two employees have written a paper in the journal Evolution entitled, “Perspective: Teaching Evolution in Higher Education,” in which they address the problem of students’ prior conceptions and how to address them: 

“We also attend to concerns about coverage of course content and the influence of religious beliefs, and provide helpful strategies to improve college-level teaching of evolution.“  

The key words listed in the abstract include creationism, evolution, prior conceptions, religious beliefs and student-centered instruction.


    The paper promotes a “constructivist“ approach; i.e., avoid lecture and confrontation, and instead make the learning more interesting with games and historical sidebars (like Darwin’s voyage) and more student-student interaction.  Teachers should help students analyze and deconstruct their prior conceptions, and avoid presenting evolution as “unmitigated naturalism.”  The authors warn teachers that a “growing number of these students are well versed in the professional antievolution literature and practices” (e.g., creationism and intelligent design arguments), so they recommend helping students to compare their misconceptions with “standard science.”


    These ivory-tower elitists fail to put themselves onto the same playing field with eminent philosophers and scientists who disagree with them.  It would be beneath their dignity to have to debate the evidence in the open marketplace of ideas.  No, their mission is to facilitate the gentle dismantling of “misconceptions” that are causing the 90% of students who believe in God to have problems with the “fact” of evolution.  Never is the focus that evolution’s facts might be wrong.  If students just understood evolution, they would surely believe it. 

As usual, the paper filled with philosophical arguments about what “science” is, compared to religion and other “prior conceptions” (as if Darwinism is never in that category).  To them, the truth of evolution is not at issue, because evolution is “science,” and anything else is irrational.  It is beyond their comprehension that intelligent people can be knowledgeable about Darwinism and fail to accept it.  So educators need to just facilitate their rehabilitation.  The evolutionary scientists already have the Ministry of Truth under control.  Evolution Education Research Centre just want a more effective Ministry of Love.

Believe Evolution, Or Else
Dr. Michael Dini, a professor at Texas Tech, refuses to write a letter of recommendation to any of his students who will not answer the following question with a “scientific” (read, evolutionary) answer:

 “How do you think the human species originated?”  

The Liberty Legal Institute has filed a complaint against the university, calling this “open religious bigotry,” but Dini justifies his stance by saying, 

“If you cannot truthfully and forthrightly affirm a scientific answer to this question, then you should not seek my recommendation for admittance to further education in the biomedical sciences.”  

The university is standing behind the professor.  

This is probably not an isolated practice.  Notice that this professor does not care if you know all about the theory of evolution, or whether you got straight A's, or whether you are the valedictorian and the best biology student he ever had, but whether you believe in the theory of evolution.  Just admit honestly that you think God created man, rather than that man arose from an ape-like ancestor, and nothing else matters.  To Dini, it’s not enough to just know about what he calls “the most important theory in biology”, you have to believe it.  But as one  aspiring medical student responded, 

“I really don’t see how believing in the evolution of humanity has anything to do with patient care or studying science.”
      

Doesn’t this attitude sound like the criticisms of religion, which is accused of unreasonably demanding belief among the faithful?

Actually, it smacks more of Big Brother in 1984, demanding complete obedience and exercising mind control through brainwashing.  Dr. Dini, is this what academic freedom means to you?   

Oil as a Paragon of the Evolution Debate

Details and references for the following can be found at :

Abiotic oil noted by oil industry         Stalin and abiotic oil
God blessed them, saying: Increase and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it…… 

       







Genesis 1:28

Science revels in the wonders wrought by its practical applications - technology, but ignores the foundation for these marvels.

1. Science and technology are actually quite separate: inventors are rarely highly trained in the academic sciences, but make practical and creative use of prior technology. 

2. Technical advances are directly due to God-given reasoning, but indirectly due to the fulfillment of the blessing and covenant stated in Gen.1:28 above. To allow man to multiply and conquer nature without suffering while obeying his command the Father used man’s reason to implement his plan: the creation of practical physical, chemical, mechanical and electrical artifacts that are collectively known as ‘technology’.  To support the growing population He provided:

a. Mechanical aids to farmers – tractors, reapers, threshers, harvesters – that allow one man to feed tens of thousands. 

b. Means to produce clothing for millions – the cotton gin, the electric loom, etc.

c. Drugs for man, plants and beasts, to maintain health and food production

d. Transportation advances – trucks, trains, planes - that deliver these blessings where they’re needed.

e. Communication advances – the printing press, telephone, radio, TV(?), Internet – to link us together as we disperse over the earth, obeying His command.  

Science claims these fruits of the Father’s providence as its own, but it is only a means to His end. 

Feeding this vast array of technology is its life-blood – the ‘fossil’ fuel of  gas and oil deposits. This supply is critical to technology support, so we reason that the Father would also provide the means to fuel the technology in pursuit of Gen 1:28.  Would our Father withhold from us the ability to obey His wish?

But the Darwinists now in control of Big Science say that the ‘fossil’ fuels were produced from the decaying biomatter of flora and fauna over eons of time; the supply of petroleum is limited and we have little reserves left.   This is contrary to the divine providence we expect from the Father. 

The discussion of scientific support for evolution in professional journals is difficult for the science-challenged and even those with a modest background in biology. Simple ideas are often framed in “ostentatious displays of superfluous erudition”. The purpose of the elaborate lexicon is said to sharpen the semantics of biology and eliminate ambiguity, but that often seems just the reverse of reality.  

To avoid this problem as much as possible we will use the petroleum theory of modern geologists as a model, an understandable paragon of evolutionary theories, showing within brackets [] the parallel of oil production with other areas of evolution beliefs less familiar to the uninitiated. 

………

Conventional wisdom says the world’s supply of oil is finite, and that it was deposited in horizontal reservoirs near the surface in a process that took millions of years. It follows that oil will reach a production peak, and then ultimately run out – the “Peak Oil” hypothesis. 

The demand for oil can only increase with the emergence of a new industrial giant – China.

Public service ads portray how dinosaurs “gave their all” so that we could one day have oil. 

But how could dinosaurs have possibly created the planet’s vast oil fields that seem as unlimited as the oceans? 

Is it logical that millions, or even billions, of them die at the very same time and at the very same place? Were there dinosaur disasters on a grand scale occurring at locations all across the planet? And how did they all get buried so quickly? Because if they weren’t buried right away, they would have just decomposed and/or been consumed by scavengers. And how much oil can you really squeeze from a pile of parched dinosaur skeletons? 

Mainstream scientists say a cataclysmic event in prehistory caused the sudden extinction of the dinosaurs and also buried them -- the impact of an asteroid or a comet. (Creation scientists say an historically documented global flood is the cause.)  The oil of today is the result of climactic conditions and events that have existed at only one time in the earth’s 4.5 billion year history.

But why did all the dinosaurs huddle together waiting to become oil fields? It would take a huge pile of dead dinosaurs to account for the estimated 660 billion barrels of oil buried in the Middle East. Generously allowing that a single dinosaur could yield 5 barrels of oil, more than 130 billion dinosaurs would have had to be simultaneously entombed in just one small region of the world, more than 20 times the present human population of the earth! Why was the Middle East some kind of Mecca for dinosaurs?

Another “fossil fuel” story holds that microscopic animal carcasses and other biological matter gathered on the world’s sea floors, with that organic matter then being covered over with sediment over the course of millions of years….. 

Once upon a time, millions of years ago, tiny animals and plants died. They settled at the bottom of the oceans. Over time, they were crushed beneath layers of sediment that built up above them and eventually turned into rock. The organic matter, now trapped hundreds of meters below the surface, started to change. Under the action of gentle heat and pressure, and in the absence of air, the biological debris turned into oil and gas.   

So goes the story telling for adults. 

· Doesn’t biological matter decompose long before being covered over by sediment? Our biologists should know, and they say no. 

· Weren’t there bottom-feeders and scavengers to clear the ocean floors of organic debris? Our biologists should know, and they say no. 

· Isn’t it impossible that massive piles of biological debris, hundreds of billions of tons of matter, could have just suddenly appeared and sat undisturbed for millions of years as they were slowly covered over with sediment? Our biologists should know, and they say no. 

In fact the public is content with continuing to embrace an unproven 18th century theory that, if subjected to any sort of logical analysis, seems ludicrous. 

An answer to these questions may be that many of the world’s oil fields are refilling themselves at nearly the same rate they are being drained by an energy hungry world. Geochemists infer that oil is moving in quite rapid spurts from great depths to reservoirs closer to the surface….

Discovered in 1972, an oil reservoir in the Gulf of Mexico is one of the world’s most productive oil sources. Eugene Island 330 is remarkable for another reason: its estimated reserves have declined much less than experts had predicted on the basis of its production rate. Where there is a lot of faulting in the rock, a reservoir from which oil is being pumped might be a steady-state system -- one that is replenished by deeper reserves as fast as oil is pumped out.  

The discovery that oil seepage is continuous and extensive from many ocean vents lying above fault zones has convinced many scientists that oil is making its way up through the faults from much deeper deposits of hydrocarbon fuels that still remain to be tapped. 

New questions arise. How did all those piles of dinosaur carcasses end up thousands of feet beneath the Earth’s surface? How do finite reservoirs of dinosaur goo become “steady-state” resources? And how does the fossil fuel theory explain the continuous, spontaneous venting of gas and oil? 

Marine geologists think a very leaky fault system allows oil to migrate from an oil and gas generating system at great depth. There’s a large body of global evidence consistent with oil and gas generation and migration on very short time scales in many areas.

Analysis of the ancient oil from deep below in the Gulf of Mexico suggests that the flow of new oil is coming from deeper, hotter sediment formations and is not simply a lateral inflow from the old deposits that surround existing oil fields. 

Are any of these new findings explained by a theory that holds that oil and gas are “fossil fuels” created in finite quantities through a unique geological process that occurred millions of years ago? 

Why do Darwinians insist on retaining an antiquated theory that is so obviously contradicted by observable phenomena? Is the advancement of the sciences not based on formulating a hypothesis, and then testing that hypothesis – the scientific method? And if the hypothesis fails to account for the available data, is it not customary to either modify that hypothesis or formulate a new hypothesis -- rather than clinging to the same discredited hypothesis for 150 years? 

Here an economic alliance that may well be relevant: the oil industry needs old-earth Darwinian evolution to maintain its position as the “wise free market conservator” of a “scarce” resource. Not only does evolution serve the purpose of defaming religion, it also serves a practical political and economic purpose for the establishment. Politically, people will accept the high price of gas because it’s scarce – there’s no other choice (that they know of).  Economically the high prices bring windfall profits to the evol-petrol cartel. 

The controlled shortage of oil is mirrored in several other economies. The De Beers global monopoly artificially props up the cost of diamonds by limiting the supply of diamonds, and by making a meaningless economic distinction between artificial and natural diamonds. If the market were free to balance supply with demand the cost of diamonds would be about $30 per carat!

[ Parallel: The search for ‘ET’ by SETI , for water on mars and for earth-like planets in other star systems serves the evolution agenda by attempting to show that life can ‘evolve’ outside our biosphere.  This discredits the Genesis creation and keeps the public favorable to funding evermore pointless searches, just like the oil shortage crisis. ]    

So, unknown to (almost) all Americans, there are two competing theories concerning the origins of petroleum. Evolution theory claims that oil is an organic “fossil fuel” deposited in finite quantities near the planet’s surface. The new theory claims that oil is continuously generated by natural processes in the Earth’s magma and is backed by a massive body of research representing fifty years of intense scientific inquiry. Evolution theory is an unproven relic of the eighteenth century driven, in this case, by an economic agenda. The new theory anticipates deep oil reserves, refillable oil fields, migratory oil systems, deep sources of generation, and the spontaneous venting of gas and oil. Evolution theory has a difficult time explaining any such documented phenomena. 

Here in the West, in our self-proclaimed wisdom, we embrace the fundamentally absurd “Fossil Fuel” theory -- the same theory that  “Peak Oil” doomsday warnings are based on. 

What is this new theory of the petroleum cycle? 

By 1951, what has been called the Modern Russian-Ukrainian Theory of Deep, Abiotic Petroleum Origins was born. In the next couple of decades the theory was validated through the rigorous quantitative work of Russian chemists, physicists and thermodynamicists. For the last couple of decades, the theory has been accepted as established fact by virtually the entire scientific community of the (former) Soviet Union and backed up by literally thousands of published studies in prestigious, peer-reviewed Russian scientific journals. And for over fifty years, barely a word of it has been published in the English language. 

The modern Russian-Ukrainian theory of deep, abiotic petroleum origins was severely challenged by many traditionally-minded geologists at the time of its introduction. During this period it was pointed out that there had never been any similar critical review or testing of the evolutionary hypothesis that petroleum might somehow have evolved spontaneously from biological detritus. 

As a rigorous analytic theory within the mainstream of the modern physical sciences the modern Russian theory differs fundamentally from the previous hypothesis of a biological origin of petroleum The biological theory of oil production requires that highly reduced hydrocarbon molecules of high free enthalpy and complexity (the constituents of crude oil) evolve spontaneously from highly oxidized biogenic molecules of low free enthalpy and complexity. Beginning in 1964, Soviet scientists carried out extensive theoretical statistical thermodynamic analysis which established explicitly that the hypothesis of evolution of hydrocarbon molecules (except methane) from biogenic ones in the temperature and pressure regime of the Earth’s near-surface crust was glaringly in violation of the second law of thermodynamics. They also determined that the evolution of reduced hydrocarbon molecules requires pressures of magnitudes encountered at depths equal to the mantle of the Earth. 

The period of debate about this extensive body of knowledge has been over for approximately two decades. The modern theory is presently applied extensively throughout the former U.S.S.R. as the guiding principle for petroleum exploration and development projects.

· Russian science has shown that oil is created from inorganic compounds at extreme temperatures and pressures present only near the core of the Earth! 

· In fact, using the laws of modern thermodynamics, a mathematical model proved that oil can not form under the conditions dictated by the “fossil fuel” theory! 

· Petroleum -- the archetypal fossil fuel – did not form from the remains of dead animals and plants, but from minerals at extreme temperatures and pressures. 

The research team mimicked conditions more than 100 kilometers below the earth’s surface by heating marble, iron oxide and water to around 1500° C and 50,000 times atmospheric pressure, producing methane, the main constituent of natural gas, and octane, the hydrocarbon molecule that makes petrol. 

The geochemist community and the petroleum industry were unable to deny the validity of the research. They reluctantly acknowledged that oil can indeed be created from minerals, but they insisted that that inconvenient fact really has nothing to do with the oil that we use. 

They said it doesn’t disprove or discredit the “fossil fuel” hypothesis and no one in the petroleum community really takes this theory seriously. 

[Parallel:  “I don’t know anyone in the science community who really takes the Global Flood model seriously” ]

Western geochemists could not impugn the validity of the mathematical model, so they claim that there is actually more than one way to produce oil. It can be created under extremely high temperatures and pressures, or it can be created under relatively low temperatures and pressures. It can be created organically, or it can be created inorganically. It can be created deep within the Earth, or it can be created near the surface of the Earth. You can make it with some rocks. Or you can make it in a box. You can make it here or there. You can make it anywhere. 

This desperate attempt to salvage the “fossil fuel” theory actually serves to undermine further the notion that oil is an irreplaceable “fossil fuel.” For if we are to believe that petroleum can be created under a wide range of conditions (a temperature range of 75° C to 1500° C), does that not cast serious doubt on the claim that conditions favored the creation of oil just “one time in the earth’s 4.5 billion year history? 

Experiments have shown that a cocktail of alkanes (methane, hexane, octane and so on) similar to that in natural oil is produced when a mixture of calcium carbonate, water and iron oxide is heated to 1,500° C and crushed with the weight of 50,000 atmospheres. This experiment reproduces the conditions in the earth’s upper mantle, 100 km below the surface, and so suggests that oil could be produced there from completely inorganic sources. This study is really just the tip of a very large iceberg of suppressed scientific research. 

The claims which have traditionally been put forward to argue a connection between natural petroleum and biological matter have been subjected to scientific scrutiny in Russia and have been established to be baseless. This comes hardly as a surprise, given the impossibility of naturally proceeding from more disorder to less disorder, according to the constraints of thermodynamics on the genesis of hydrocarbons.
There are two subjects which are particularly relevant for destroying the diverse, spurious claims concerning an alleged connection of petroleum and biological matter: 

· the investigations of the carbon material from carbonaceous meteorites; and 

· the reaction products of the Fischer-Tropsch process. 

The mineral structures in carbonaceous meteorites have existed at very low temperatures, much below the freezing point of water, effectively since the time of their original formation. Such thermal history of the carbonaceous meteorites eliminates any probability that life or biological matter ever existed in or on them. The evidence from carbonaceous meteorites has destroyed many claims which assert a biological connection between natural petroleum and biological matter.

The Fischer-Tropsch process is the best-known industrial technique for the synthesis of hydrocarbons, and has been used for more than seventy-five years. It reacts carbon monoxide and hydrogen at pressures of approximately 150 atmospheres and temperatures of 400 degrees Centigrade - the destruction of liquid hydrocarbons is inevitable at these extreme conditions. During the industrial Fischer-Tropsch process, the reaction products are promptly cooled and moved to conditions of lower pressure. The natural environment does not mimic the highly-controlled, highly-regulated, industrial Fischer-Tropsch process. The Fischer-Tropsch process cannot be considered for the generation of natural petroleum.

Claims which purport to argue for some connection between natural oil and biological matter fall into roughly two classes:

the "look-like/come-from" claims; and 

the "similar-properties/come-from" claims.

The "look-like/come-from" claims apply a line of illogic as so: because certain molecules found in natural petroleum "look like" certain other molecules found in biological systems, then the former must "come-from" the latter. Such a notion is equivalent to saying that elephant tusks have evolved because elephants eat piano keys.

[ Parallel:  Homology in evolution - two similar forms in different species that are said to descend from a common ancestor. ]

In some instances, the "look-like/come-from" claims assert that certain molecules found in natural petroleum actually are biological molecules, and evolve only in biological systems. These molecules have often been given the spurious name "biomarkers."

[ Parallel: Index fossils – Fossils that help correlate different simultaneous events or processes at different locations.

· Index fossils are used to identify unknown geological strata. 

· Strata is used to identify unknown index fossils. 

· Strata is sequenced with radiodating.

Unfortunately –

· The first two identifications are logically circular and

· Radiodating is defective.  ]

Note: There have never been observed any specifically biological molecules in natural petroleum, except as contaminants. Petroleum is an excellent solvent for carbon compounds; and, in the sedimentary strata from which petroleum is often produced, natural petroleum takes into solution much carbon material, including biological detritus. However, such contaminants are unrelated to the petroleum solvent.

Claims about "biomarkers" have been thoroughly discredited by observations of those molecules in the interiors of ancient abiotic meteorites, and also by laboratory synthesis under imposed conditions mimicking the natural environment. 

Nevertheless, in almost every textbook published in the English language treating the subject of petroleum geology, diverse claims are made that the presence of certain molecules found in natural petroleum constitute "evidence," or even "proof," that the petroleum evolved from biological matter. Closer investigations have proven such claims to be groundless. 

Material of truly biogenic origin, such as fossil spores or pollen, is indeed often observed in petroleum, - and too often mislabeled as "biomarkers," supposedly indicating a connection between the natural petroleum and biological material. Careful investigation has established that such material has been leached into solution by the crude oil from buried organic matter in the (typically sedimentary) reservoir rocks from which the oil has been taken.

Contrarily, the indisputably biological material, such as spores and pollen, found in petroleum can be considered as "abiomarkers" of petroleum origin. For examples, crude oil found in reservoir rocks of the Permian age always contain not only spores and pollen of the Permian age but also spores and pollen of older ages, such as, for example, the Carboniferous, Devonian and Precambrian.

[Parallel: The geologic column, treasured by uniformitarian geologists, has a similar problem explaining the ‘multi-strata trees’ that span several strata which were deposited millions of years (sic) apart!  ]

The organic types found in natural petroleum have been observed in material extracted from the interiors of no fewer than fifty-four (abiotic) meteorites. 

The "similar-properties/come-from" claims say the constituents of natural petroleum 'have the same properties as' the constituents of biological systems, in such-or-so a way, and therefore petroleum must have evolved from biological matter.

There are three: 

· "odd-even abundance imbalance" 

· "carbon isotope" 

· “optical-activity".

In natural petroleum, the chain-like n-alkanes manifest a slight imbalance which favors molecules possessing an odd number of carbon atoms, as also do linear biological molecules, such as the chain-like carbohydrates. From this modest similarity of odd-to-even abundances, assertions have been made that hydrocarbons evolve from biological matter.

But hydrocarbons generated from abiotic matter manifest also an odd-to-even imbalance of molecular abundances for the linear molecules. Both biological and abiological hydrocarbon chemistries favor reactions involving two carbons over single carbon reactions.

The "odd-even abundance-imbalance" claim was rejected almost immediately when it was introduced. The imbalance is simply a result of the directional property of the covalent bond together with the geometry of linear molecules.

The phenomenon of optical activity in fluids was for some time believed to have some intrinsic connection with biological processes or materials. Such error persisted until the phenomenon of optical activity was observed in material extracted from the interiors of abiotic meteorites. Optical activity in natural petroleum strongly confirms the high-pressure genesis of natural petroleum, and thereby the modern Russian-Ukrainian theory of deep, abiotic petroleum origins.

The claims made concerning the carbon isotope ratios, and specifically such as purport to identify the origin of the material, particularly the hydrocarbons, are especially recondite and outside the experience of most persons not knowledgeable in the physics of hydrogen-carbon [H-C] systems. Furthermore, the claims concerning the carbon isotope ratios most often involve methane, the only hydrocarbon which is thermodynamically stable in the regime of temperatures and pressures of the Earth's crust, and the only one which spontaneously evolves there.

During the 1950's, from measurements of the carbon isotope ratios of hydrocarbon gases, assertions were made that such ratios could unambiguously determine the origin of the hydrocarbons. Independent testing by two research teams established that the carbon isotope ratios cannot be used reliably to determine the origin of the carbon compound tested. 

All the claims which have traditionally been put forward to argue a connection between natural petroleum and biological matter have been subjected to scientific scrutiny in Russia and have been established to be baseless. The outcome of such scrutiny comes hardly as a surprise, given recognition of the constraints of thermodynamics upon the genesis of hydrocarbons.

A Review Of The Evolution Content In The Biology Textbook

Exploring Life Science(ELS)

Prentice Hall,  Second Edition 1997 

 

Pages covered: 113-114, 631-655, 673-685 – excerpts are italicized and indented.

ELS: Because they evolved from a shared ancestor, lions, cats, wolves, and the catlike animal belong to the same classification group (order Carnivora).

No credible proof of common descent has been offered in any objectively evaluated evolutionary claims. The fossil record displays NONE of the multiple and serial intermediate forms that are needed to confirm this hypothesis, as Darwin himself admitted 150 years earlier.  These crucial fossil links are still missing, only found in the wishful thinking of modernists.  

Every week the newspapers tell about a new fossil that 'puzzles" the palaeontologists or is an "exciting" new discovery that opens up new directions for research (and funding!). Shall we classify these intermediate fossils and forms along with the Archaeoraptor liaoningensis, Piltdown Man (believed for over 40 years), Nebraska Man, Peking Man, Java Man, Homo Habilis, African Eve ,……… errata ad infinitum et nauseam.

 

...The [fossil] record is so astonishing that it is legitimate to ask whether much science is yet to be found in this field at all.                        Sir Solly Zuckerman 
What would it take to accept the continuity of the fossil record? How about one believable sequence - not a single fossil - that fills in all the intermediate forms and functions and is accepted by the majority of scientists (which includes creationists)? 

The ‘missing links’ are still MIA.

ELS: As you can see in Figure 4-8, wolves and lions both developed from a meat-eating animal that exist​ed about 60 million years ago.

Fancy graphics are meant to impress superficially, but let’s examine the content.  The arrows intend to indicate a path of evolution from a common ancestor to the wolves and lions of today, as if this were well-established. But the science news is full of ‘new’ and ‘surprising’ discoveries that cause scientists to ‘rethink’ these paths.  Simply drawing an arrow of dependency on paper in no way demonstrates the logical and objective reality of that connection.  

In fact the diagram should have no arrows at all, to indicate the creation of all animals in the first days of Genesis. 

The dating of a fictitious ancestor to 60 million years ago is an example of the false extension of the same current physical events and processes into the unrecorded past (uniformitarianism), in contrast to singular upheavals in nature(catastrophism). Radioactive dating makes several unprovable assumptions about the natural decay process, which has led to such comical errors as dating Mt. St. Helens lava rocks formed 25 years ago as being 700,000 to 1,300,000 years old!  Why should anyone give any credibility to the same techniques when dating rocks of unknown age to support the sequences of fossils? 

Evidence for Evolutionary Relationship?
If wolves and lions descend from a common meat-eating ancestor, don’t humans also? The argument is usually made that we have the closest genetic link to the chimpanzee (or bonobo).  

Biologists generally accept that  human beings and chimps have close to 100% similarity in their DNA. The figures quoted vary: 97%, 98%, or even 99%, depending on just who is telling the story. What is the basis for these claims and do the data mean there really is not much difference between chimps and people? Are we just highly evolved apes? The following concepts should help with a proper understanding of this issue:

Similarity ('homology') is not an absolute indication of common ancestry (evolution) but certainly points to a common designer (creation).                       



Think about a Porsche and Volkswagen. Why do these two very different cars have so many similarities? Because they had the same designer! Whether similarity is morphological (appearance), or biochemical, is of no consequence to the lack of logic in this argument for evolution. 

If humans were entirely different from all other living things, or indeed if every living thing was entirely different, would this reveal the Creator to us?  No, we would logically think that there must be many creators rather than one. The unity of the creation is testimony to the One True God who made it all (Romans 1:20). The great puzzle of all living things is the unity in their diversity and the diversity in their unity (individuals vs. taxa). The Bible accounts for this, as all life forms strive in their finite created natures to reflect the divine unity of the Trinity. 

If humans were entirely different from all other living things, how would we then live? 
  If we are to eat food to provide nutrients and energy to live, what would we eat if every other organism on earth were fundamentally different biochemically? How could we digest them and how could we use the amino acids, sugars, etc., if they were different from the ones we have in our bodies? Biochemical similarity is necessary for us to have food! 

We know that DNA in cells contains much of the information necessary for the development of an organism. In other words, if two organisms look similar, we would expect there to be some similarity also in their DNA. The DNA of a cow and a whale, two mammals, should be more alike than the DNA of a cow and a bacterium. If it were not so, then the whole idea of DNA being the information carrier in living things would have to be questioned. Likewise, humans and apes have a lot of morphological similarities, so we would expect there would be similarities in their DNA. Of all the animals, chimps are most like humans, so we would expect that their DNA would be most like human DNA. 

Certain biochemical capacities are common to all living things, so there is even a degree of similarity between the DNA of yeast, for example, and that of humans. Because human cells can do many of the things that yeast can do, we share similarities in the DNA sequences that code for the enzymes that do the same jobs in both types of cells. Some of the sequences, for example, those that code for the MHC (Major Histocompatibility Complex) proteins, are almost identical. 

What of the 97% (or 98% or 99%!) similarity claimed between humans and chimps? The figures published do not mean quite what is claimed in the popular and technical press. DNA contains its information in the sequence of four chemical compounds known as nucleotides, abbreviated C,G,A,T. Groups of three of these at a time are 'read' by complex translation machinery in the cell to determine the sequence of 20 different types of amino acids to be incorporated into proteins. The human DNA has at least 3,000,000,000 nucleotides in sequence. A proper basis of comparison has not yet been established. 

Where did the "97% similarity" come from then? It was inferred from a fairly crude technique called DNA hybridization where small parts of human DNA are split into single strands and allowed to re-form double strands (duplex) with chimp DNA. However, there are various reasons why DNA does or does not hybridize, only one of which is degree of similarity (homology). Consequently, this somewhat arbitrary figure is not used by those working in molecular homology (other parameters, derived from the shape of the 'melting' curve, are used). Why has the 97% figure been popularized then? One can only guess that it served the purpose of evolutionary indoctrination of the scientifically illiterate. 

Interestingly, the original papers did not contain the basic data and the reader had to accept the interpretation of the data 'on faith'. Researchers discovered considerable sloppiness in data generation as well as in statistical analysis, such as averaging without weighting by the number of observations in the sample. 

What if human and chimp DNA was even 96% homologous? What would that mean? Would it mean that humans could have 'evolved' from a common ancestor with chimps? Not at all! If two computer programs have 96% code in common, will their outputs be 96% identical? 

The amount of information in the 3 billion base pairs in the DNA in every human cell has been estimated to be equivalent to that in 1,000 books of encyclopaedia size. If humans were 'only' 4% different this still amounts to 120 million base pairs, equivalent to approximately 12 million words, or 40 large books of information. This is surely an impossible barrier for mutations (random changes) to cross. 

Does a high degree of similarity mean that two DNA sequences have the same meaning or function? No, not necessarily. Compare the following sentences: 

There are many scientists today who question the evolutionary paradigm and its atheistic philosophical implications. 

There are not many scientists today who question the evolutionary paradigm and its atheistic philosophical implications.

These sentences have 97% homology and yet have almost opposite meanings! There is a strong analogy here to the way in which large DNA sequences can be turned on or off by relatively small control sequences. 

The DNA similarity data does not quite mean what the evolutionary popularizers claim!

ELS: During the long history of life on Earth, organisms have changed, or evolved. You can think of evolution as the process in which new kinds of organisms develop from previously existing kinds of organisms.

Another unprovable (technically, unfalsifiable) statement.  If a world-wide flood destroyed the Earth 4500 years ago, all prior history would be buried hap-hazardly in the sediments. The only option left is the dubious extrapolation and speculation about the meaning and relationship of the fossils produced.  

The only evolution we can confirm today is micro-evolution, the variation between the same types of plants and animals whose origin is described in Genesis. No change in species, or biblical kinds, has ever been witnessed to support macro-evolution, only projected as scientific imagination/ fiction. Micro-evolution explains the breeding of cats, dogs and pigeons as variation within a species, but these breeds retain the unique characteristics of cats, dogs and pigeons.

 Baloney detection
Why has Darwinism become so successful, and why has it taken over the intellectual world? It no longer matters whether a hypothesis is true or not, but only whether it keeps lazy scientists employed as storytellers. Evolutionary science has been liberated from repeatability, testability and observability. The key word is now plausibility, which being translated, means science has become fiction. After all, any good novel or short story is plausible, isn’t it?  


    For Darwinists studying the evolution of birds from dinosaurs, to really do their job rigorously, they would have to identify every beneficial mutation or gene duplication, connect it to an actual functional advantage, and monitor its spread through a population. They would have to find every transitional fossil, know its date accurately, trace the development of all the flight-related hardware and software in the genes (including feathers, perching feet, hollow bones, avian lungs, specialized organs, modified brain, body size, metabolic rate, specialized muscles and tendons, and behavioral instincts, such as knowing how to take off and land and use thermals), explain how these morphological changes proceed from embryo to adult, and much more. Clearly, doing all this is impossible. Moreover, they would need to uncover, by experiment, new natural laws that create increasing levels of complexity and information against the inexorable pressure of entropy. Even if in some fantasyland they could perform these impossible experiments, they would never know if it matched prehistory without getting into a time machine and watching the whole story unfold.

    This is too hard, so evolutionists changed the rules. They don’t like doing science the old way, the way Joule and Faraday and Mendel did it.  It’s so much easier to just flop on the sofa and speculate.  When the NSF comes around and wonders how the grant money is being spent, the Darwinist can show the photo album from the last vacation in the Bahamas, or show a home-video clip of partridge chicks running up a ramp in the lab, or demonstrate the latest computer games enough to look busy.  The Darwinist can have his or her grad student write reports up in specialized jargon for Nature or Science or National Geographic, ending with the typical benediction about all the wonderful stories that the latest new twist on the plot opens up. 

    Calling all baloney detectors !  Wake up and smell the coffee.  We’ve been hoodwinked.  All along, the Darwin Party have been browbeating their critics that they just don’t understand “science” and that to do “science” we must play by “the rules.”  But they didn’t explain that the rules were changed when the Darwin Party came to power.  Old Charlie was clever. He had a vivid imagination and a gift of gab, and instead of proving his story, he said, “It’s plausible, isn’t it?  Prove me wrong!” So we took the bait and headed off on an impossible quest, trying to prove a universal negative, instead of calling his bluff and making him prove his story right.  While we were distracted, he rounded up the Starving Storytellers, gave them lab coats and became their patron saint.  They have been in his debt ever since.

    Antievolutionists have been snookered into trying to prove that this or that alleged feathered dinosaur really isn’t an ancestor to birds, or that this or that microevolutionary change cannot be extrapolated endlessly, without realizing that they are trying to beat Hobbes at Calvinball.  As long as the Darwinists are free to make up stories that can never be proved, it’s hopeless to call them on the carpet.  The one who sets the rules controls the game.

    The reason Darwin Party members are so vehement against critics is that their jobs are at stake.  The founding fathers of science declared independence from speculation by framing an unwritten constitution which demanded that scientific results be observable, testable and repeatable.  But later presidents, giving into pressure from special interest groups that found the work too hard, started entitlement programs like the Great Society for Storytellers.  The GSS took over labs, removed the flasks and ammeters, and set up couches surrounding banquet tables filled with “tantalizing speculations”.  Eventually, Big Science became a bloated bureaucracy distributing limited grant money to more and more storyteller banquets, while those rugged individualists who still believed in the founding principles of science were being burdened to support the growing welfare state.  Those few who called for fairness were accused of hate speech, and ridiculed as irrational, superstitious obscurantists who simply didn’t understand “science.”

    If people woke up and realized that Darwinists are not pulling their fair share, that real science was subsidizing the Darwinists’ endless quest for a good story, some heads might roll.  Science itself, however, would go on. The good old science that builds space stations and discovers molecular motors, that explores Mars and digs up dinosaur bones and classifies hummingbirds, would do just fine.  Medicine would still advance, high school science fairs would still be popular, microscopes and telescopes would continue to sell, and discoveries would continue to pour forth.  But if the public demanded accountability, then all the useless, distracting, parasitic welfare programs promoted by the Darwin Party would dry up.  Certain loudmouths and welfare queens would be stuck holding up signs saying, ‘Will Tell Stories for Food.”

    This should not be taken as a tirade against Darwinists. If they want to continue to loaf and watch Charlie’s angles, that’s fine; there are even some creationists who like some episodes.  But teach it in the theater class, not the science class.

ELS: … Evolutionary relationships are the basis for the modern system of biological classification.  Modern taxonomists try to classify living things in such a way that each classification group contains organisms that evolved from the same ancestor. 

Let’s take a look at how well the taxonomy classification works, testimony from the researchers themselves.   

Bats Upset the Taxonomy Belfry   
(Emphasis is added.) 

A paper by six taxonomists in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences tries to untangle the confusing family tree of bats.  Stating that 

“The recent history of bat systematics is rife with controversies,” 

the authors admit that 

“Morphological evidence does not agree with molecular evidence,” 

i.e., family trees based on looks do not agree with those based on DNA.  The authors decide from their molecular evidence that some characteristics such as echolocation through the nose evolved independently by convergent evolution.  They also acknowledge that the oldest known fossil bat is a microbat.  Their proposed solution, they grant, is 

“in striking contrast to traditional taxonomy,” 

and that 

“features of the chiropteran skull associated with the nasal emission of echolocation have more complex evolutionary histories than previously believed.”  

From Science Now:

“But evolutionary biologists are quick to note that the work will likely fuel an already fierce classification controversy in the bat world.” 

The evidence is a welter of conflicting characteristics that do not fit naturally into an evolutionary tree.  Note that the oldest known bat is already fully developed as a bat.  These authors debunk the hypothesis that bats evolved from flying lemurs, but lump them in with moles, anteaters and carnivores!  Yet associating bats with any other mammal group is pure fiction.  And the molecular and morphological phylogenies don’t match.  

Trying to explain complex features by “convergent evolution” is pure hand waving, expecting us to believe that unlikely events occurred more than once.  It’s not just the mouth or nose that are adapted to the bat’s amazing ability to use sonar, but the ears, the brain, and the whole body.  Have you watched the olympic-level aerobatics these animals perform as they pinpoint the location, size and direction of an insect that is darting about, and scoop it up in flight in total darkness?  Now the evolutionists expect us to believe this incredible suite of interrelated hardware and software evolved twice, without a programmer.  Let’s get real.  The evidence shows, as is the rule, that complex abilities like bat sonar are already fully developed or have degenerated (if some bats lost this ability), but are not seen getting better.  Nothing in living or fossil forms supports the notion that unique bat characteristics like this evolved through gradual steps.  There are no transitional forms.  That is the observational evidence; evolutionary ancestry theories are forced on uncooperative data, something like gathering pieces from a thousand unconnected puzzles (that’s how many species of bats there are) and trying to fit them into another imaginary picture none of them match.  

ELS: The knowledge of evolution has changed the na​ture of biological classification groups. 

‘Knowledge’ of evolution has not led to any prediction for future changes.  How will species change?  Will parts of the human body expand from overuse or wither from neglect? If so, which ones?  If laws of science are useful for predicting the future, then evolution provides nothing useful.  Even the past is a confused blur of fiction and speculation. 

There are three categories used in taxonomy for classification: form, function and genes. Each suggests a different scheme of classification, thus displaying the inherent incoherence of evolution theory. Darwinists don’t agree among themselves on what the tree of life looks like. 

Six Useless Methods for Estimating Evolutionary Ancestors   
In a study discouraging to evolutionists, two biologists applied six common methods for estimating the traits of evolutionary ancestors to populations of foraminifera, and found that they all failed.  Writing in the Biological Proceedings of the Royal Society, 

“Testing the accuracy of methods for reconstructing ancestral states of continuous characters,” they also admitted that the morphological and genetic lineages are not compatible.  They undertook the study because 

“Many methods are available for estimating ancestral values of continuous characteristics, but little is known about how well these methods perform.”…“No method produced accurate estimates for any variable: estimates were consistently less good as predictors of the observed values than were the averages of the observed values.”  

The authors studied continuous characteristics: those traits assumed to vary gradually over time instead of in spurts.  Their study was the largest to date of its kind, but “overall accuracy [of the methods] was less than zero.” (I.e., the methods did not correlate at all with the observations.)  The authors conclude that the evolutionary relationships between the subjects studied are too complex and too little understood to allow any method to infer the ancestral appearance of organisms from their descendents: 

“These problems–lineage identification, data error and phylogenetic uncertainty–are inevitable for any study that aims to compare estimates of ancestral traits based on descendants with estimates based on measurement of putative ancestors themselves.  Further studies on groups with adequate fossil records are needed in order to determine the generality of the results found in this study and the robustness of the conclusions they suggest.” 

The authors tested evolutionary storytelling and found it to be no better than dreams! Natural selection is beginning to sound like random story telling.  The methods have imposing and impressive names: 

· unweighted squared-change parsimony, 

· two-parameter maximum likelihood model 

and so forth, but they were worse than nothing – they showed no correlation whatsoever when used on living and fossil shellfish that have the best fossil record of all.  So how can they possibly describe the alleged common ancestor of apes and humans, or the common ancestor of whales and hippos, or the common ancestor of anything, especially when the fossil evidence is much weaker ?  They can’t, and these scientists demonstrated it.  Evolution is a game for storytellers who cannot connect their stories to observational evidence.  Why don’t papers discrediting evolution analysis make it into the mainstream media, the Discovery Channel, the NY Times Science section and PBS?  Why aren’t we told the truth about the disagreements between genetic and morphological evidence?  Instead, we are treated to imaginary computer-generated make-believe animals that supposedly evolved into today’s zoo, with stentorian narration about how and when they evolved.  This paper is a damaging admission that provides ammunition for creationists who would claim that evolutionary storytelling is pure mythology.

ELS: Present-day taxonomists, on the other hand, classify ​organisms in a way that shows evolutionary relationships. They must consider organisms that existed in the distant past as well as those that exist in the present. And they classify organisms using characteristi​cs that are proven to be good indicators of evolu​tionary relationships.

Two points:

         Taxonomies have changed since Aristotle, and will continue to do so. Evolution in the past will always be subject to the current arbitrary classification scheme.

         Taxonomy can be done according to form, function or genetic code. There is no unique clue to a hypothetical evolutionary relationship, and certainly no consensus that has long term staying power. 

Cave Date Puts Hominids Too Early    

Results are in from the hominid dating game, says Science, but the contestants are not happy.  One investigator used a new dating method to estimate the age of remains in Sterkfontein Cave, South Africa, and concluded the hominid skeleton there is 4 million years old, nearly a million years older than the oldest previous estimate.  Others don’t buy it.  That puts australopithecines in South Africa far earlier than expected, and makes Little Foot (one of the skeletons) the contemporary of Lucy’s ancestor.  Yet the skeleton “does not resemble” that ancestor in crucial aspects, complains one investigator.  To add confusion, dates from recent discoveries in nearby Jahovec Cave may represent two types of australopithecines, “suggesting a diversity of 4-million-year-old hominids.”  Critics feel use of the cosmic radionuclide dating method is on “shaky ground” because of the complexities of the cave environment. 

As usual, shaky method + shaky assumptions = shaky story.  If contemporaneous australopithecines showed significant diversity, on what basis can scientists arrange them into an evolutionary relationship which matches them by commonality? 

ELS: Today, 200 years after Linnaeus completed his work, scientists consider many factors when classifying organisms. Of course, they still examine the large internal and external structures, but they also rely on other observations. The invention of the mi​croscope has allowed scientists to examine tiny  struc​tures hidden within the cells of an organism. It has also allowed them to examine organisms at their ear​liest stages of development. And special chemical tests have been developed that enable scientists to analyze the chemical building blocks of all living things. All of these techniques are important tools that help scientists group and name organisms.

New experimental techniques have only led to more problems – a greater diversity in classification opinions. 

The use of computer simulation is one of the ‘tools’ that are said to aid in evolution research. Here’s a look at reality

Researchers Claim Computer Simulation of Macroevolution 
In Nature, two evolutionary biologists used the computer program Tierra to study macroevolution.  They created digital organisms (i.e., computer programs that are given an instruction to perform) and made them compete for CPU time.  Their experiment was motivated in part by the lack of ability to study large-scale evolutionary change in nature (emphasis added): 

The process of adaptation occurs on two timescales.  In the short term, natural selection merely sorts the variation already present in a population, whereas in the longer term genotypes quite different from any that were initially present evolve through the cumulation of new mutations.  The first process is described by the mathematical theory of population genetics.  However, this theory begins by defining a fixed set of genotypes and cannot provide a satisfactory analysis of the second process because it does not permit any genuinely new type to arise.  The evolutionary outcome of selection acting on novel variation arising over long periods is therefore difficult to predict. 

One of the things they wanted to find out is whether you would end up with the same endpoints on different runs with the same starting conditions.  The short answer was, no: evolutionary adaptation appears to be contingent (unpredictable), not governed by necessity (natural law). 

Another worthless computer trick, built on the fallacy of analogy, vastly oversimplifying the real living world.  Their preconceived notions are inserted into the program as external information that would not have been present in the real world, and worse, they define fitness in terms of survival, which makes it a tautology.  Despite their bluffing title, 

“Macroevolution simulated with autonomously replicating computer programs,” 

they did no such thing.


   Highly  interesting are the candid admissions of the lack of evidence for real evolution.  The issue in the debate over creation vs. evolution is not about microevolution – population dynamics that affect pre-existing traits like finch size and shape or peppered moth coloration – because that is observed and not controversial.  It’s about large-scale change.  What most people think of upon hearing the word evolution is macroevolution.  This is what Darwin claimed it meant: a process of natural selection able to change the first primitive cell to humans (or any other complex life-form), with all the varieties of organisms in between.  These authors fail utterly to demonstrate macroevolution.  They fail to provide a connection between the short timescale process (microevolution) and the long timescale process (macroevolution); they fail to describe any example of a beneficial mutation; they fail to show how mutations could accumulate to build a new complex organ or function; they fail to define fitness in non-tautological terms; and they fail to translate their simplistic computer simulation to the real world.  The simulation actually shows devolution, not evolution: the genome size decreased, and the number of instructions executed by the survivors decreased also.  As usual, they merely assume evolution, not prove it.  But in their introduction, quoted above, they reveal the embarrassing fact that real macroevolution cannot be predicted (therefore is not scientific), and that only microevolution has any evidence to back it up (which is not really evolution in the Darwinian sense).


    Most readers of Nature and other journals probably do not have time to read the body of most articles, but undoubtedly scan the titles.  But what the title gives the body may take away.  Are readers getting the impression that evolutionary theory is supported by mounds of evidence, just from looking over hot-air titles?  Evolution evidence in a scientific paper may be inversely proportional to the amount of bluffing in the title.

ELS: A species is the smallest and most specific group in the classification system. Members of the same species share many characteristics and are similar to one another in appearance and behav​ior. In addition, members of the same species can interbreed and produce offspring. These offspring can in turn produce offspring of their own.

Is this the universally accepted definition of species?  Far from it.  

Biologists offer various definitions of the term “species”, which they call “species concepts.” The Biological Species Concept defines a species as a group of organisms that can successfully interbreed and produce fertile offspring. The Phylogenetic Species Concept (which itself has multiple versions) defines a species as a group of organisms bound by a unique ancestry. The Ecological Species Concept defines a species as a group of organisms that share a distinct ecological niche. These species concepts are just three of a DOZEN prominent species concepts in the biological literature. 

Here are a few :

         Groups of populations (which are groups of individuals living together that are separated from other such groups) which can potentially interbreed or are actually interbreeding, that can successfully produce viable, fertile offspring (without the help of human technology). [Ernst Mayr, 1969]

         A classification of related organisms that can freely interbreed. 

         ... the smallest natural populations permanently separated from each other by a distinct discontinuity in the series of biotypes. 

         ... that stage of evolutionary progress at which the once actually or potentially interbreeding array of forms becomes segregated into two or more separate arrays which are physiologically incapable of interbreeding. 

         ... a reproductive community of populations (reproductively isolated from others) that occupies a specific niche in nature.

So the nature of species is controversial in biology, since biologists disagree among themselves on the definition of the term "species." But a proper understanding of species is most important, for we are also told:

 ELS: Species are the fundamental taxonomic units of biological classification. …Environmental laws are framed in terms of species. 

Even our conception of human nature is profoundly affected by our understanding of species. Evolution of species teaches children materialism, a world devoid of the spiritual and supernatural. 

The application of the species definition(s) to a number of groups, including land plants, is problematical because of interspecific hybridization between clearly delimited species 

There is an abundance of microbial asexual populations that these definition(s) just don't apply to, like algae. Though genes can be exchanged among bacteria by a number of mechanisms, sexuality is unknown in the prokaryotes. One popular microbiology text doesn't even mention the species definition. The applicability is also questionable in those land plants that primarily self-pollinate.

A most serious criticism is that the definition is inapplicable in practice. The scientific method requires that theory be tested and confirmed by experiment. In most cases, the definition(s) cannot be practically applied to delimit species. Some suggest breeding experiments as the test of species membership. But the number of crosses needed to delimit membership in a species can be astronomical. The fact of the matter is that the time, effort and money needed to delimit species using the definition(s) are prohibitive.

Another impractical problem is that breeding experiments can often be inconclusive. Interbreeding in nature can be heavily influenced by variable and unstable environmental factors. If we can't duplicate natural conditions of breeding, a failure to breed doesn't mean that the critters can't (or don't) interbreed in the wild. 

In addition, experimentally showing that A doesn't interbreed with B doesn't preclude both interbreeding with C. This gets even more complicated in groups that don't have nice, straightforward sexes. An example of this occurs in a number of protozoan species. These critters have numerous mating types. There can be very complicated compatability of mating types. Finally, breeding experiments can be inconclusive because actual interbreeding and gene flow among phenetically similar, genetically compatible local populations is often more restricted than the species definitions would suggest.

A final problem is that groups that do not occur together in time cannot be evaluated. We simply cannot know whether two such groups would interbreed freely if they came together under natural conditions. This makes it IMPOSSIBLE to delimit the boundaries of extinct groups using the species definition. For example: Do Homo erectus and Homo sapiens represent the same or different species? This question is unresolvable using the species definition.

What are we to make of this variety of species concepts? Some believe that the single correct species concept is among the species concepts currently proposed and we need to determine which concept is the right one. Or perhaps still we need to wait for further progress in biology. Others believe that biology contains a number of legitimate species concepts; a single correct species concept should be abandoned.

In this chaos of conflicting definitions does discussing evolution of species make any sense?  Or perhaps this is the intent – to confuse the issue in order to serve any agenda? 

ELS: As scientists learn more and more about evolutionary relationships and about the histo​ry of life on Earth, the classification system is changed. Sometimes the changes are tiny. Other times, the changes are quite large. And once in a while, taxonomists choose to keep an old group be​cause it is particularly useful and logical, even if it does not perfectly reflect evolutionary history.…... More research may someday show that different systems make more sense

Classifications come and go. What’s accepted today is rejected tomorrow. What true today is not true tomorrow. Behold the working principle of evolution according to modern science: truth is relative. 

Despite the mounting contrary evidence against evolution (Was there ever any objective evidence for evolution free of ideology?) it remains true today and will be true tomorrow ….. because it MUST be true. The only alternative is unthinkable. So the imposition of intellectual despotism will continue ….. as long as the masses refuse to either think for themselves or to believe what has been revealed to them by the Creator. 

ELS: One of the great mysteries in the history of life on Earth is when animals first crawled out of the sea and began to live on land.

There’s no proof for this – an evolution myth, founded securely on story-telling and speculation.  When the details for the infamous sea-to-land transition are put under scrutiny below - by a disciple of Darwin, no less – the tale has no legs to stand on!  

ELS: The reconstructed fossil of a strange-looking animal called Acanthostega may provide a clue [to the link between land and sea animals]. Although Acanthostega had gills and other fish​like characteristics, it also had four legs. At 360 million years old, Acanthostega is thus the oldest known four ​legged animal. What is most surprising about Acan​thostega, however, is that its four legs appear to have evolved for life underwater. Scientists think that Acan​thostega used its stubby legs to walk around in shallow water.

Before Acanthostega, scientists assumed that because four legs work well for walking on land, they must have evolved for that purpose. The story of Acanthostega points up an important lesson: Evolution does not fol​low a simple, straightforward path.

But does it follow any path ?  And is there agreement among biologists on the summary above? 

Evolution of the Darwin Fish 
An ardent evolutionist claims the gills and five-digit appendages of Acanthostega set off a chain of discoveries around the world of putative missing links between sea-dwellers and land-dwellers.  Problems remain, however, for Acanthostega : (brackets added in the following)

“Surprisingly, this primitive [sic] tetrapod retains a remarkable suite of aquatic adaptations, such as gills and flipper-like limbs.  These adaptations imply that fingers and toes first appeared [sic] in the paddle of an aquatic organism rather than in the hand or foot of a more terrestrial one.” 

Yet digits appear in the flippers of aquatic mammals, and they are not presumed to be intermediates on the way to becoming land creatures, but quite the opposite. 

A number of fossils have been found all over the world adapted to “different degrees of terrestriality.”  This “fossil bonanza has created a more complex view of what was formerly seen as a simple transformation.” 

Placing these fossils in relation to a phylogenetic tree is challenging, because 

“Descriptions of the osteological changes along the fish-to-tetrapod transition are relatively complicated because living taxa often lack comparable structures.” 

He summarizes the state of land-sea transitions: 

New fossils, new phylogenetic hypotheses, and new discoveries from developmental genetics have exposed the complexity involved with the origin of novel taxa.  This complexity tells us much about how evolution works [sic].  ……, the tetrapod limb provides a major example of such evolutionary transformations.  The simple view would hold that the origin of tetrapods is associated with the invasion of land by vertebrates, the transformation of fins into limbs, and the origin of the first fingers and toes.  But the relation among these three aspects is loose at best: primitive tetrapods are aquatic, primitive limbs can be very flipper-like, and digit-like structures appear in parallel in at least one other lineage of Devonian fish.  Indeed, transitional taxa are often melanges of structures, genes, and functions seen in a variety of different primitive groups.  These melanges are the result [sic] of parallel evolution and the disparate patterns of ecological and anatomical change.  The features that characterize important new groups often arise in several different primitive species independently.  In addition, major anatomical shifts can precede ecological ones.  In the case of tetrapods, key features evolved in fish living in aquatic ecosystems, and only later were they used to exploit terrestrial environments.  There are general lessons to be gleaned from this new view of tetrapod origins: the complex relation among parallel evolution, ecological change, and evolutionary diversification is likely to pertain to other evolutionary transitions as well. 

What view do our students get from this?  The simple view.  The outdated view.  The wrong view.  Students are still being told about many simple, outdated, wrong views about the fossil record, the origin of life, natural selection and Darwin’s imaginary tree of life.  This view is as credible as the cartoon of a fish walking up onto the land.

Although a staunch believer in evolution, the writer has undermined the credibility of Darwinian evolution in this key event, this major shift in evolution as he labels it. He starts out by asking how these transitions occur. Asking the question implies that evolutionists don’t really know.  The tale hinges on relatively few well-known intervals, he says, of which the transition to land is one of the biggest and most well known.  Then he admits the old view is wrong! New structures “emerge” (Darwin’s euphemism for miracle) without regard to function.

Why would a sea creature, living happily in the water, develop five-digit limbs if not to crawl out on the land?  Why not ask it if it wants to?  It apparently was happy where it was.  

Have we learned nothing from Coelacanth?  That famous fossil was supposedly evolving bony fins to support its weight on land, but is still doing just fine deep in the sea (a living fossil, once thought extinct for 65 million years).  It is found today swimming in upright positions feeding on the bottom, ostensibly with no desire to evolve into a salamander.  The same could be said for these extinct Devonian critters.  Only evolutionary belief puts them into a transition to tetrapods.

More information is providedthat contradicts belief in evolution : 

· The characteristics appear abruptly. 

· They appear in parallel.  Darwin’s tree is not supposed to have parallel lines. This multiplies the already near-miraculous improbabilities to have separate groups develop the same structures and functions simultaneously. 

· The structures and functions have no clear relationship to one another, nor to the ecology. 

· Many of the structures are not found in living counterparts, so their functions are inferred. 

· Acanthostega has “a remarkable suite of aquatic adaptations.”  

· Evolutionary theory is supposed to explain adaptation, not assume it to be the product of evolution (circular reasoning). 

Transitional forms (a term that embeds Darwinian assumptions into the very words) are described as melanges of structures, genes, and functions, i.e., mosaics of characteristics that do not sort easily into evolutionary lineages.  (Melange, n.: “a mixture of incongruous elements.”) 

The “simple view” of the “few relatively well-known” intervals involving major transformations is wrong.  This view has been taught for decades, since at least 1928 with the discovery of Ichthyostega, long showcased as a classic example of a major evolutionary transformation.  Where can we find the retraction in the school biology textbooks? 

“Major anatomical shifts can precede ecological ones“ 

he says.  In other words, fish evolved the complexities of digitized limbs before they realized they could use them as feet on land.  So much for classical Darwinian theory.  This means that Acanthostega either had to simultaneously evolve digitized paddles and the muscles, brain cells, nerves, developmental pathways and know-how to use them, or else all of the above were freaks, as useless as tumors, that stayed around (leaving no fossil record) and were not eliminated by natural selection until their separate dysfunctionalities combined into a useful, functional, coordinated limb system that, without design, was later exploited by descendents as feet. 

He ends, 

“ the complex relation among parallel evolution, ecological change, and evolutionary diversification is likely to pertain to other evolutionary transitions as well.”  

What an implausible story.  (“Complex” is the writer’s euphemism for “convoluted” or “contrived”.)  Only a believer could believe it.  There is no tree of evolution here, just a hodgepodge collection of fully-adapted, extinct animals.  The Darwinists thought they had a simple game of laying numbered coins in a row, but have been handed three-dimensional tic-tac-toe, checkers, chess pieces, Scrabble letters and dice by a jokester who challenges them to arrange them into an ancestral tree.  Just when they try to get a handle on that, the jokester dumps random pieces from dozens of different puzzles into the mix.  Nothing fazes them, though; they think they are making progress (just keep the funding flowing).
To sum this all up in one sentence.  Throw out our evolutionary biology textbook.  It’s useless.  

ELS: Adaptation is a change in a species over time.  A species is a group of organisms that share similar characteristics and that can interbreed with one another to produce fertile offspring. But how do living things change? And why do some organisms survive while others die off? During the history of life on this planet, chance mutations of genes produce new or slightly modified living things. 

Mutations are errors – mistakes - yet evolution asserts they provide positive benefit as the mechanism of speciation, the transform of one species into another (whatever species means). 

God has provided repair processes to restore damaged genetic code to its original form. This is a well-known but rarely discussed anti-evolution mechanism discovery. In famous experiments irradiating fruit flies in an attempt to produce mutants, scientists noted that the viable mutants often returned to the normal form in a few generations, via this self-repair mechanism, which every living thing has!

Neutral Mutations AbideTheir Time    

Two scientists writing in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences that they found a gene in monkeys that had some weak antiviral activity, but when duplicated, became much more effective.  They reason that 

“neutral substitutions are not simply ‘noises’ in protein evolution, as many have thought.  They may play constructive roles by setting the intramolecular microenvironment for further complementary advantageous substitutions, which can lead to improved or altered function.” 

They admit that, 

“The molecular evolutionary mechanisms underlying the functional divergence of duplicated genes, however, are not well understood, in part because it is difficult to reconstruct the sequences and functional characteristics of ancestral genes and proteins.” 

 They do little more than hope that “paleomolecular biochemistry” will shed more light on it.  But how did a paper like this slip through peer review?  It reeks of teleology (purpose, plan) – a mortal sin to an evolutionist.  They picture neutral mutations lying in wait for their chance to aid survival.  This is unacceptable.  Mutations don’t care.  They can’t care; like accidents waiting to happen, they are far more likely to damage what is working rather than help.  Even if you granted their premise, does one example justify a theory?  Even if you granted that premise, the monkeys are still monkeys, so no real evolution has been observed here.  

ELS: Most of these new living things compete with other organisms and soon die off as some new life forms do survive. They survive and reproduce because they just happen to meet the demands of their environment better than other organisms do. Because of this process, many living things that inhabit our planet today did not exist millions of years ago. 
All living things observed today are individuals of existing types, not new kinds produced by ‘macro-evolution’.  There’s no proof that it has ever been other than this.  True, some kinds are observed to go extinct, but never is a new type of life observed. Some life forms become extinct because of bad luck, like local or global catastrophes. 

A glaring inconsistency in the standard model of paleohistory is the belief  by evolutionists that a global catastrophe 65 million years ago – an asteroid collision, according to most – caused the demise of the dinosaurs.  Yet the theory of a global flood within recorded history, consistent with the fossil record and geology, is deliberately excluded from scientific consideration. 

Why?  Doesn’t science seek natural truth? Does science avoid the truth, because the truth will set us free ?

If ‘things’ in the last sentence means living individuals it’s obviously true – nothing alive today existed  millions of years ago. If ‘things’ means types or species, it’s illogical – a common trait that does seem to be inherited by Darwinists.   How do we know that the species alive today did not also exist when all life began – we just haven’t found its fossils yet.  How could we know this? How could we possibly know this – without presumption about what can’t be known. Because the time scale used by geologists is a fiction,  the history of life on earth – including the appearance(sic) of humans -  is unknown.   

Was Jurassic Park Accurate ?    
Even such after after-the-fact ruminations have difficulty inferring social behavior of extinct animals, such as the dinosaur behavior depicted in the popular movie Jurassic Park.  Scientists studied a fossil graveyard in the Gobi Desert and made predictions about the social behavior of the animals by looking at the bones.  Their predictions, however, did not always agree with the real behavior of their living counterparts. 

Let’s all remember to segregate the real observations from the storytelling.  Was Jurassic Park like the real world of the dinosaurs?  If scientists weren’t there, how can they  be sure.  Who knows – maybe velociraptors were as cute as the Flintstones’ Deeno, and would have made good house pets.  After all, there is a vicious-looking megabat that munches on fruit, and there are cute colorful frogs in the tropics poisonous enough to kill an army.  Would you know that from their bones?

ELS: If a scientific theory fails a test, the theory is modified. Scientific theories also let scientists make predictions of future events. If these predictions come true, the theory passes a key test. There are many different  types of evidence that support the theory of evolution.

This is probably the biggest lie of evolution – the value of its predictive power.  Nothing has been or can be predicted by the false and empty theory of evolution.  What species today will be extinct? Which ones will ‘evolve’, and HOW and WHEN will they do so?  Silence…………

Evolution can ‘predict’ after the fact when a species goes extinct and justify the reason with an ad-hoc explanation – as is done on a regular basis with the discovery of new evidence that existing theories and identifications are wrong. 

Gregor Mendel 

Gregor Mendel, the monk and creationist, and Charles Darwin the evolutionist were contemporaries. Mendel’s empirical laws of genetics were published seven years after The Origin of Species. Yet Darwin’s qualitative theory was accepted enthusiastically by the world of science,  while Mendel’s quantitative experiments  were ignored for half a century. Was this deliberate because Mendel’s laws posed a serious challenge to the theory of “transformism” (that one species can be transformed into another)?

Mendel demonstrated that species are resistant to change, because characters are inherited without alteration throughout generations.  But Darwin toyed with an hypothesis he called pangenesis, which assumed that traits from all over the body somehow flow into the gametes. Darwin’s theory demanded that variations be heritable, and that traits be fluid enough to evolve so that they could be acted on by natural selection.  If the traits remain unchanged how could new variation arise?  Each generation would just get a different ratio of static, unchanging characteristics.

Mendel applied the experimental method to a project spanning ten years. His procedural diligence and accurate record-keeping were unexcelled, but even more important, he had a goal, executed a plan, and understood the results.  Mendel found principles of inheritance that made testable predictions – unlike Darwinism - and formulated them in mathematical terms.  Without knowing about chromosomes or the details of cell division, he had found the three laws of genetics: Paired Factors (Genes), Dominance and Segregation.

Each trait (texture and color of the pea seed) is inherited independently of the other, and the ratios follow mathematical laws.  Most important, the traits pass unchanged throughout generations.  These findings spelled the end of speculations by Darwinists about blending inheritance. 

So why was this important paper ignored?  Mendel attempted to make it known by sending copies to prominent scientists and defended his laws as being based on experiment, avoiding any philosophical speculations. He wrote, 

“I have never observed gradual transitions between parental characters or a progressive approach toward one of them.” … “hybrids between these species lost none of their stability after 4 or 5 generations”.

ELS: Species do not transform one into the other.  They show stability from generation to generation, and my experiments demonstrate that fact.  Isn’t anyone listening? 

Enthused by  a naturalistic mechanism for transformism, what use was there for a few uncomfortable facts printed by a monk in Austria?  

Mendel belonged to the old school of scientists that believed in the experimental method.  But now, storytellers were free to speculate wildly about the unobservable past and future and call it science. 

Gregor Mendel’s life is like a miniature version of the battle today between religion and science, creation and evolution.  Religion in general, and creation scientists specifically, are ignored, as was Mendel, for similar reasons.  Testing metaphysical premises, conformance to logic and the demand for hard proof is foreign to science today. 

Today  Mendel’s Laws still stand, while Darwin’s speculations teeter on the brink of collapse.  But not in the secular world, for this is the age of disinformation and misinformation. Our children should be told, emphatically, that the laws of genetics were discovered by a creationist who understood the Genesis statement, 

Let them bring forth... after their own  kind.

ELS: When dinosaurs mysteriously disappeared the Earth 65 million years ago, the soft parts of their bodies quickly decayed. Only the hard parts​ - bones-were left. Many of these bones were buried under layers of mud and wet sand. Over millions of years, the bones turned to stone. The bones of dinosaurs are known as fossils.
What is the reason for the large number of fossils found in the sedimentary layers of the earth?  Very few bones are produced today when a dead body is exposed to scavengers and decomposed by exposure to bacteria and oxygen.  Only in special circumstance - when a body is suddenly buried - is the decomposition process arrested to allow fossilization.  Why haven’t geologists pointed this out?  A flood could cause the required quick burial – a large flood . To account for all the fossils found buried together in ‘graveyards’, it must have been a global flood. Why didn’t secular science think of that? We wonder. 

Jellyfish Fossils ?
Geology has a paper attempting to explain a rare fossil deposit of Cambrian jellyfish.  A commentator on the paper asks, 

“What are those big jellyfish fossils doing in Wisconsin?  It’s rare to find a jellyfish fossil–not having a skeleton, they easily decay.  So why is an entire horde of them preserved in central Wisconsin?”  

The theory of the research team is summarized: 

“They believe that the jellyfish were preserved because of a lack of erosion from sea water and wind, the lack of scavengers, and the lack of any significant sediment disturbance by other organisms after the jellyfish were stranded in the sand.”  

These Cambrian jellyfish are the largest known in the entire fossil record, about four inches in diameter, but some up to 20 inches.  Apparently they were deposited when Wisconsin had a tropical environment.  

What stranded hundreds of jellyfish in the sand?  We see stranded jellyfish on the beach occasionally today, but they are not being fossilized.  It would seem any slow, gradual process would not explain the fossilization of such soft-bodied organisms, because they would decay quickly.  The abstract begins, 

“Fossilized impressions of soft-bodied organisms are exceptionally rare in coarse-grained strata.  Fossilized mass-stranding events of soft-bodied organisms are even rarer.”  

This is only one of two such deposits known.  The authors have to postulate several highly improbable settings (lack of scavengers, no erosion for hundreds of millions of years) to account for the deposit.  Is it possible these medusae were quickly buried by deep flood sediments?  The fact is, no one was there to know.  All one can do after the fact is postulate a scenario that is consistent with the present evidence. 

ELS: Most fossils are not complete organisms.

And yet paleontologists patch these fragments together to form a replica of the living animal. But how faithful is this re-creation, when many parts are missing? The large range of error and ambiguity in interpreting fossils has opened the door to fraud, well-documented in history:

Piltdown man: 

Found in a gravel pit in Sussex England in 1912, this fossil was considered by some sources to be the second most important fossil proving the evolution of man - until it was found to be a complete forgery 41 years later. The skull was found to be of modern age. The fragments had been chemically stained to give the appearance of age, and the teeth had been filed down!

Nebraska man: 

A single tooth, discovered in Nebraska in 1922, grew an entire evolutionary link between man and monkey, until another identical tooth was found which was protruding from the jawbone of a wild pig. This fossil was part of the evidence entered to substantiate evolution in the famous "Scopes Monkey Trial". 

Java man: 

Initially discovered by Dutchman Eugene Dubois in 1891, all that was found of this claimed originator of humans was a skullcap, three teeth and a femur. The femur was found 50 feet away from the original skullcap a full year later. For almost 30 years Dubois downplayed the Wadjak skulls (two undoubtedly human skulls found very close to his "missing link"). 

Orce man: 

Found in the southern Spanish town of Orce in 1982, and hailed as the oldest fossilized human remains ever found in Europe. One year later officials admitted the skull fragment was not human but probably came from a 4 month old donkey. Scientists had said the skull belonged to a 17 year old man who lived 900,000 to 1.6 million years ago, and even had very detail drawings done to represent what he would have looked like. 

Neanderthal: 

Still synonymous with brutishness, the first Neanderthal remains were found in France in 1908. Considered to be ignorant, ape-like, stooped and knuckle-dragging, much of the evidence now suggests that Neanderthal was just as human as us, and his stooped appearance was because of arthritis and rickets. Neanderthals are now recognized as skilled hunters, believers in an after-life, and even skilled surgeons, as seen in one skeleton whose withered right arm had been amputated above the elbow.
In sum:

         How is it that ‘experts’ consistently misidentify such frauds?

         How is it that it takes so long to correct the errors and retract (publicly!) the mistakes?

         If scientists can be easily misled at length by deliberate frauds, why do we trust that they can correctly identify authentic fossils?

         Why are new theories announced with authority (and sometimes arrogance) if the history of palaeontology is filled with mistakes and deception? 

         If the identification of ancestry is as clear as science claims, why are there many heated disputes when a dig turns up new bones? 

ELS: Fossils are generally incomplete because only the hard parts of dead plants or animals become fossils. 

Not that simple – a quick burial is needed. With the right conditions even soft part outlines can be seen, like feathers in Archaeopteryx or the Cambrian jellyfish, as discussed above. 

China’s Cambrian Explosion  

Nature has a book review about the first volume in English of the Chengjiang biota of China, where tens of thousands of soft-bodied organisms are preserved in early Cambrian strata.  A reviewer puts a positive spin on the problem of the Cambrian explosion: 

These beautiful and unique fossils have inspired new scientific insights and led to the clashing of ideas.  There is a great debate on the likely positions of Chengjiang animals such as the yunnanozoans in the deuterostome family tree [sic].  Such debates will surely redefine the phylogenetic framework for establishing the earliest evolution [sic]of key features of chordates....
....it also provides an update on the fast-paced attempts to decipher the full evolutionary significance [sic] of this palaeontological treasure.....
....The early animal fossil record, however incomplete, can tell us about the early diversification of major animal lineages [sic], a hot topic for molecular evolutionary studies, especially with regard to the timing of early animal evolution [sic].  The Chengjiang fossils are the best source of evidence about the emergence [sic] of animal body plans, and have attracted interest from students of evolutionary development....
....the Early Cambrian sea of Chengjiang really is a cradle of early chordate evolution [sic].   (Emphasis added in all quotes.)

In the film Icons of Evolution, paleontologists onsite at the Chengjiang beds demonstrate that while soft-bodied fossils appear in the early Cambrian beds, including items as delicate as sponge embryos, no fossils appear in the preCambrian beds just below them, even though conditions were suitable for preservation.  The paleontologists also explain that all the phyla appear abruptly in the Cambrian beds.  Biodiversity actually decreases in the higher layers, contrary to the predictions of Darwin’s tree of life diagram.
    

In the same issue of Nature, a reporter comments on a fossil found in the same Chengjiang beds claimed to be a primitive echinoderm.  The phylogeny of echinoderms, which includes starfish and sea urchins, has long been a puzzle :

There is now direct fossil evidence that all of the major deuterostome groups were established by about 520 million years ago [sic].  Fossil vertebrates (yunnanozoans), tunicates (Shankouclava) and both asymmetric and radiate echinoderms (homalozoans, helicoplacoids) have all now been discovered in early Cambrian deposits.  Phlogites, a tentacle-bearing early Cambrian fossil of uncertain affinity, might even be a hemichordate or part of the common ancestral lineage of echinoderms and hemichordates.  So, if deuterostome divergence occurred around 575 million years ago, as recent molecular-clock studies suggest, there is a 50-million-year gap in the fossil record between the origin of deuterostomes and their appearance in the fossil record.  In the jigsaw of deuterostome evolution [sic], vetulocystids represent another piece to be fitted into a puzzle where many of the pieces are still missing. 

The spinmeisters of the Darwin Party, like this reporter, sound for all the world like a Stalinist explaining the benefits of the new Five-Year Plan.  The reporter seems to be saying “not so fast” as he owns up to the mystery of the Cambrian explosion: all the major groups of animals, including vertebrates, appear suddenly in the early Cambrian without ancestors.  Think of all the changes that must take place to turn an organism with bilateral symmetry into one with pentaradiate symmetry like a starfish.  The first uncontested fossil echinoderm is already a full-fledged echinoderm.  Why is this so puzzling?  It’s only a puzzle if you’re trying to draw a mythical tree between the dots that is only a figment of philosophical imagination. 

ELS: Some radioactive elements decay in a few seconds. Some take thousands, millions, or even billions of years to decay. But the rate of decay for each element is steady. 

What’s omitted here? Several things of importance. 

         The decay rate depends on the speed of light, c, which has been measured as decreasing in the past few centuries. 

         Decay rates change with extremes in ionization, pressure, temperature, radiation, etc. To claim the decay rate is constant one must guarantee the atoms have not been subjected to such extremes, over the millions(sic) of years alleged. 

The Radiometric Dating Game
Collisions with stray cosmic rays or the emanations of other atoms may cause changes other than those of normal disintegration. Spontaneous disintegration of radioactive elements is related to the action of cosmic rays and the rate of disintegration will vary from century to century according to the intensity of the rays. The evidence for a strongly increasing change in the cosmic ray influx is most favorable especially in light of the observed decay of the earth's magnetic field. 

Crystals of biotite and other minerals in igneous or metamorphic rocks commonly enclose minute specks of minerals containing uranium or thorium. The alpha particles emitted at high velocity by the disintegrating nuclides interact electrically with electrons of surrounding atoms which slow them down until they finally come to rest in the host material at a distance from their source that depends on their initial kinetic energy and the density and composition of the host. Along the ionized path that produces lattice distortions and defects there generally occurs discoloring or darkening, a dark ring in the biotite. Each ring has its own characteristic radius in a given mineral. This radius measures the kinetic energy, hence the probability of emission of the corresponding alpha-particle and also the half-life of the parent nuclide according to the Geiger-Nuttall law. The Geiger-Nuttall law is an empirical relation between half-life of the alpha-emitter and the range in air of the emitted alpha-particles. If the radii of these haloes from the same nuclide vary, this would imply that the decay rates have varied and would invalidate these series as being actual clocks. Are the radii in the rocks constant in size or are there variable sizes? 

Measurements made in an excellent collection of samples with haloes found that the extent of the haloes around the inclusions varies over a wide range, even with the same nuclear material in the same matrix, but all sizes fall into definite groups. More recent studies made by Robert V. Gentry find a variation in the haloes leading him to conclude that the decay constants have not been constant in time. 

Gentry points out an argument for an instantaneous creation of the earth. He noted from his studies of haloes: 

"It thus appears that short half-life nuclides of either polonium, bismuth, or lead were incorporated into halo nuclei at the time of mica crystallization (transition from liquid to solid) and significantly enough existed without the parent nuclides of the uranium series. For the Po218 (half-life of 3 minutes) only a matter of minutes could elapse between the formation of the Po218 and subsequent crystallization of the mica; otherwise the Po218 would have decayed, and no ring would be visible. The occurrence of these halo types is quite widespread, one or more types having been observed in the micas from Canada (Pre-Cambrian), Sweden, and Japan." 

The argument seems hard to refute. 

So careful scientists have measured variations in halo radii and their measurements indicate a variation in decay rates. The radioactive series then would have no value as time clocks. 

The following quotation also suggests a cause for a change in the decay rate: 

F.B. Jueneman speculates 

The remnant of that local big bang is a pulsar called Vela-X (PSR 0833-45), which recent observations have positioned in the southern sky some 1,500 light years away [i.e., 500 AD] , and which is considered to have given rise to the huge Gum Nebula ... Being so close, the anisotropic neutrino flux of the super-explosion must have had the peculiar characteristic of resetting all our atomic clocks. 

This is significant because it is known that neutrinos do interact with the nuclei of atoms, and it is also believed that much of the energy of supernovae is carried away by neutrinos.
ELS: If certain radioactive elements are present in rock or fossil, scientists can find the absolute age of the rock or fossil. For example, suppose a rock contains a radioactive element that has a half-life of million years. If tests show that the rock contains equal amounts of the radioactive element and its decay element, the rock is about 1 million years. Because the proportion of radioactive element in the decay element is equal, the element has gone through only one half-life. Scientists use the proportion of radioactive element to decay element to determine how many half-lives have occurred. 
Omitted are three critical requirements for the above to be true:

1. the initial amount of parent and daughter must be known

2. the half-life must be constant (contradicting prior discussion)

3. there's no loss or gain of parent or daughter during the entire history of decay.

A challenge: Name one radio-dating sequence that satisfies all three criteria. Acceptable proof requires observation of the entire decay process, from start to end. 

ELS: Another way to date fossils is to examine the sedi​mentary rock layers in which most fossils are found. Sedimentary rocks are made of layers of sediments that have piled up one atop the other. Sediments are small pieces of rocks, shells, and other materials that were broken down over time. If the sediments have been left untouched, then clearly the layers of rocks at the bottom are older than those at the top. Put another way, the sedimentary layers are stacked in order of their age.

Note the clever phrasing: “IF the sediments are untouched, then …blah-blah.   In other words, the sediment layers ARE stacked by age.”   

The premise is not proven, but the conclusion is repeated as if it were. 

This is another example of unfalsifiable data....how could it ever be proven wrong without witnesses!  This is the modern(ist) scientific method - eliminate the possibility of contrary evidence - which is applied to all branches of biology and physics which touch on the evolution issue - biologic or cosmic. 

There are a few missing causes:

1. If the sediment was deposited all at once and left untouched, the layers would all be the same age!

2. If the sediment was stirred up occasionally and then redeposited, the layers would have no relation to age!

Summing up: Stacking of sediment by age – the geological column – assumes uniform slow deposits of mud and silt …..with no proof.

Paleohydraulic analysis : a new approach
Stratigraphy, the basis of geological dating, was founded on the three principles assumed by Stenon : superposition, continuity, and original horizontality. These came from a postulate in sedimentology that layers of sub-soil are strata of ancient successive sediments. Questioning the fundamentals of sedimentology automatically constitutes a questioning of stratigraphy and thus, geological dating. 

Experiments led by Guy Berthault verify that Stenon’s stratigraphic model was not in line with experimental data because it had " overlooked " the major variable factor of sedimentology : the dynamic current and its chronological effects. Sediment deposits have three phases : erosion, transport and deposit of sediments, with the liquid current being the vector of transport and formation. Stenon only addressed the third phase of sedimentation, assuming deposition in still water over long periods. In his flume experiments Guy Berthault simulated layers of sediment generated at variable velocities from differing granularities of particles in suspension.

Berthault found that a mixture of different size particles in a current would form layers quickly by separating and depositing vertically and horizontally at the same time. The position of layers, or of objects (fossils) in the layers, had no connection with the time of deposition, since the sediments were built in a short time geologically (as little as a month).

Steno’s principle requires one horizontal layer to be completed before the next is deposited, as in building a brick wall horizontally, bottom to top. 

Berthault showed that in currents the layers form like bricks being laid side to side and bottom to top,  simultaneously.  

This dynamic model introduced paleohydraulics as the new approach to geological dating and supports a global flood event which laid down sediment rapidly.  Stenon’s postulate and principles – upon which are based the modern geological principle of universal uniformity and the reading of the geological column - are no longer the only valid interpretation of the earth’s strata.  

ELS: The law of superposition states that in a series of sedimentary rock layers, younger rocks normally lie on top of older rocks. The word superposition means one thing placed on top of another.

Creation scientists have shown that in moving and turbulent water sediment is deposited quickly in vertical layers, just as slow or still water deposits the strata slowly. The principle of superposition that scientists rely on for dating has been experimentally invalidated by Guy Berthault’s experiments described above. Unless there is independent confirmation of the speed of the process no inference can be drawn about the age of the layers. 

ELS: The law of superposition is based on the idea that sediments have been deposited in the same way throughout Earth's history. 

This ‘law’ of uniformity  needs to verify the impossible – that deposits were slowly and uniformly added for ages, with no witnesses, and no catastrophic events to stir up the sediments at any time. Any sequence of history based on superposition is based on wishful and unjustified extrapolation. 
ELS: The discovery of other fossils in the same sedimentary layer helped scientists piece together what the entire animal [Eohippus – the dawn horse] probably looked like.

How do scientists know the other fossils came from Eohippus? It’s already been shown that the ‘scientists’ have accepted fossil frauds again and again.   

‘Probably’ is a statistical term that should be quantified. What is the probability that the reconstruction of the fossil is correct?  The technical references, as required by the scientific method and an objective science, should state this value. They don’t. 

Horse Evolution Gets a Horse Laugh  
Is the story of horse evolution well understood ?  According to a research team report in PLoS Biology:

The rich fossil record of horses has made them a classic example of evolutionary processes.  However, while the overall picture of equid evolution is well known [sic], the details are surprisingly poorly understood, especially for the later Pliocene and Pleistocene, c. 3 million to 0.01 million years (Ma) ago [sic], and nowhere more so than in the Americas.  There is no consensus on the number of equid species or even the number of lineages that existed in these continents.   (Emphasis added in all quotes.)

Tackling that challenge, the team rewrote the evolutionary history books.  They put all North American horses into two species, claim they are distinct from their European look-alikes, and came earlier than the South American Hippiodon genus, which was supposed to be ancient.  The conclusions made by comparing mitochondrial DNA 

“helps clarify the origins of two extinct New World horse species.”  

Every new Darwinian study overthrows the propaganda that was taught to the world for 100 years or more, but then they spin the bad news with the line that this helps clarify the picture of evolution.  It’s no picture; it’s a kaleidoscope of constantly shifting random bits of broken colored glass.

    They have no handle on what really happened to horses.  They’re the same ones that want us to believe that our human ancestors, who were fully modern in every way, even capable of producing art that rivals Picasso, couldn’t figure out how to ride a horse for half a million years. Now they want to tell us that all the fossil horses in North America, long thought to represent multiple branches on the Darwinian tree, are all just two species, and that 

“North American caballines -traditionally classified as multiple species based on their diverse size - belong to the same species.”  

Any horse breeder could have told them that.  You can breed a Morgan and a quarter horse, even a Clydesdale and a Shetland (with a little help....)

    Lab work is irrelevant, because the evolutionary timeline is already a given (this is like trying to measure time with a broken clock).  No amount of data is going to falsify their evolutionary belief, because this is just a game for them.  Their methodology assumes evolution, so no wonder they “prove” it!  They don’t know how fast DNA mutates, they don’t know how to classify fossils into species, and they weren’t there watching these animals move around the world.  It’s all made up to keep the Darwin Storytelling Empire in business.  Why do we trust them?  If they knew the true history of the world they would be dumbfounded, more than they already are.   

Darwinian storytellers ought to do some sweaty work on a ranch, ride a real horse, watch a sunset on our privileged planet, and learn about the real world.  Maybe it would open their eyes to consider some credible options, ones that coincide with the observations for a change. 


 ELS: The scientists used radioactive dating to measure the age of the rock layer in which Eohippus was found.  The rock layer was about 50 million years old and therefore, so was Eohippus.

Note the defective  reasoning process. The rocks are dated with the faux radioactive method. Then fossils found near the rocks are given the same false age. The dating method has no objective credibility.

Informed scientists on the horse
George Gaylord Simpson, world's foremost evolutionary paleontologist said, 

"The uniform, continuous transformation of Hyracotherium (= Eohippus) into Equus, so dear to the hearts of generations of textbook writers, never happened in nature." 
After stating that nowhere in the world is there any trace of a fossil that would close the considerable gap between Hyracotherium ("Eohippus"), which evolutionists assume was the first horse, and its supposed ancestral order Condylarthra, he goes on to say 

"This is true of all the thirty-two orders of mammals…The earliest and most primitive known members of every order already have the basic ordinal characters, and in no case is an approximately continuous sequence from one order to another known. In most cases the break is so sharp and the gap so large that the origin of the order is speculative and much disputed." 

"The first animal in the series, Hyracotherium (Eohippus) is so different from the modern horse and so different from the next one in the series that there is a big question concerning its right to a place in the series . . [It has] a slender face with the eyes midway along the side, the presence of canine teeth, and not much of a diastema (space between front teeth and back teeth), arched back and long tail."       - H.G. Coffin 

"The difference between Eohippus and the modern horse is relatively trivial, yet the two forms are separated by 60 million years and at least ten genera and a great number of species.. . . If the horse series is anything to go by their numbers must have been the 'infinitude' that Darwin imagined. If ten genera separate Eohippus from the modern horse then think of the uncountable myriads there must have been linking such diverse forms as land mammals and whales or mollusks and arthropods. Yet all these myriads of life forms have vanished mysteriously, without leaving so much as a trace of their existence in the fossil record" - M. Denton 

ELS: …. fossils found in the Eohippus layer resemble plants and animals that live in warm, wet climates today. This is evidence that Eohippus probably lived in a tropical climate, surrounded by swamp and mud.

But what if the bodies of Eohippus and other animals were relocated from their natural environment by a major catastrophe, like a global flood? 

Photo Gallery of the Horse Fraud
Hyracotherium ("dawn horse" eohippus) is totally unlike modern horses, both morphologically and in habitat. Some scientists believe that Hyracotherium is simply an extinct subspecies of Hyrax. Robert Owen named the first specimen "Hyracotherium" because of its resemblance to the genus Hyrax (cony). When the error margin is taken into account for fleshing out the skeleton of Hyracotherium, it becomes almost identical to the modern Hyrax. Some evolutionists draw Hyracotherium as looking like a mini horse. This is way outside the error margin of the bone-to-fur guess. 

ELS: Scientists conclude that the fossils of Eohippus and  other plants and animals are evidence that genera​tions of species go through changes. These chance changes in the genes of organisms have produced new or slightly modified living things.

The language is very abstract and general.  It’s obvious that each generation of individuals is new, with new accidental features, but always conforming to the general characteristics of the species or type. This is micro-evolution, the variation between individuals of the same kind, which is obvious and undisputed.  Macro-evolution is the change in species or kinds, which has never been seen. This crucial difference – critical to a student’s understanding of the evolution debate - is NEVER defined in this textbook, despite five authors and fifty-five(55) reviewers.  

The last sentence blurs the distinction by combining ‘new or slightly modified living things’ so interbreeding is conflated and confused with species evolution.  Is this ‘dumbing down’ the content for the maturity level of the target students or is it just plain misleading! 

ELS: A change in a gene will produce a change in the offspring of an organism. Changes in genes are called mutations. And mutations are one of the driving forces behind evolution  

Mutations have never been shown to produce beneficial (positive) effects. Experiments irradiating fruit flies and trees to simulate the effects of  natural evolution(sic) through the ages ONLY resulted in dead or grotesquely formed flies and trees. There were no improved forms. The experiments were abandoned as hopeless, but rarely are cited when the wishful thinking of mutation as a natural selection mechanism is promoted by a Darwinist. 

Mendel and Mutation
So….genetic mutations provided the variation needed for evolution, and the new theory basically assumed mutations provided variation, and natural selection acted on those variations, producing great transformations gradually over millions of years.  The “synthetic” theory of evolution, or ”neo-Darwinism,” breathed new life into evolutionary theory, and seemed to satisfy most evolutionary biologists; so much so, that by the Darwin Centennial in 1959, Julian Huxley stated that Darwin’s theory of evolution had reached the status of undisputed fact, and that all of the universe was describable as a single, continuous process of evolution.  The euphoria was not to last.  Mathematical challenges by Sir Peter Medawar and others cast serious doubt on the ability of neo-Darwinism to produce substantive changes. 

Comparative genomics has shown that mutations do occur, and that the same gene in different animals may show numerous differences, while others are “highly conserved” or virtually identical.  In some cases it is possible for individual DNA letters to mutate without damage; there is a certain amount of resiliency in the genetic code, such that a single mutation might not produce any functional change.  These are called neutral mutations.  Also, elaborate proofreading mechanisms were discovered, showing that cells have many ways to correct mutations.  Numerous mutations have been shown to cause disease or death, but to this day, biologists have been unable to show a clear case of a mutation leading to a new species, or even an undisputed benefit that would provide fodder for natural selection. 

Most examples put forward of favorable mutations would be beneficial only in isolated environments, with a net fitness cost to the individual (such as the mutation that leads to sickle-cell anemia; it provides some resistance to malaria, but would otherwise certainly be characterized as a deleterious mutation).  Numerous attempts to induce mutations, especially on the fruit fly Drosophila, have been neutral at best, and generally detrimental or deadly.  Furthermore, figuring out how a theoretical beneficial mutation might become established in a population, given Mendel’s laws, has proved elusive.  A growing number of scientists are wondering whether natural selection – the principle that made Darwin famous – is even effective in biological evolution at all.  

ELS: Most of the time, a mutation in a gene produces an organism that cannot compete with other organ​isms. This new organism usually dies off quickly. Sometimes, however, the change in the organism is a positive one. 

Sometimes the loss of a trait/characteristic can be beneficial to the mutant generation if the new environment favors the loss of the trait.

For example, bacteria that are resistant to penicillin have lost the sensitivity to the drug that the natural population has. In natural conditions (free of penicillin) the original wild strain has a higher survival rate than the resistant strain. The loss of form or function can only be termed positive in Darwinian doublespeak.  If mutations continue to remove characteristic traits from the genome, the species will lose all functions and become extinct !

Also note that the resistant strain is just that- a different breed or variant of bacteria, not a new species. 

The Mystery of Ultraconserved DNA
Mutations, in theory, could be harmful, beneficial, or neutral.  If harmful, natural selection should weed them out.  If beneficial, natural selection should preserve them, as Darwin said in a classic passage on gradualism: 

“Natural selection is scrutinizing the slightest variations, rejecting those that are bad, preserving and adding up all that are good.”  

But most evolutionists also consider the gray area between, the “neutral” mutations that cause neither benefit nor harm.  Exposed to mutagens in the environment over vast ages, each section of the genome should accumulate neutral mutations, resulting in genetic drift.  Presumably, the amount of drift between two species (like rats and humans) would be a function of the time since their lineages diverged, assuming a “molecular clock” ticking with a steady mutation rate.  

    Yet there are significant segments of DNA that are 100% identical in the mammalian genomes, despite evolutionists’ belief their ancestries diverged tens of millions of years ago.  The puzzle is even more striking when fish and bird genomes show 95% or greater sequence identity with mammals in these ultraconserved elements for 300 to 400 million years.  How could this be, especially when some parts of the genomes appear to evolve rapidly?  The Darwinian explanation is that the ultraconserved regions have been subject to “purifying selection.”  This presumes that certain stretches of DNA are so important, so indispensable, that natural selection protects them from change and is vigilant about correcting mutations.  Thus, purifying selection is the converse of natural selection: instead of selecting positively for a new function, it selects negatively against change.

A recurrent fallacy reappears here.  Natural selection is personified and endowed with actions and decision associated with intelligence, even though it’s totally random and purposeless.  Consider:  “weeding out’, “preserving”, “scrutinizing”, “rejecting”, ”purifying”, ”protecting” and “correcting”. Even capable of simple math, ”adding up”.

ELS: A change that increases an organism's chances of survival is called an adaptation.
Breeding adaptations have been observed.  Macro-evolution adaptation?  Never!

Distinguishing the two essentially different adaptations? Never!

ELS: Over a long period of time, so many small adaptations may occur that a new species may evolve. 

There’s no objective proof that adaptations MAY accumulate to produce new species. Period. Which new species appeared and what were the many small adaptations that occurred? 

Something’s Fishy in Lake Victoria
Lake Victoria in East Africa has several hundred species of cichlid fish, but scientists are not sure whether they evolved there within the last 15,000 or 100,000 years, or were seeded from other populations in the meantime.  A zoologist at University of New Hampshire doesn’t think it matters too much either way, because the common ancestor of all the fish in the east African lakes already had “the capacity for rapid and extensive radiation.”  

What are the data?  Just a surprising diversity of fish in a lake.  Evolutionists do not know how they diverged, when they diverged, what they diverged from, or why they diverge any more than any other group.  The zoologist admits that it is hard to relate divergent genes to existing populations (emphasis added): 

The very recent origin of the Lake Victoria flock poses two challenges for those wishing to reconstruct the historical relationships among species.  First, there has been little time for mutation to alter the DNA sequence of each species.  This means that there are precious few sequence characters on which to apply phylogenetic analysis.  Second, there has not been enough time for new variant genes to become fixed between instances of speciation, a problem known as 'incomplete lineage sorting'.  This means that although phylogenetic trees derived from DNA sequences accurately represent the history of genes, they do not necessarily reflect the history of the populations in which the variants are found.

The bottom line is, these fish are still fish, they are still bony fish, and they are still cichlid bony fish.  A certain level of variation is accepted by creationists and evolutionists, so these observations provide no support for the belief that fish evolved from something else.  It just shows that you can get fairly rapid variation within a certain kind of organism.  

Let’s define mythoid as a succinctly-stated, plausible-sounding storyette that requires no evidence, but can be propounded confidently by a scientist and is sure to be readily accepted because a scientist said so.  It is usually accompanied by a little bluffing jargon to make it sound highfalutin.  Here’s one in the article:

“But in fact the capacity for rapid and extensive radiation lay already in a Haplochromis species that lived at least a million years ago, because that species was the common ancestor of both the Lake Victoria flock [sic; a flock of fish? ]and the spectacular parallel radiation of Lake Malawi cichlids in the southern Rift Valley.”  

Ah, so. 

ELS: Thus the development of a new species can result in the extinction of another species.

Where’s the proof?  Which new species evolved (sic) and which one went extinct? Being entertainment, story-telling like this - in lieu of science - belongs on the Disney channel, not the Discovery channel. 

Life After the Next Mass Extinction
Science News has a cover story, “Life on the Edge,” about what kind of creatures would evolve after the next mass extinction.  Decorated with fanciful images of roostersaurs and rabbitaroos and other concoctions, it interviews various scientists-turned-prognosticators about the inhabitants of the new creation in a post-extinction environment: will it be a world of weeds and pests?  A commentator from the University of Chicago concludes, 

“Attempts to predict evolutionary behavior after mass extinction events can operate in broad generalities, and always with the caveat, expect the unexpected.” 

What is this sci-fi speculation gone wild doing in a science news magazine?  They don’t know how animals go extinct.  They don’t know how species arise.  They don’t know how the world will end.  But as scientists, they can be the soothsayers, magicians and astrologers of the world.  Like Daniel of old, a more reliable source answers these questions, and will be found superior to all the king’s magicians.

ELS: Scientists can compare the embryos, or developing organisms, of different species to see how closely related they are. The embryos of vertebrates, or animals with back​bones, are very similar in the early stages of develop​ment. The more similar the structure of the embryos of different organisms, the more closely related those organisms are. 
Illogical. There are many causes for this similarity, including the obvious limit in different forms and functions. If a human hand and a bat’s wing have 5 digits, should we deduce that the wing evolved from the human hand? Or is it that the human hand evolved from the wing? For that matter, maybe monkeys evolved from us? 

If all life forms start from a single spherical cell, why not claim that this visual appearance shows that all life forms are equally related? This would ignore the knowledge that each cell contains different DNA, which determines the final characteristics of the life form.  

The argument that the development of embryonic forms matches their path of evolution has been promoted by Haeckel (fraudulently) and others.  

The one reason that dare not be given in biology is the truth – that all living things were formed in the days of creation from nothing (ex nihilo) . The diversity of life forms is a finite expression of the multiple Persons in the Godhead; the unity within kinds expresses, also in a limited way, the unity of the Persons of the Godhead. Creation struggles to capture the unity and hierarchy of the Triune God, but in vain. Such cannot be done by finite creatures.  

This is what our children need to know, not the fables of atheist modernists.

Haeckel Fraud
WorldNet Daily has covered the subject of: “Evolution: The Complex and Profound Basis of All Life, or a Fairy Tale for Scientists Who Reject God?”  

The online magazine includes this expose of Haeckel’s embryos as one of the 

“worst cases of scientific fraud; It’s shocking to find that somebody one thought was a great scientist was deliberately misleading.  It makes me angry . . . . What he [Haeckel] did was to take a human embryo and copy it, pretending that the salamander and the pig and all the others looked the same at the same stage of development.  They don’t . . . . These are fakes.”  

So said Dr. Michael Richardson after organizing a team to re-photograph embryos and compare them with Haeckel’s drawings.  Many textbooks, however, still reprint the drawings as evidence of evolution. 

How much evidence of evolution is based on fraud or misrepresentation?  If you look at the ten most-cited evidences, including homology, the horse series, Darwin’s finches, peppered moths, the ape-man series, Haeckel’s embryos and more – you find every one of them evaporating under scrutiny.  For a complete analysis of all ten, read Jonathan Wells’ recent book Icons of Evolution.  The Huntington Library’s recent exhibit on Darwin still featured both the peppered moths and Darwin’s finches without providing any information that the evidence was not favorable to evolution. 

ELS: Chemical similarities in DNA molecules are one kind of evidence of evolution. In fact, this kind of evidence was used to show the relationship between quaggas and zebras.

Among other things, the theory of evolution pre​dicts that the more closely related two living things are, the more similar the structure of their DNA molecules will be. Scientists use this method of DNA comparison to show the relationship between many other types of organisms.

Here are the problems with what sounds like a simple (and superficial) correlation between matching DNA and genetic ancestry. 

         A small change in DNA can result in large changes in form and function. The code may be used in multiple genes, affecting multiple proteins in the organism.

         Conversely, a large change in DNA can result in no changes in form and function. The code may not be used in any genes, or genes that don’t affect form or function.

         The most important factor in protein interaction is the shape.  Very little is known about the effect of DNA change on protein shape. 

         The closest animal to us (sic) is said to be the chimpanzee. But the DNA matching varies among researchers, from 90% to 99.4%. Are the researchers using different rules to count sequence matches??  Why?  

         The chemical elements forming an organism are more fundamental than the DNA bio-chemicals.  Why doesn’t evolution theory(sic) match the per cent of elements found in life forms to determine the path(sic) of evolution?

Is Being Human Gene Sequence, Activity, or What?
Both Nature and Scientific American summarized the flavor of discussions from the Human Genome Meeting in Edinburgh; apparently, it is not the sequence of our genes, but the amount of activity in the way they are expressed, that makes us human.  Gene sequences between humans and chimpanzees differ by as little as 1.3%.  Something else is clearly involved in making us what we are.  A German scientist found that although the sequences of genes in apes and people are similar, their expression in the brain is poles apart.  The genomes of all mammals are so similar that it’s hard to understand how they can produce such different animals, says Sue Povey, who works on human gene mapping at University College London in England.  What drives similar genes to have such divergent degrees of expression, if it is not DNA?  No one knows.  

We are seeing a major paradigm shift in the works.  For years we have assumed that differences in the genetic code (genotype) account for the differences in body plan (phenotype) and behavior.  Apparently, things are not so simple.  There is no correlation between size of the genome and complexity of the organism; a single-celled Paramecium, for instance, has twice the DNA of a human.  We are likely to see a whirlwind of new theories to explain the connection between our DNA and ourselves.  Just don’t expect to find a soul encoded in A, C, G, or T.

ELS: Scientists believe that the more similar the structure of protein molecules of different organism the more closely related the organisms are. Scientists further believe that the closer the similarity in pro​tein structure of different organisms, the more recently their common ancestor existed.

This seems like supporting evidence for using DNA matches. But the DNA code is used to construct proteins, so using protein matching is virtually the same as DNA matching….  So there aren’t two techniques, but only one.  A bit of uncorrected misdirection. 

Orphans in the Genes: An Evolutionary Puzzle
Two geneticists at Ben Gurion University explain what they mean by orphans (emphasis added): 

The genomes of most newly sequenced organisms contain a significant fraction of ORFs (open reading frames) that match no other sequence in the databases.  We refer to these singleton ORFs as sequence ORFans.  Because little can be learned about ORFans by homology, the origin and functions of ORFans remain a mystery.  However, in this era of full genome sequencing, it seems that ORFans have been underemphasized……… .

· If proteins in different organisms have descended from common ancestral proteins by duplication and adaptive variation, why is it that so many today show no similarity to each other?  

· Why is it that we do not find today any of the necessary “intermediate sequences” that must have given rise to these ORFans?  

· Do most ORFans correspond to rapidly diverging proteins?  

· If so, how rapidly do they diverge, and what are the forces involved in their rapid evolution?  

· Is their rate of change constant or did the rapid changes occur only at specific times?  

· Do these rapidly evolving ORFans correspond to nonessential proteins or to species determinants?

……..We conclude that the increasing number of ORFans suggests that our knowledge of nature’s sequence diversity continues to grow, that ORFans may entail an intrinsic phenomenon in evolution, and that a global view of the protein world needs to consider the ORFan sequence families in addition to the large sequence families containing proteins conserved [i.e., unevolved] in numerous organisms. 

Their goal was not to explain the origin or function of ORFans, but to characterize the extent of the problem.  Since each new published sequence is adding more ORFans than finding matches for them within known gene families, “Consequently,” they note, “the total number of ORFans is growing.” 

When evolutionists look at the genes, they focus on the similarities that fit into known families.  As the Good Book commands, they should be concerned more about a much larger and growing number of mismatches – the ORFans. 

ELS: …scientists have developed a scale that can be used to estimate the rate of change in proteins over time. This scale of protein change is called a molecular clock.

By comparing the similarities in protein structure of different organisms, scientists can determine if the organisms have a common ancestor. If they do, the molecular clock can be used to determine how long ago the organisms branched off from that ancestor.

The molecular clock theory assumes the rate of mutation is constant over eons. Proof? The usual - none. Perhaps the best reason offered is that if the clock theory isn’t true, then the history of genetic changes can’t be dated.  Apparently this is reason enough for modern science.

About 15 years ago there was great excitement in biology about a mitochondrial clock that would date the age of the human race. Mitochondrial DNA are passed along only in the maternal line, so the current mutation rate (assumed to be constant forever, as usual) could be used to trace back mitochondrial mutations to the first woman, facetiously named “mitochondrial Eve”.  The first analysis showed that “Eve” lived about 200,000 years ago, presumably when the apes mutated into humans. This was a bit shorter than expected, but was accepted by biologists. 

Then the bombshell. The mutation rate was actually 20 times too slow; the age of “Eve” was close to 10,000 years ago, which raised immediate alarms that the data may confirm the biblical age of humanity! This was even alluded to in one technical article. Almost overnight all research halted, funding was withdrawn and nary a paper has been written about the mitochondrial clock since. An example of withholding evidence – not very objective are our partisan scientists, are they ? Only data that matches their assumptions get published.  

The same can be said, in many more cases, of radioactive dating. Samples that don’t match the geological column are rejected as ‘contaminated’, reset by heating, etc. With selective choice of data one can prove anything. Given a bag full of black and white socks,  one can prove that there are only white socks in the bag, by eliminating the ‘contaminated’ black socks. 

DNA Clock Broken  
Molecular biologists are unhappy to hear that a dating technique they have relied on for decades is unreliable.  Based on a claim in 1965, they have built their evolutionary trees on the assumption that mutations accumulate at a constant rate.  Now, according to a report in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences summarized in a news report in Science, researchers at the University of California in Irvine have found 

“vastly different mutation rates, even for closely related species . . . . Molecular clocks in general are much more ‘erratic’ than previously thought, and practically useless to keep accurate evolutionary time, the researchers conclude.” 

So molecular dating is flawed, and now evolutionists must cast away another worthless clock.  Creationists believed all along that the DNA clock was built on circular reasoning and therefore unreliable.  Let’s see some prominent corrections in the next issue for claims made over the last 36 years.  Ha!  Don’t hold your breath. 

So will this be a blow to evolutionary theory?  If you think so, you don’t understand the power of faith.  Evolution is a fact that must be saved from the evidence at all costs.  This 1998 article shows that doubts about molecular clocks have been around for some time, but no matter what the fossils or the molecules show, the story will be adjusted to fit Darwinism: 

· Is it then justified to test the accuracy of the fossil record using the molecular clock hypothesis, when this requires extrapolation between groups with scarce fossil data?  

· Can we even use the rates calculated within a group of organisms to infer the origin of this group?  

· Can we exclude the possibility that rates of evolution change over time?  

· Specifically, what if the emergence of a group of organisms coincides with an initial acceleration of substitution rates followed by a slowdown or period of molecular stasis?

Perhaps we should consider the possibility that there have been significant changes in the rates of nucleotide substitution in taxa with remote origins before sending palaeontologists out to fill perceived gaps in the fossil record.

Way more questions than answers! Evolutionists will argue about which evidence supports Darwinism better, but Darwinism itself, like American policy with terrorists, is not open to negotiation or discussion.

ELS: What do all these various types of evidence (fos​sils, homologous structures, embryo comparisons, DNA similarities, and molecular clocks) tell us? The answer is clear. Living things have evolved through modification of earlier life forms. That is, living things have descended from a common ancestor.
This ‘evidence’ has been discredited as speculation, speculation fueled by wishful thinking. Nothing indicates the validity of evolution nor invalidates creation. 

Insects Evolved Six Legs Multiple Times
Scientists have always believed the insects evolved from a single common ancestor, but now researchers have a ‘bug’ in their theory.  They claim that hexapods (six-legged critters) are not monophyletic (one common ancestor) but paraphyletic (two or more common ancestors).  This conclusion is based on mitochondrial DNA sequences from Collembola, a group of wingless arthropods including springtails, assumed to be ancestral to the insects.  This in turn suggests that today’s terrestrial hexapods are products of at least two independent invasions of land and that some of the features shared by all hexapods have arisen convergently.  But many arthropod experts will not be convinced by these data.  

“Systematics is a very contentious field, so we can count on criticisms about the small number of species, the single data type, and the method of analysis”

says one researcher.


    Differences between molecular trees and morphological trees seem to be the exception rather than the rule.  Molecular comparisons have thrown a monkey wrench into the assumed family trees of most groups.  This all seems like such a waste of time.  Evolutionists are just playing connect-the-dots games, based on evolutionary assumptions, with way too many dots and way too many assumptions.  But this is what evolutionists like: a good wrestling match, where they can argue with each other endlessly without ever having to know the truth.  Prehistory is unknowable by definition, because it is hidden in the unobservable past: unless, of course, a credible Eyewitness told us what really happened.

ELS: When Darwin arrived at the Galapagos, he realized something special. It appeared that each animal was perfectly adapted to survival in its particular environ​ment.

Why is this something special? Every animal that lives in its natural habitat must have the ability to survive there. Else it would not survive. Or is this too logical ?

Mere Centromeres and Telomeres  
Two cell biology reports are revealing that “mere” parts of DNA are vital.  A news release in Nature announced that a university team in Cleveland, Ohio has sequenced the centromere of the human genome.  These are the junction points that join the two strands of chromosomes.  They consist of long repetitive sequences of genetic letters.  Though no one understands how they work at this point, they parcel out equal shares of chromosomes during cell division.  Flaws in the centromeres are implicated in many cancers.
In a second news item, a paper in the journal Cell discusses the role of telomeres in cell death and cancer.  Telomeres are the “end caps” on DNA strands that prevent them from unraveling; at each cell division, the length of the telomere is reduced by one unit.  Researchers found that the shortest telomere determines when the cell signals itself to die, not the average telomere length.  Scientific American comments that cells with short telomeres act as if the DNA strand has broken, and receive a signal to “arrest or die as a protection against chromosome rearrangement and cancer.”  When the telomere-repair tool, telomerase, is present, it lengthens the telomere just enough to function.  Runaway telomere lengthening appears to be a characteristic of some cancers.  A related paper published online in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences demonstrates that 

“telomere dysfunction triggers extensive DNA fragmentation and evolution of complex chromosome abnormalities in human malignant tumors.” 

The human genome is so complex, its wonders continue to baffle scientists.  It is also apparent that failures in its complex operations lead to cancer and death.  When God told man that he would surely die, and cursed the world because of sin, it subjected the original perfect designs to malfunction and entropy.  We see the grand design that points to a Designer, but we feel the malfunctions that take us eventually back to the dust from whence we came.  Is it possible that early in the history of mankind, better centromere and telomere operation (with fewer accumulated mutations) could have allowed men to live for centuries, like Methuselah? 
Evolutionists, however, continue to attribute these complex systems to chance, and look for ape in our ancestry at every turn.  Consider this statement from the centromere story: 

The group also compared sequences that bookend the alpha repeats with equivalent sections in primates.  One part of an ancestral primate centromere is amplified in humans, they found.  The work “gives a clear picture of how [the centromere] might have evolved”, says chromosome researcher William Brown of the University of Nottingham, UK.  “It grew relatively recently in human evolution.”  Even with the sequence in hand, no one knows how centromeres work . . . .

So nobody knows how they work, but it doesn’t stop this scientist from confidently stating with an air of authority how and when they evolved.  In the presence of design perfection, wouldn’t a bit of humility be in order ?

ELS: Natural selection is the survival and reproduction of those organisms best adapted to their surroundings. …… The process in which only the best-adapted mem​bers of a species survive is sometimes called survival of the fittest. In a sense, the fittest animals are selected, or chosen, by their surroundings to survive. This is basically what Darwin meant by natural selection - nature selects the fittest. 

And how do we know which organisms are fittest to survive?  Why, those which survive and reproduce! So survival implies fitness, and fitness implies survival. This is the classical fallacy of tautology, or arguing in a circle. This can’t be tested, since it’s a definition of survival or fitness. 

…..

http://www.creationsafaris.com/crev03.htm
Sir John Sulston, a leading British scientist, is recommending that scientists take the equivalent of a Hippocratic Oath to cause no harm and be wholly truthful in their public pronouncements.  He feels a code of conduct would be a good step toward rectifying the growing public distrust of scientists. 

    Honesty is a prerequisite for good science.  That is one reason why the Christian world produced so many of the world’s first and best scientists.  Can the pursuit of truth be expected to prevail in a culture that values fame, fortune and survival of the fittest?  Even if Sir John gains support for his proposal, can we expect scientists to agree on a code of ethics when there is no consensus about a foundation for ethics on which to build?  After all, God is out these days, so it’s all about power and pushing your own agenda: animal rights, global warming, personal prestige or what have you. 

    What remains of good science today is coasting on the ethics of the founding fathers of science who were primarily Christians.  Scientific endeavor presupposes a truth that can be pursued and must be valued for its own sake.  Christianity provided both the philosophical framework and moral impetus that ushered in the scientific revolution.  For an example, see the dedication to the first (1665) issue of The Royal Society, the world’s oldest scientific journal, that expressly stated their goal of deciphering the true nature of God’s glorious works for the benefit of all mankind. 

ELS: Most dandelion seeds land in a place where conditions are unfavorable for new dandelion growth. Only a few seeds land in a place with the right soil, light, and water conditions. These seeds grow into new dandelion plants. Through overpro​duction, nature assures that at least some seeds will survive to continue the species.

Whoa! “Nature assures” the survival of the seeds? Wasn’t the mechanism of natural selection the random effect of positive(sic) mutations? How can unguided chance assure anything?  

This is an example of personification, attributing the ‘work’ of blind evolution as though there were a goal or reason behind it. Students can then marvel at the wonders of nature, materialism and luck, without thinking at all of the role of the Creator and His purposes.    

Personification
Personification attributes personal characteristics to inanimate objects or concepts.
Examples:  

· Mother Nature caused molecules to assemble themselves into primitive proteins, then began to reproduce themselves.

· When it was no longer safe on the ground, animals evolved wings and became birds and other such statements (fish evolved gills, birds developed feathers, bats invented sonar, primitive cells evolved membranes, etc.)

· But we’re just beginning the study of biochemistry; evolution has had billions of years of practice” (Carl Sagan, Cosmos).

· Evolution can also be portrayed as artificial intelligence, as in game theory or as selfish genes (Richard Dawkins) 

Personification is an artistic literary device, but a poor argument; it often pulls the wool over the eyes.
The example of the black and white mice at White Sands in the textbook is clearly an example of micro-evolution. Different colored mice are not different species, if white resulted from a mutation in the black mice population. 
ELS: ….even members of the same species have small variations. 

YES! Finally, an important thought buried in the flow of text. This is micro-evolution, which is finally being mentioned (but not defined and distinguished from macro-evolution). 

It’s to the Darwinists’ advantage to confuse the children by combining the two distinct ideas into one term – evolution.  In this way one can’t be sure which one is being referred to. 

Origin of Species Still Being Written   
A new book on the origin of species has come out - Speciation.  The reviewers first describe the subject matter: 

“The last two decades in particular have brought major advances in molecular genetics, comparative analysis, mathematical theory, and molecular phylogenetics; speciation has consequently matured from a field fraught with untestable ideas to one reaching clear, well-supported conclusions [sic]” (emphasis added in all quotes.)  

Presumably some of those untestable ideas hark back to Darwin.  So in what ways does this book surpass the one penned by the master’s 1859 opus?  

The book tackles what they view as the basic question of the “species problem,” which is, “why do sexually reproducing organisms fall into discrete clusters?”  Here, the debate revolves around allopatric vs. sympatric speciation.


    The reviewers take the majority view that speciation is essentially synonymous with reproductive isolation: for example, two populations of squirrels might get isolated by a canyon between them, and evolve into species that can no longer interbreed.  This is called allopatric speciation.  It does not require a geographic barrier, necessarily, but differs sharply from the view of sympatric speciation, which proposes that species might diverge right within a single interbreeding population.  The book gives ear to the sympatric concept but considers most cases to be allopatric.


    So the question becomes, how do reproductive barriers arise?  And how can biologists find evidence of positive selection for traits after isolation?  This becomes the core of the book, according to the reviewers.  Related issues involve teasing out the effects of natural and sexual selection: 

Speciation convincingly [sic] presents evidence for several once-unpopular theories that have returned to dominate current thinking.  Most important among these is the primacy of natural and sexual selection over drift in driving speciation.  Signatures of positive selection on genes involved in postzygotic isolation and reproductive proteins as well as experimental evidence from both the lab and field connect adaptation and sexual selection to reproductive isolation.  Another major finding is the congruence of the Dobzhansky-Muller model for the evolution of postzygotic isolation with the genetics of hybrid incompatibilities in many natural systems. In contrast, classical models of chromosomal speciation remain unpopular.  Instead, chromosomal rearrangements are now cast as facilitators, rather than causal agents, of reproductive isolation because reduced recombination within these regions restricts gene flow, thereby enabling the accumulation of selected differences and hybrid incompatibilities.  (emphasis added in all quotes.)  

The book treats “controversial questions” reinforcement, sympatric speciation, and diploid hybrid (recombinational) speciation, although claiming evidence only occurs for the latter.  It also treats polyploidy in plants as a mechanism for speciation. 

    Overall, the reviewers give high marks to the authors; 

“The book is a rich and thorough review, critique, and synthesis of recent literature that is sure to become a classic read for anyone interested in speciation.” 

So is this the book to supersede Charlie’s, and to answer the question of how bacteria turn into humans over time?  Not likely.  Every mechanism mentioned, controversial or not, appears aimed at explaining slight variations, sometimes misleadingly called “microevolution.”  Horizontal variation is not controversial even among staunch creationists.  If evolutionists expect people to believe we evolved from slime, they need to do better than extrapolate low-level trends, and they need to show that is indeed what happened by providing the intermediates and fossils.  Talk about the origin of species if you please, but what about the origin of phyla?  
    Phillip Johnson, a Berkeley law professor and expert in baloney detecting, put Darwin on Trial in 1991.  His book of that title put the real issue on the table: 

Whether selection has ever accomplished speciation (i.e., the production of a new species) is not the point.  A biological species is simply a group capable of interbreeding.  Success at dividing a fruit fly population into two or more separate populations that cannot interbreed would not constitute evidence that a similar process could in time produce a fruit fly from a bacterium.  If breeders one day did succeed in producing a group of dogs that can reproduce with each other but not with other dogs, they would still have made only the tiniest step towards proving Darwinism’s important claims. (pp. 19-20)

As Johnson stresses in the book, it is not sufficient to base the major claims of evolution on extrapolating small changes or drawing analogies to artificial breeding.  Nor is it adequate to infer that macroevolution must have occurred because one’s philosophical preference requires it.  If the origin of species (speciation) is to be logically connected to the emergence of all living things, with all their complex organs and functions, then evolutionists must make the case that their mechanism is creative enough to add massive amounts of functional information to genes, and that the fossil record actually shows that this occurred.  Neo-Darwinism (mutation plus natural selection) fails miserably on both requirements.
    The hype in this book review is no more to be trusted than the word of the party faithful evaluating the nominee’s speech at a political convention.  Instead, the book needs an investigative reporter who understands the real controversies and can ask the hard questions.  Noticeably absent in all this backslapping was any mention of the severe weaknesses in conventional Darwinian theory that drove Stephen Jay Gould and others to propose punctuated equilibria, or the recently-deceased Francis Crick to propose directed panspermia, another group to propose niche construction, and others to propose other non-Darwinian mechanisms.  Nor was there an admission that the very fruit flies that the reviewers make their life work fail to exhibit neo-Darwinian evolution. 

     Some evolutionists have admitted evidence is lacking that numerous, successive, slight modifications can add up to big ones.  The reviewers may dazzle some readers with case after case of reproductive isolation and microevolution, with the assumption that this bolsters the case for slime evolving into ostriches, maple trees, squid, platypus and biologists over time.  This is as unjustified as observing a cell bobbing around with Brownian motion and deciding the mechanism is capable of propelling it through the Olympic marathon.  

ELS: The British peppered moth is a recent example of adaptation. In the 1850s, most of the peppered moths near Manchester, England, were gray in color. Only a few black moths existed. Because the gray moths were almost the same color as the tree trunks on which they lived, they were nearly invisible to the birds that hunted them for food. Most of the black moths, however, were spotted by the birds and eaten. The species as a whole sur​vived because of the gray moths. Then changes in environmental conditions had a drastic effect on the moths that lived in the area.

As more factories were built in the area, soot from the chimneys blackened the tree trunks. The gray moths could now be seen against the tree trunks. The few surviving black moths, however, now blended in with the tree trunks. As a result, they survived. These moths produced more black offspring. In time, prac​tically all peppered moths were black. Again, the species as a whole survived.

Even if these conclusions were true, they only exemplify micro-evolution, variation in species. What’s fabricated in this story is:

         The moths , whether black or gray, hide under leaves – not on tree trunks.

         Fig. 25-19 required the photographer to pin the moths on the tree trunk, since they normally don’t land there.

Is this objective evidence of evolution? Only if you already believe, with a closed mind.

Peppered Moth Experiment: A Fraud, or Yes?
In Nature, Judith Hooper’s book is reviewed: Of Moths and Men: An Evolutionary Tale, which portrays Kettlewell’s famous peppered moth experiment in colors of fraud and conspiracy.  The peppered moth Biston betularia is an icon of evolution, decorating nearly every high school biology textbook as a classic case of natural selection.  A staunchly pro-evolutionist reviewer admits that Kettlewell’s work was sloppy, but denies it was fraudulent.  He admits that even today the experiment leaves questions about the mechanism of selection, but claims that it remains a “splendid example of evolution in action.”  But the reviewer asks: 

“This issue matters, at least in the United States, because creationists have promoted the problems with Biston as a refutation of evolution itself.  Even my own brief critique of the story has become grist for the creationists’ mill.  By peddling innuendo and failing to distinguish clearly the undeniable fact of selection from the contested agent of selection, Hooper has done the scientific community a disservice.”

But in a 1998 article the reviewer himself stated that Kettlewell’s experiments were flawed and never replicated:  

“From time to time, evolutionists re-examine a classic experimental study and find, to their horror, that it is flawed or downright wrong.”  

He compared his disappointment at the details of the story to his discovery as a kid that Santa Claus was really his dad.  Back then, he rendered a judgment that Kettlewell’s proof of natural selection was invalid: 

“First, for the time being we must discard Biston as a well-understood example of natural selection in action, although it is clearly a case of evolution.”

But what kind of schizophrenia is that?  How can it clearly be a case of evolution, when the scientific investigation was flawed and sloppy?  Kettlewell started and ended with peppered moths, just two colored varieties of the same species.  The only thing observed was (possibly) fluctuating counts of the varieties.  Where, O where, is the evolution?  Only in the imaginations of the faithful!

Now that Jonathan Wells and other anti-Darwinists have made a stink out of the peppered moth fallacy, is retreating faster than a 1967 Egyptian tank.  He realizes that his writing and this new book are grist for the creationists’ mill, and Horrors!  Anything but that! 

So the reviewer now bluffs about how clearly there is the undeniable fact of selection, when the peppered moth story, arguably the best textbook example of it, turns out to be a myth. Despite the evidence, Coyne seems to say, evolution is a fact, not a dogma.  We do not brainwash, do you understand?  We do not brainwash!  Repeat after me: we do not brainwash, evolution is a fact, we do not brainwash, evolution is a fact, we do not brainwash, evolution is a fact, you are getting sleepy, verrryyy sleeeeeeeepy...

ELS: Mammals are the dominant life form on earth today primarily because the dinosaurs died off, leaving so many niches for mammals to fill.

Creation science attributes the dinosaur extinction to the Great Flood, the mammal survival to the limits of the Ark in holding larger animals. Neither of these reasons can be proven with natural science. 

Evolution By Niche Construction
Niche Construction: The Neglected Process in Evolution represents a sect of Darwinists that downplays natural selection, preferring another mechanism instead: 

All living creatures, through both their metabolism and their behavior, actively change and control the world in which they live. Organisms choose habitats and resources; they construct nests, holes, burrows, webs or pupal cases; and they modify the chemical environment in which they live. These alterations, which occur at scales ranging from the extremely local to the global, inevitably modify some of the selection pressures acting on the organisms. And it is precisely this – the effects of an organism on its own environment – that the authors believe to be the important component that has been neglected by the conventional theory of evolution.

A reviewer thinks they go overboard:

“But it is unfortunate that the authors attempt to oversell the significance of niche construction. By advocating a grand, extended evolutionary theory, they distract readers from the more important message of the book, which is that the influence of organisms on their environment can have far-reaching consequences.” 

Poor Charlie D.  is getting hit from all sides, while his fans keep trying to rescue his reputation. Niche construction sounds like either Gaia or a convoluted form of circular reasoning. Organisms evolve their niches, so that their niches can evolve them. 

ELS: In most cases, natural selection as described by Darwin is a long, slow process. Scientists do not doubt that natural selection occurs or that it leads to the evolution of living things. 

“In most cases…” ? If natural selection were not a long slow process, then we would see the wonderful changes before our eyes now. So it must be slow, or it would be visible to us now as life forms evolve before our eyes. Of course it’s also true that if evolution is just a fairy tale, we would also not see species changing today. Perhaps “In most cases…” means that the evolutionists are now hedging their bets in order to change their fable. 

Atheist scientists are the demagogues of the academic and publishing world. They promote evolution according to their own agenda, and the other scientists (and the rest of the world) follow their belief, like sheep being led to slaughter. From a few influential zealots the evolution story has been repeated and believed by an army of dupes, who dare not challenge the intellectual intimidation that the atheists impose. It is these modernists who do not doubt that natural selection occurs or that it leads to the evolution of living things.

This is no formal conspiracy among scientists; the sheep are unwilling or unable to think for themselves and weigh the facts objectively. Polls show that up to 90% of academic and publishing scientists are atheists or agnostics. The majority of the sheep are cafeteria Christians. The demagogues drive the ideology by ignoring, excluding or ridiculing the theist position. 

 

Religious reasoning that appeals to God as the source of all flora and fauna is rejected a priori. Miracles are discarded for not proving HOW nature works, but evolution needs no mechanism – no HOW – to be accepted in the academic world of science. This argument of scientism, natural selection, assumes science is the judge of all truth, based on materialism - that there is no spiritual world.
 

1) if so, why are science paradigms constantly being refined and replaced? If science seeks the truth, apparently it hasn't found it yet.  Each scientific generation believes, egotistically, that it has a handle on the truth, yet the 'laws ' of science are invariably being replaced.
 

2) if all existence is material, then how is death described? What matter leaves (or enters) a body to cause death?  

 

3) to limit a search for truth to purely natural means is doomed to defeat.  Revelation is a free gift of the truth to guide us to our eternal destiny. 
 

Both creationists and evolutionists interpret facts based on presuppositions - philosophical axioms they use to discover the truth.  But creationists use premises based on external revelation from a divine source, stamped with the guarantee of truth.  Without this aid, scientists are left to whatever the popular ideology is: today that would be atheism, materialism and rationalism.  In a word – modernism

Creation scientists who debate the facts (sic) of evolution are treated as pariahs and ostracized from professional (and often social) acceptance.  Why isn't science open to all, or is exclusion only for those who have interpretations that support theism?  

If evolution is indeed a separate issue from religion, why is modernism the common belief of a large proportion of academic scientists and theism the most common disbelief?

1) Scientific evidence is always "interpretation by scientists", whether creationist or modernist.
2) Exclude the truth of Revelation at your own risk. But why exclude scientific interpretation that supports Scripture?  Why is that a problem? 
Faith is a gift from God, but it's not blindly accepted by the faithful, as evolution is. Reason allows us to decide if revelation contradicts our principles or not. Unchanged dogma – the rock of ages - has been examined for two thousand years by the greatest thinkers of the period and stood the test of time, being accepted now by more than one billion of the world's population.  Can we say the same about the science of two thousand years ago?  

What of the other five billion?  To paraphrase Chesterton,  Christianity hasn’t been tested and found deficient, but tried and found difficult. The greatest obstacle to belief is the colossal self-serving ego of modern man – a most inviting target for the prince of lies. It was in Eden that Satan first deceived us and continues to do so today. He appealed first to the pride of Adam and Eve and now to the pride of modern scientists, enamored of the fantasies they have created in their own minds, minds which seek to forego responsibility by excluding the Creator. 
What makes us think that our unaided reason, corrupted by the Fall,  would not lead us to deceive ourselves, to avoid a change in life-style or to attain self-gratification - physical or intellectual?  Are we so naïve to think we can resist a superior but demonic angelic intelligence in our fallen state – without divine help - when our first parents were unable to do so in their pure and sinless condition?  In accepting evolution we again bite into the apple of discord and disobedience.  Can anyone doubt that we are now reaping the bad fruit of our decision,  when we survey the moral decay of the world around us? Will we never learn? 

We can only discuss the scientific evidence - the facts themselves prove neither evolution nor creation. Interpretation of the facts using only reason will lose the benefit of divine Revelation which guides us to truth which we could not attain alone. Only a fool would reject the truth when freely given by Truth Himself. 
The Speed of Natural Selection
A discovery in Norway may collapse a geological process by five or six orders of magnitude.  A paper announced in Nature yielded this comment by a reviewer from Open University, UK in the same issue, 

“Conventional wisdom says that changes to crustal rocks pushed down deep when continents collide develop over millions of years. But it seems that some metamorphism may be caused by tectonic events lasting only a decade” (emphasis added in all quotes).


    The gist of the story is that certain rocks called eclogites, long thought to have formed slowly over millions of years, might have formed rapidly instead, maybe in only ten.  The authors of the paper deduced that they could not have remained at the temperatures assumed for very long without losing all their argon.  The reviewer explains why the mixtures in the rock suggest conflicting requirements for their formation: 

The authors go on to estimate the temperature in the granulite lens during eclogite formation.  Their conclusion – less than 400 °C – is a problem for the conventional interpretation of these rocks, given that a temperature of around 700 °C is required for the formation of the adjacent eclogites.  The authors calculate that the total heating durations must have been around 18,000 years to explain the 40Ar-39Ar age profiles, but that individual fluid-flow events must have lasted just ten years to avoid significant heating of the granulite regions between the shear zones.  This model evokes a radically different picture of the conditions during eclogite formation; but any alternative explanation would have to invoke a mechanism that explains why these phlogopites retained argon despite exceeding temperatures at which the gas would normally escape. 

The reviewer explains why the overturning of this classic case of a slow process points out an assumption that may need just as radical an overturn: 

“However, the very short time scales involved will make this idea controversial, as existing work on garnet seems to indicate processes operating on a million-year timescale; but also, perhaps, simply because we geologists are attuned to thinking in millions of years, whereas the features we observe may be just the aggregations of many shorter events.” 

Now there was a daring and honest admission: perhaps geologists are just in the habit of throwing around millions of years, when the features they observe could just as well be “aggregations of many shorter events.”  Wow.  Think about that.  Here was a classic case of long ages from the Bergen Arcs in Norway that now must be reinterpreted.  Neither author or reviewer  are claiming that this formation came into being recently, but it represents, nevertheless, a monumental shift in thinking about geological processes in general.

    Dr. Terry Mortenson did his PhD thesis on the origin of old-earth thinking.  He found that most scientists until the late 18th century believed the earth was young, and that the revisions upward to millions of years were due primarily to theological and philosophical attempts to discredit the early chapters of Genesis.  Darwin, of course, later found all that extra time essential for his theory of evolution.  Today, biologists and geologists don’t dare question the vast ages because Charlie D. needs the time. Geologists found ways to steal those years back using radiometric dating methods, and have relaxed in complacency with their textbook geologic column, mumbling out those millions & billions nonchalantly, without much challenge (at least among the Darwin Party brethren).  But what if (as many other dating methods suggest) things are really not that old?  These articles in Nature, the most prestigious scientific journal in the world, should be a wake-up call for geologists not to take vast ages for granted. 

ELS: However, the fossil record shows very little evidence of gradual change. 

This is consistent with the catastrophic death of vast numbers of life forms in the Flood of Noah. 

Vertebrate Fish Found in Early Cambrian   
Where only one incomplete fossil had been known before, now 500 specimens of early Cambrian agnathan fish of the genus Haikouichthys have been reported in Nature.  This wealth of new fossils “reveals a series of new and unexpected features that imply a major reconsideration of several features of early agnathan evolution,” says the team of Chinese and European paleontologists.  The fish appear to have had eyes, gills, and olfactory organs, and were swimmers.  The authors explain the implications (emphasis added): 

The possession of eyes (and probably nasal sacs) is consistent with Haikouichthys being a craniate, indicating that vertebrate evolution was well advanced by the Early Cambrian.  Although evidently a jawless fish, its precise phylogenetic position is still speculative because this fish shows a puzzling mixture of characters contrary to some previous expectations. 

How did this assemblage of fish die?  

“The specimens may have been buried alive, possibly as a result of storm-induced burial.” 

This can’t be good news for evolutionists, even though they try to put a happy face on it, saying the discovery may “extend further our knowledge of their earliest evolution.”  But what evolution?  They use to claim no fish were found till the Devonian, as if that somehow muffled the Cambrian explosion a little bit.  But now, here you have advanced features in vertebrate fish right in the early Cambrian, and evidence that supports flood burial.  Shhhhh! Don’t tell the creationists. 

ELS: (Remember, most organisms do not leave fossils. So this lack of fossil evidence is to be expected.) 

The reason that fossils are not formed isn’t discussed, because it favors the Great Flood interpretation of fossil history.  

Then we are told to expect a lack of evidence…  Is this why we should believe evolution …. For a lack of evidence?  

More Flying Dinosaurs
Fossils have been found in New Mexico similar to the species bearing apparent feathers in Asia, according to a report in BBC News.  The headline trumpets, “More Feathered Dinosaurs Found,”, but the last sentence reads: 

“No fossil evidence was found of feathers, but the researcher noted that similar dinosaurs from Asia were found with feathers and speculated that this one had ‘a loose gaggle of feathers around the head and along the spine, back of the arms and legs’.” 

This is dishonest reporting.  People who read the headline only are going to think actual feather impressions were found.  The Asian specimen is still questionable, and of course Archaeoraptor was a foolish hoax.  The presupposition that birds evolved from dinosaurs is driving the search by these paleontologists, as well as the desire to be first.  A feathered dinosaur may turn up some day, but so far, the evidence is highly doubtful.  Furthermore, these specimens are late in the evolutionary time scheme, certainly not ancestral to birds.  Also, did you notice these animals weighed over a ton?  Better flap those wings hard.  Worse, any alleged feathers on these species would have been hindrances.  If they served no purpose because they were not fully formed for either body warmth or flight, the very process of natural selection would have evolved them away.

“But the fossil record does seem to indicate that some species may not change at all for long periods of time. This period of stability, or equilibrium, may continue for millions of years. Then suddenly, a great adaptive radiation may occur and a species may evolve into many new species, filling new niches. The equilib​rium is broken, or punctuated.”

What’s punctuated here is the use of conditional phrases – ‘may’ is used 4 times in the premises - but not, please note, in the conclusion -  “The equilib​rium IS broken, or punctuated.”  Four possibilities lead to a certainty.  Evolutionary logic is revolutionary logic. 

Here's a simplified version of the logic behind punctuated equilibrium.

1. If people are not watching, pigs can fly.                          
Hypothesis
2. But if people are watching, pigs are never seen flying.  
True Premise
3. Therefore pigs fly when people are not watching.         
Conclusion
 

If that makes sense to you, so will punctuated equilibrium. 
The static persistence of all kinds of  life forms that ‘punctuated equilibrium’ speaks of is proof of their intelligent design. They were designed to persist, for the Lord God Almighty doesn’t make junk! 

Adaptive Radiation Inherits the Wind    
Another Darwinian assumption needs to be re-examined.  Adaptive radiation, the belief that a species isolated on an island will diverge into many species, has been hit by a hurricane.
    Researchers studied lizards on the Bahamas after Hurricane Floyd devastated the islands.  

“Islands are considered to be natural laboratories in which to examine evolution because of the implicit assumption that limited gene flow allows tests of evolutionary processes in isolated replicates…  “Here we show that this well-accepted idea requires re-examination.”  

Why?  Gene flow is not limited after all.  Apparently, ocean currents and hurricanes are very successful at spreading the critters around from island to island (gene flow, this is called).  And high gene flow counteracts adaptive radiation by homogenizing the gene pool: 

“After severe storms, islands may be recolonized by over-water dispersal of lizards from neighboring islands.  High levels of gene flow may homogenize genes responsible for divergence, and are widely viewed as a constraining force on evolution.”


    These islands have been a textbook case for adaptive radiation theories, because the number of Anolis lizard species is high: up to140 species.  The authors write, 

“The adaptive radiation of Caribbean anoles is believed to be driven by ecologically based natural selection arising from variation in habitat use.” 

Some of these lizards climb the broad trunks of trees and have long legs, whereas some perch on twigs, with short legs.  These micro-evolutionary changes appear to be adaptive, because they would seem to help the critters run faster after food or avoid prey, or keep their balance in their preferred habitat. 


    The scientists found that the gene flow correlated with prevailing ocean currents.  Moreover, the repopulation of the islands was very rapid: 

“Although no islands were reported to have received immigrants as a result of hurricane transport, subsequent recolonization of islands over the next 17 months was rapid and indicated over-water dispersal of adult lizards from neighboring islands,“ 

they write with a bit of surprise.  Although they have found a constraint on adaptive radiation in this classic case, they are confident that island studies are good for evolutionary theory.  They conclude: 

Studies on islands have revealed many of the fundamental mechanisms of evolution [sic], particularly the paramount influence of geographical isolation to diversification.  Here, we add an important caveat to these studies, showing that prevailing ocean currents may influence gene flow and adaptive divergence in a terrestrial vertebrate.  The adaptive radiation of anoles in the Caribbean is thought to have arisen by ecologically based natural selection related to habitat use.  However, the level of gene flow between populations will impose an upper limit on the ability of natural selection to drive adaptive divergence.  We have provided evidence that weather-related abiotic phenomena might have important effects on the evolution and adaptive radiation of lizard populations.   (Emphasis added in all quotes.)

You better believe it might have important effects on evolution.  It stops it !

    First of all, notice that this is another tale about microevolution, so it doesn’t discriminate between creationists and evolutionists.  But is there anything in this story that props up old Charlie D.?  Lizard populations in the Bahamas and surrounding islands were supposed to be a textbook case for adaptive radiation theory, and now look.  They found that the islands were rapidly repopulated – within months – after Hurricane Floyd swept through, with the same species that existed before.  But then, how can they rule out the possibility that some survived the storm?  Did they check under every rock and in the tops of every tree?  This looks like a bad science paper every way you cut it.  That’s why evolutionists are called lazy, and accused of appearing to do science while vacationing in the Bahamas.

    Adaptive radiation is only supposed to work if the gene pool gets cut off from the surroundings.  They might be able to cling to that hope, but one of their best examples has just suffered “an important caveat” which, being interpreted, means, “Yeah, BUT...”  It’s the unwelcome lab assistant tapping the evolutionist lecturer on the arm during his praise-for-Darwin speech, whispering in his ear, “Professor, we found a flaw in your data....”  He stumbles for a moment, but continues unabated,  “Moreover, ladies and gentlemen, evolution is a fact, supported by countless examples of thorough scientific research.”

ELS: According to punctuated equilibrium, there may be periods in Earth's history in which many adaptive radiations occur in a relatively short period of time (thousands of years).

Punctuated equilibrium is most common when many niches are opened. This occurs during a mass extinction. It can also occur as a result of isolation, such as the isolation of organisms in Australia.

Today scientists believe that evolution can occur gradually-as described by Darwin - as well as fairly rapidly - as described by Gould and Eldridge. Neither theory disputes the other, and both seem to be valid. Punctuated equilibrium does not mean that gradual change is incorrect. And Darwin's theory of gradual change does not mean that punctuated equilibrium is incorrect. Both forms of evolution seem to have occurred during Earth's 4.6-billion-year history.

So punctuated equilibrium is an exception to the uniform process rule in natural history. But they’re not really exceptions? They don’t dispute each other, although one says evolution is slow, the other says it’s fast? What we are being told is that together the two theories tell us nothing!

The mass extinctions could be the Deluge; the isolation of organisms the division of the world in Peleg’s time. These are at least matters of history;  evolution,  punctuated or not,  has no documented history. 

Superheroes By Mutation
With X-Men 2 the teen-age rage, folks are thinking about mutations, including the folks at Nature.  The movie shows the actors gaining superhuman powers.  The Web editor for Nature explains: “The X-Men are a band of superheroes (Homo sapiens superior) who possess a mutated X gene, which has an extraordinarily variable phenotype, allowing some mutants to walk through walls, some to shoot ice from their fingers, and some to perform Moses-like acts of water telekinesis.  (The X gene’s normal function is not revealed.)”  The editor does not criticize the movie on scientific grounds.  In fact, he verily praises it: 

“Science fact is the loose basis for the fantasy in the current spate of movies based on comic-book characters,” 

he says, noting the similar theme of mutation-induced power in Spider-Man.  He calls X-Men 2 a 

“flowery but accurate description of evolution by punctuated equilibrium.” 

Can you believe this?  No mutation has ever been shown to be truly beneficial, yet he thinks a movie that shows humans gaining supernatural, godlike powers instantly by mistake as “flowery but accurate” and loosely based on science fact!  Incredible.  Here was a golden opportunity for a scientist to correct misleading impressions and bring some scientific reality to the public, but look what he does!

    This leads to a new hypothesis that should be tested, the addiction of evolutionists to comic books and science fiction movies.  Let the control group keep their Spider-Man and X-Men comics and go to the movies, but forbid these to the test group, and force them instead to work on real lab experiments with real mutations.  Then check after a year to see which group still believes in punctuated equilibria.

ELS: What changes occurred as humans evolved from earlier primates?
By comparison of jaw and finger size with pictures of Australopithecus and gorilla skulls and hands, the student is supposed to deduce that humans are between the two in the process of evolution…..

By this reasoning the differences between the size of mouse, human and elephant would be reason to say that humans descended from mice and will evolve into elephants…..

This experiment is most harmful to the spiritual image of man. Children assume that this experiment shows them that humans have only an animal nature. 

Early Man Ideas are Trashed
In Science a “State of the Disunion” address, “ BECOMING HUMAN: In Search of the First Hominids”, describes the disarray in which paleontologists find themselves because of new findings that are challenging old views (emphasis added): 

The first surprise is that more than one type of hominid may have been living between 6 million and 5 million years ago and that these very early hominids show diversity in their teeth and anatomy.  That suggests a period of hominid evolution even earlier than most researchers have believed and also prompts questions about how reliably the molecular clock is calibrated ... 
Into the trash, in fact, may go the very definition of what it means to be a hominid, as there is now little agreement on what key traits identify an exclusively human ancestor.  Nor is there agreement on which species led to Homo, or even whether the fossils represent different species or variation within a single species.  “Preconceptions of a large-toothed, fully bipedal, naked ape standing in the Serengeti 6 million years ago are X-Files paleontology,” says a Berkeley anthropologist.  “What we’re learning is we have to approach this fossil record stripped of our preconceptions of what it means to be a hominid.”

Apparently the two-decade reign of Lucy as first hominid is over, and now the origin of bipedalism may have to be described as “yo-yo evolution”.  The caption of a new proposed timeline says, 

“Who begat whom?  Researchers have a new view of hominid diversity through time, but the picture is full of question marks – indicating uncertainty about dates, classification, and lines of descent.”  

The spate of recent finds like Kenyanthropus, Millennium Man, Chad Man, etc.  are either contradictory or describe not an evolutionary tree but a branching bush.  The diversity between the putative ancestors appears from the very beginning.  Moreover, it appears that some ancient apes may have been bipedal, removing a long-held defining criterion of hominids.  A teacher at George Washington University tells his students,

 “I’m sorry, but I don’t know how to distinguish the earliest hominid from the earliest chimp ancestor anymore.” 

The article tries to keep an optimistic tone about what might turn up, but clearly these statements are damaging, and getting worse. The article basically says, (again), 

“Everything you were taught in school and in National Geographic and on the Discovery Channel is wrong.”  

Paleoanthropologists are farther away from a solution than they were two years ago.

Here’s a solution: turn around, and repent of this, thine evolutionary storytelling.  Instead, look at recorded history, and thou shalt find who begat whom.  Luke’s genealogy, derived from Genesis 4 and 10 fits the observations perfectly by omitting conjured-up speculations about apes in our ancestry: 

“... Enos, which was the son of Seth, which was the son of Adam, which was the son of God.”  

ELS: Through the fossil record, scientists can show that species have evolved.
The fossil record shows only that animals now extinct once lived at unknown times in the past.   

Bat Theory Strikes Out   
An international team of biologists set out to write the family history of bats, a story that is “largely unknown,” they admitted in Science.  They didn’t have much to go on.  “The fossil record is impoverished,” their research confirmed, so they tried to piece together a phylogenetic story by combining all that is known about bats from molecular genetics, biogeography, and the fossil record.  First, some background about bats from an analyst of  the research in the same issue of Science.  They really are quite a remarkable group of mammals: 

Bats, the only mammals capable of powered flight, constitute more than 20% of living mammal species.  Unlike birds and other terrestrial vertebrates, most bats use echolocation—a biological form of sonar—to locate and track their prey.  Bats are found on every continent except Antarctica, and they exploit a wide variety of food sources including insects, small vertebrates, fruit, nectar, pollen, and even blood.  More than 110 bat species may coexist in some ecological communities, a number that far exceeds that of any other mammalian group.  Despite their prominent position among mammals, the evolutionary history [sic] of bats is largely unknown because of a limited fossil record and incomplete phylogenies [sic; circular reasoning].   (Emphasis added in all quotes.)

It seems surprising that such a large and diverse group of mammals should be so under-represented by fossils.  The researchers estimate that 61% of the fossil history is missing.  Furthermore, 

“the evolutionary history of this order has been obscured by controversial phylogenetic hypotheses.”  

There are large bats, small bats, Old World bats, New World bats, echo-locating bats and non-echo-locating bats.  Some theories propose that echolocation arose more than once: unlikely, says an analyst, 

“Because bat echolocation is a complex system involving specialization of the respiratory system, ear, and brain....”  

Their tree requires either that it arose more than once, or some groups had it, then lost it.


    The group of researchers came up with a family tree all right, but not without problems.  

“Our molecular dates suggest that there are large gaps in the fossil record for most bat lineages,” 

they state.  More importantly, they exploded on the scene without apparent ancestors: 

On average, the fossil record underestimates the origin of 58 bat lineages by 73% (Fig. 2).  The four major microbat lineages are missing on average 56 to 86% of fossil history, with the Gondwanan clade (noctilionoids) missing the most (Fig. 2).  Megabat lineages are missing a sum total of 98% of their fossil history (table S5).  The terminal and internal branches are missing on average 58 and 88% of fossil history, respectively (table S5).  With well over half of the Cenozoic history missing for microbat lineages and nearly all of the fossil history missing for megabat lineages, it is not surprising that Paleocene bat ancestors having transitional morphological adaptations for flight and echo-location have never been discovered. 

So how does one put together a family tree with so little data?  The best one can.  The analyst says of this predicament, 

“The scope of this ‘big bang’ Eocene radiation is unprecedented in mammalian history.” 

From National Geographic comes their positive spin on the gaps listed above: “Scientists Fill Blanks on Bat Family Tree.”  They just don’t tell you what they filled it with…… imagination.

    In debates with evolutionists, creationist Dr. Duane Gish often taunted the opponent by showing a picture of the earliest known fossil bat, which was clearly 100% bat.  He would emphasize that there were no transitional forms between a mouse-sized mammal and a flying bat.  Dr. Gish has earned a grin for Science to say the same thing.
    National Geographic suggests that bats appeared because new food sources arose.  Presumably, a wealth of new insects, fruits, flowers and small mammals was like a shopping mall without customers, so the customers “emerged” somehow to fill all the wonderful new ecological niches.  Maybe this is the “If you build it they will come” theory of evolution.  Rather, if Charlie D. has been up to bat for 140 years and is still striking out, it’s time to retire.

    Bats are exceptional examples of incredible creatures that defy evolution.  Some of their technical feats are illustrated in the Moody Institute of Science classic Dust or Destiny, which shows them navigating through jail bars in total darkness by echo-location.  They can swoop up an insect in their wings during their agile, acrobatic flights, and detect texture, shape and movement with sonar.  Despite their scary appearance, bats are our allies, ridding the air of excess insects.  Bats are among four totally separate groups of animals capable of flight – reptiles (pterosaurs), insects, birds and mammals – each different, yet thoroughly capable from first appearance on earth, just as the Bible creation account says. 

ELS: An adaptation is any change that increases an organism's chances of survival.

This teaches students that self-interest is natural….. according to evolution.  Since evolution applies to us, stealing, lying, killing increase survival chances – is this what science has to say to our classes?
Morals Evolve From Biology

Morality evolved by natural selection, according to three members of the Center for Evolutionary Psychology at University of California, Santa Barbara.  They studied human attitudes about incest and came up with a theory based on kin selection on how the moral attitudes of people could be derived from Darwinian survival of the fittest.  In “Does morality have a biological basis?  An empirical test of the factors governing moral sentiments relating to incest,” they conclude, 

“These results cannot be easily reconciled with Freudian approaches, which implicate parent offspring dynamics, not sibling co-residence, as the key variable creating incestuous wishes, their repression and their projection into cultural forms.  More significantly, the evolutionarily predicted inter-individual variations in moral attitude cannot be easily accounted for by cultural determinist theories that posit that moral attitudes in individuals are immaculately conceived from ambient cultural attitudes, through a general learning capacity.  Social science theories claiming that morality is free of biological regulation require revision.  If the mind is not a blank slate, then theories of culture will have to accommodate this fact.” 

This is Darwinism run amok and totally out of control.  It is also self-defeating, because any moral feelings they might have about science and truth would also have a biological basis and no intrinsic validity.  Somebody needs to reprimand evolutionary psychologists who take a biological theory that has trouble explaining finch beaks and extrapolate it recklessly into the origin of truth and morals.  Don’t let them out of the university; these guys are dangerous.  It would be bad enough if they only shot their own feet; they’re taking aim at the very existence of right and wrong.  Robert Boyle and the Christian founders of the Royal Society would be appalled.

    They’re right about one thing; the mind is not a blank slate.

ELS: Homologous structures demonstrate that living things share a common ancestor.
Similar forms could also be inherited from different ancestors, which evolution also preaches.  Similar forms thus show that they descend from both common and separate ancestors - a clear distinction, indeed!.  

Evolution of Homologous Structures by Different Paths?
A researcher baffled about how two plants arrived at similar structures by different evolutionary pathways asks in Nature, 

Structures that occur in closely related organisms and that look the same are usually considered to be homologous; their similarity is taken to arise from their common ancestry [sic].  Common sense suggests that the more complex such structures are, the less likely they are to have evolved independently and the more valuable they should be for studying systematics.  But what if ‘obviously’ identical organs have arisen through two mutually exclusive developmental routes?  (Emphasis added in quotes.)

It has been discovered that two species in the nightshade family (of which tomatoes are a member) have almost identical looking “pepperpots” or anther cones in their flowers.  Yet mutation experiments on the genes that develop the structures show that neither could be related to the other by common ancestry, because they develop under different pathways.  

“So the most plausible conclusion,” he claims, “is that pepperpots originated twice independently in the lineages that led to tomato and bittersweet.”  

If so, this means trouble for systematists: 

Molecular systematic analysis confirms that tomato and bittersweet are closely related, and the traditional view would be that their pepperpot cones are obviously homologous.  But genetic tinkering and mutant analysis show that they probably are not - that they are convergent [sic], having taken different routes to the same end.  Life’s potential to invent [sic] complex structures more than once may worry systematists, who depend on reliable characters to reconstruct relationships between organisms.  But it will please anyone who admires nature’s [sic] innovative power. 

Beware of the subtle use of the word “confirms” as it is used above and often by Darwinists. Applied to a scientific experiment the word has a negative meaning,  “has not been disproven”, but the non-scientific reader takes “confirms”  positively, as “has been proven”.   

Homology is one of those words that embeds Darwinian assumptions into the terminology.  The Darwin Party’s word games go like this: 

  Homologous structures are similarities that Darwinians believe are related by common ancestry. 

  Analogous structures are similarities that Darwinians believe are not related by common ancestry.  In some unspecified way, they arrived at the same pattern by “convergent evolution.”

Thus, by waving either hand, the Darwin show can go on.  But when both hands are waving, they might collide.  The hand-waving term “convergent evolution” has just collided with the hand-waving Darwinian concept of homology.  Now what?  Nature has thrown the Darwinians a curve; a complex structure that “common sense” says could not have evolved twice independently.  This is where the Darwinians go to Plan C: 

  Homologous-convergent structures prove Nature is tricky.
Since, to a Darwinian, Nature is a personified goddess tinkering with her creations, she has free will and even a sense of humor, in addition to “innovative power.”  By employing fast-talking equivocation with the science security guards, the Darwinians avoid having their science badges disqualified.  They can remain and enjoy the melodrama, chuckling at the dirty trick “Nature” played on the systematists.  They never catch on that the joke’s on them.

ELS: Overproduction in nature leads to competition within a species for food, water, and shelter. Only the best adapted members of that species will survive and reproduce. 

This generality ignores even the possibility of catastrophic events that wipe out species, even the best adapted. 

Bewildering Complexity – RNA Editing.

A biochemist writes in Cell that RNA editing is critical to the accurate building of molecular machines like ATP synthase, vital to cells.  The author asks, 

“How many proteins does it take to edit an RNA?” 

Recent studies, using conventional protein purification, homology modeling, and mass spectrometric analysis, have focused on identifying the components of editing complexes.  This is an important yet somewhat bewildering exercise since at least a dozen proteins have been identified that putatively contribute to RNA editing in trypanosomes.

He describes how these proteins form editing complexes, and how RNA strands pass through several iterations of editors on their way to the protein assembly plant.  In the last section, “Increasing complexities and unresolved issues,“ he states: 

“As we begin to understand the composition of the editing machinery, new complexities emerge.” 

The author does not explain how evolution could have built this machinery.  He only notes that the machinery is “conserved” (i.e., unchanged in many types of organisms), suggesting that they had a common ancestor.  Clearly, however, he is bewildered by the complexity of the system.  There is no need to stuff the facts into an evolutionary box far too small for them.  Simply describe them and let people think.

Creationists, too, need to think about these issues.  This level of complexity is found in trypanosomes, which cause serious blood diseases, including sleeping sickness.  This fact is part of the larger question of why there is disease, suffering and death in the world today.  Many organisms responsible for disease and suffering show exquisite design.  Evolution explains everything as competition for survival.  

But why would a trypanosome care whether it survives or not?  And how could such high levels of organization, involving multiple interrelated parts (editing complexes; think about it), arise without design?  On the other hand, if everything was designed, did the designer intend for the suffering?  Intelligent design is sound science but incomplete philosophy; it needs an answer to suffering. 

We mortals may not understand all the reasons, but Biblical creationism has a coherent answer.  It describes a world that was created perfect, but was cursed temporarily because of sin.  A sovereign Creator has the right to punish and judge disobedience. The Bible clearly teaches God does so; God makes no apology for sending pestilence, disaster, and plague according to His own will, though it grieves Him, and He desires all people to repent and be saved.  The original curse could have involved modification of existing structures to become agents of harm, as a constant reminder of the consequences of sin and the imminence of death.  Yet the Bible also makes clear that God did not leave Himself without witness, showing ample proof of His goodness (Acts 14).  What better proof than to send his only Son to take the penalty we deserve?  The mixed message of creation – beauty and suffering – is deciphered in Christ.  You can be reconciled with your Creator at the foot of the cross.
Evolution errata – nuggets of misinformation

ELS: Natural selection is a change in a species over time.
Correction:  Natural selection is a micro-change within a species over time

ELS: The idea of evolution is a law.

Correction: The idea of evolution is a hypothesis.
ELS: Fossils in lower layers of rock are younger than fossils in upper layers.
The principle of superposition for formation of strata/layers cannot be proven true, unless the history of the deposits is completely known. The Mt. St. Helens disaster may be a subtle gift from God, as it has exposed the false conclusions of science regarding the age of the Grand Canyon and made suspect all the claims of an Old Earth. 
The Mt. St. Helens event is dated recently, because of eyewitnesses; the Grand Canyon event is said to be ancient, by uniform extrapolation of current processes to the very distant past (sic).  The aftermath of the Mt. St. Helens event formed a scaled-down version of the Grand Canyon, the "little Grand Canyon". 
Here is the challenge to geologists today: Assume there is no eyewitness proof of the age of the Mt. St. Helens eruption, but it is to be dated using the same "scientific" dating methods as the Grand Canyon.
1) What geological evidence is found at Mt. St. Helens and not at the Grand Canyon that shows that the Mt. St. Helens formation event is only 25 years old? 
2) What geological evidence is found at the Grand Canyon and not at Mt. St. Helens that shows that the Grand Canyon formation event is mega years old? 
3) How can rocks at Mt. St. Helens be dated the same age as Grand Canyon rocks?
Silence so far…..   
The modernist reasoning behind radio-dating assumes that radioactive half-lives have been constant since the Big Bang (sic) burst forth, which is part of the Uniformitarian Principle. But what experimental evidence is there for this? None. Any proof proposed uses the Uniformitarian Principle , just as the Uniformitarian Principle is proven by stating - not proving - that half-lives are constant over long periods. 

Decay rates have been shown to be modified by multiple ionizations and extreme temperature and pressure. So the question is now whether the current radioisotopes used in dating were ever in their entire history subjected to extremes of ionization, temperature, pressure, voltage, etc. How can this be proven???  Oh, that's right - the Uniformitarian Principle.

When will the fiction of the immutable nuclear decay process be put to rest? 

 

Samples of lava taken from Mt. St. Helens  - 20 years old - have been dated "consistently" between .6 and 1.35 million years old! And there are vast numbers of additional wildly (hilariously?) misdated samples found in the reports of geology labs that invoke the uniformitarian principle. Such flagrant contradictions apparently are no problem to modernists. These are mere "anomalies" of observation that don't fit accepted theory, so they are brushed aside.  

 

How can the examples of radiodating supporting an Old Earth be explained ? All radiodating examples can be attributed to selective acceptance and rejection of samples, according to an - ad hoc/just so/a posteriori - triage rule. 

 

Many scientists claim to know the earth's age, but it seems to suffer from inflation, as shown in the figure below.  If the trend continues - remember the uniformitarian principle - we can expect the exponential growth to continue to age as we do.  In 40 years  the earth's age should be precisely 30 billion years old and rising.....

Let's hope the age of the universe keeps pace with the expanding earth's age, lest the earth become older than the universe. Given the science logic of modernists, this may not be perceived as a contradiction.  
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 The estimated age of the universe as a function of the time the estimate was made.

 










