Darwinian Evolution Debunked, Part Il
(Three More Frauds Still Taught in Public Schools)
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What We WIll Learn In This Lesson

A) Darwin’s Finches Are lrrelevant
B) Fruit Flies Disprove Macroevolution
C) Vestigial Organs are not Vestigial
(Note: Even if organs could be proven to be

vestigial, this would only prove devolution
and not evolution)




Slandering Creationists

“How can you honestly deny science and be
So ignorant to the obvious truth about our
beginnings? . . . stop leading people In
nonsense and lies. If anyone has half a brain
they 're going to listen to science for truth and
not 4,000 year old stories written by goat
herders. ”

“D.N.A. That'’s all the proof you need
expletive deleted , expletive deleted .”




Response to Bible.ca Creationist Material by a 15 -Year-Old
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Homology Among Animals Fits Both Origins Models

Darwinian Model Creation Model

(Similarities via a Common Ancestor) (Similarit  ies via an In telligent Designer)
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Homology Among Animals Fits Both Origins Models

Darwinian Model Creation Model
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Review

1. What is one type of evolution that
we all agree takes place?
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Review

1. What is one type of evolution that
we all agree takes place?

2. What are other names for this type
of change?

Answer: variation within a kind,
microevolution, horizontal
variation, special theory of
evolution.




Review

3. What type of evolution has never
been proven to occur?




Review

3. What type of evolution has never
been proven to occur?

4. What is another name for this type
of evolution?




Review

3. What type of evolution has never
been proven to occur?

4. What is another name for this type
of evolution?

Answer: macroevolution,
neo-Darwinian evolution,
vertical change, the general
theory of evolution.




5. Why Is neo-Darwinian evolution
technically an unscientific
philosophy?




5. Why Is neo-Darwinian evolution
technically an unscientific
philosophy?

Answer: It does not meet the rigors of
the “scientific method.”




V. Darwin 's Finches

small ground finch medium ground finch large ground finch

Geospiza fuliginosa Geospiza forlis Geospiza magnirostris

cactus finch large cactus finch large cactus finch
Geospiza scandens (Genovesa) (Espafiola)

conirostris

s F
sharp-beaked ground finch small tree finch large tree finch
Geospiza difficillis Camarhynchus parvulus Camarhynchus psittacula

woodpecker finch vegetarian finch warbler finch
= : . yspl irostri Certhidea olivacea




The Anglican church decreed that the Bible
taught the fixity of animal species, rather
than animal kinds.

“Then God said, ‘Let the earth bring forth the
living creature according to its  kind : cattle

and creeping thing and beast of the earth,
each according to its  kind ’; and it was so. ”

Genesis 1:24
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Charles Darwin discovered thirteen species
of finches on the Galapagos Islands




Sood salors

Bud salor

Ground nchas Warbier finches
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Great Dane vs. Chihuahua




Why Darwin ’s Finches are lrrelevant
to His Ideas of Evolution

1. Peter and Rosemary Grant proved beak size
oscillation _and interbreeding of finches.
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Why Darwin ’s Finches are Irrelevant
to His Ideas of Evolution

1. Peter and Rosemary Grant proved
beak size oscillation and interbreeding of
finches.

2. No new genetic material, only variation

In allelic expression of already -existing
genes.

3. Natural selection and variation within
an animal kind Darwinian evolution

4. A finch is a finch 1s a finch




Humans Vary in Many Aspects




Neanderthal 20 th Century Human




Recreated Neanderthals

University of Zurich, Anthropological
Institute







Neanderthal 20 th Century Human
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An Animal Kind May Differ in Many Aspects

AnswersinGenesis.com




Turtle




VI. Fruit Fly Evolution
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Morphological Mutations

Cutwings Rudimentary wings Fotated abdomen
P

Dichaete




Morphological Mutations




The Fruit Fly Principle

For Darwinian evolution to be true (1)
persistent (2) morpholoqgically - (3) beneficial

mutations must occur

Translation: Favorable structural changes
must be passed down to progeny.




Why Mutations Do Not Prove Darwinian Evolution

1. Over 99% of mutations are harmful.

2. Of the <1% non -lethal mutations, no morphologically -
beneficial mutations have ever been documented as
persisting in a population.

3. 1995 Nobel prize in medicine - Nusslein -Volhard and
Wieschaus for saturation mutagensis - did not find one

structurally persistent beneficial mutation in the fruit fly.




“The fruit fly has long been the favorite
object of mutation experiments because
of its fast gestation period (twelve days).
X-rays have been used to increase the
mutation rate in the fruit fly by 15,000
percent. All in all, scientists have been
able to ‘catalyze the fruit fly evolutionary
process such that what has been seen
to occur in Drosophila (fruit fly) is the
equivalent of many millions of years of
normal mutations and evolution. ' Even
with this tremendous speedup of
mutations, scientists have never been
able to come up with anything other
than another fruit fly. ”

- Jeremy Rifkin, Algeny, p. 134. (New York: Viking
Press, 1983) [Evolutionist, advisor to France,
Germany, Portugal, Slovenia, 17 best -selling
books on economics and the environment. The
National Journal named Rifkin as one of 150
people in the U.S. most influence in shaping

federal government policy. ]
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“The frwtfly( Drosophlla mlogster ) the favorite pet
Insect of the geneticists,

seems not to have changed since the remotest times.

- Soren Lovtrup, Darwinism: The Refutation of a Myth
1987), 469 pp. p. 422 Swedish biologist and lecture

(New York: Croom Helm,
rin cell bio logy. Dept. Animal

Physiology, University of Ume &, Sweden, headed the organisation Swedish
Developmental Biologists, SDB, from 1979 to 1987.




Why Mutations Do Not Prove Darwinian Evolution

1. Over 99% of mutations are harmful.

2. Of the <1% non -lethal mutations, no morphologically -
beneficial mutations have ever been documented as
persisting in a population.

3. 1995 Nobel prize in medicine - Nusslein -Volhard and
Wieschaus for saturation mutagensis - did not find one

structurally persistent beneficial mutation in the fruit fly.

4. Neo-Darwinists cannot account for the accumulation
of 30,000 human genes gradually coming into existence,
In fact they can 't provide an example of even one!

5. Evolutionary scientists and philosophers even ad mit
that that mutations cannot account for the evolutio n of
microbe to man.
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. . . the educated
public continues to believe that
Darwin has provided all the
relevant answers by the magic
formula of random mutation plus
natural selection. . . random
mutations turned out to be
Irrelevant and natural selection a
tautology .”

- Arthur Koestler, Janus: A Summing

Up (New York: Vintage Books, 1978),
354 pp.




"l have seen no evidence whatsoever that these
[evolutionary] changes can occur through the
accumulation of gradual mutations.

- Lynn Margulis, Science Vol.
252, 19 April 1991, p. 379.
(American biologist and
University Professor in the
Department of Geosciences at
the University of Massachusetts
Ambherst; 2008 Darwin -Wallace
Medalist)

= Believes in symbiogenic reorganization




“[Neo-Darwinism will one day be viewed as] “a minor
twentieth -century religious sect

.. [Neo-
Darwinists] "wallow in their zoological, capitalistic,
competitive, cost -benefit interpretation of Darwin . . .

Neo-Darwinism, which insists on
the slow accrual of mutations by
gene-level natural selection, is a
complete funk."

C. Mann, (1991) "Lynn Margulis:
Science's Unruly Earth Mother,"
Science , pp. 252:378-381 (American
biologist and University Professor

In the Department of Geosciences

at the University of Massachusetts

Amherst; 2008 Darwin -Wallace
I\/Iedalist) - Believes in symbiogenic reorganization




THE ALTENBERG 16:

AN EXPOSE
OF THE
EVOLUTION

INDUSTRY

SUZAN MAZUR




“Darwin’s claim of
‘descent with
modification ' as
caused by natural
selection Is a
linguistic fallacy.

- Lynn Margulis, in:  The Altenberg
16, 2010. Suzan Mazur, p. 268.
(American biologist and University
Professor in the Department of
Geosciences at the University of
Massachusetts Amherst; 2008
Darwin -Wallace Medalist)
-Believes in symbiogenic
reorganization




“The notion is that if we accumulate enough gene cha  nge, enough

genetic mutations, we explain the passage from one species to
another.

An
entire Anglophone academic tradition of purported d evolutionary
description was developed, quantified, computerized based on
what I think is a conceptual topological error. y

- Lynn Margulis, in:  The Altenberg 16, 2010. Suzan Mazur, p. 274.




“The source of
purposeful inherited
novelty in evolution,
the underlying
reason the new

species appear, IS
not random
mutation. . . .~

- Lynn Margulis, in: The
Altenberg 16, 2010. Suzan
Mazur, p. 279.
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variation mostly does NOT come from
gradual accumulation of random mutation ,

A fine
scientific literature on this theme actually exists and grows ev ery
day but unfortunately it is
neglected nearly entirely by the money -powerful, the publicity
mongers of science and the media .”

- Lynn Margulis, in:  The Altenberg 16, 2010. Suzan Mazur, p. 281.




“ At that meeting Ayala agreed with me when | stated that this
doctrinaire neo-Darwinism is dead . He was a practitioner of neo -
Darwinism but advances in molecular genetics, evolu tion, ecology |,
biochemistry, and other news had led him to agreet  hat neo-
Darwinism is dead .”

- Lynn Margulis, in:  The Altenberg 16, 2010. Suzan Mazur, p. 278.
(Francisco Ayala has a Ph.D. from Columbia Univ. an  d is professor of
Evolutionary Biology at UC Irvine.)
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“Tre opportune apoearance of rutations permitting zi) irnals and
olants to meet thelr needs seerms nard to pelieve, v etine
Darwiniar theory is evern 1r ] I

nore dernanding: A single o ar, &

single anirnal would require thousands and thousands of lucky, \
appropriate events, Thus, miracles would becorne the rule: s

witn e infinitesirmel propanility could not fail | | S
no law against daydrearning, but science rmust not ir cdulge In It

Pi
(French zoologist
Dobzhansky said tha
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rre -Paul Grasse. 1977, The Evolution of Living Organisms IO—_
[, past oresmle t of the French Acaderny of Sc]gmge\z
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“There is nothing in evolutionary or developrmental o
their assurnptions that a successful mutation
selectively neutral one in their model)  is alwzays associated with an increase
in sorne globzl measure of phenotype . Nor is there anything to support the
assumption that new species arise as the result of single gene m utations and \

iology that justifies
(which seems merely to mean a

are initially genetically uniform. If these assumptions are rernoved, the whole
edifice collapses. .. Mutations with drastic pheno typic effec
111z

overwnelmingly likely to cause disor ga
around z Drosopnila lag

are

0 is
zation of d evelooment, as ez glance

J < ol

will convince anyone.,

- Brian Charleswortn. *Entropy: The Great lllusion, " review of Evolution as Entropy by

Daniel R. Brooks and E. O. Wiley (Chicago: Universi  ty of Chicago Press, 1986, 335 pp.),
Evolution , vol. 40, no. 4 (1986), pp. 879 —”" Pn.D. in Genetics from Urnv a1 D e e S ———
Editor of Biology Letters, | |

Flead of rvolllrlonrlr/ iology, Edinburgn st
Soclety for the Study of Evolution; Darwin Medal of the Royal S
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“Thetrutn is that there is no clear eviderice of ine 2/ |
nel ful mutauons In natural populat JJFJJ emIJess gy JHJors of s all zind

rrutatio

P. Martin, *A Non-Geneticist Looks at Evolution, " /\fflr‘flﬁclfl Scientist , vol. 41
(Jrlﬂllrlr/ 1953), p 101. Martin was an M.D. and Chair o f Dept. of Anatomy sideCmmm—
University. —_
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“ltworks oy seleciion of traits produced oy randorrn
velriations in ine ger That ’'sessentlally Darwin s
nyootnesis. linink not. ... There s sormeining wrorg
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“Thne proof of the occurrence of rutations 1s by no earns a proof of

current evolutior).  The most important the inescapable question, is whe  ther

the mutations are fully vital, so that they are abl e to survive in natural \
stands. A review of known facts about their ability to surv ive has led to no

other conclusion than that they are always constitu tionally weak er than
their parent form or species, and in a populationw ith free comp etition they\
are eliminated. " “liis therefore zsnsolutely impossible to build 2 cu rrent
evolution or rmutztions or on recormnpinations, !

-Nillson Heribert, S/rme lische Artpildung  [Synthetic Speciation] (Lund, Sweslsi
Verlag CWK Gleerup, 1953), English sumrmary, pp. 118 6-12 LS I

Geneticist, Professo ror Botany, Lund University -




“How do major evolutionary changes get started? Does anyone still believe
that populations sit slroumrl for tens of thouszands o fyears, walit ing for
fevorable mutations to occur  (and just how does that happen by the

way?), irer armuml/ guzrc tnern untl enougn accurnulate f or selection o
flere you nave ine

ousr ine population towerd new and useful cnange? T
ton and otner s

rmeinernatical argurnenis of neodarwinisrn thai Waclding
rigntly cnaracterizecd as - ‘vacuous ' [ernpty, useless, lacking lerH]gence},”\

-Kevin Padian, *The Whole Real Guts

and Macroevolution , by Jeffrey S. Le vmrom (C

np.), aleomoloj/ vol.~15 (\/\/inrer 1989), pp. 73 -78.

Professor of Integrative Biology; Curr-ror of Paleon tology, Unive rsity of California
ur for Stienez=E=tTITZ1I00N

Museurn of Paleontology; President, National Center

s of Evolution, " review of Genetics, Paleontology
clmorlrlge University Pres s, 1988, 637
Ph.D. Yale Univ., U.C. Berkeley




Unfortunately, thisis an all  -too-
cormmon example of epithet  -laden
stereotyping by supporters of
Darwinian evolution wno do not
unclerstand (1) t 're creationist
position, (2) the difference between
micro - and rmacroevolution (their
oW 'term]nobg y), (3) the

inacleqn ] laccies of their own beliefs,
or (4) the fact that many
mclgrwvoluu onists admit that
microevolution (e.g., antibiotic
resistance in pacteria) is irrelevant
to Darwinian evolution.

A

ﬂ)

Any philosophy satisfied with
hurling epithets from a distance,
while unwilling to come to the table
for critique and dialogue is highly
suspect - smacks of an
unsubstantiated conjecture
parading as science.
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@ In 1931, the Gerrnan Sclerntist Alfred
Wiedersnielrn, 1In & ook entltlecd Thne Science
Of Life , lisied 180 useless vesilglal orgarns In

LIf
fne n

(—

The Teacning

Irnen pocy alone,

o The appendiy does not serve any useful

0se as a digesilve orgarn in nurneans, erid

J'[ JS pelieved to pe graduzally disapoearing ir
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Irnzlfr) species over evolutionary tme
icyclopedia Britannica  , 1997, p. 491
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Wny Tne Argurnent of Vestigial Organs Fe

s

L. It cannot pe unequivocally provern tnat )

Orgar nas apsoluiely no use

2. even if organs could pe proved fo ne
vestigial, it would not prove evolution, out

ratner DEVOLUTION — No new rmorpnological

inforrmation acdded,

3. Prniysiclans and Darwinisis acdmit that no
orgar can ve considered vesigial,

4, Mzany evolutionisis acdrmit inat vestigizl
organs do not establisn Darwinise.

N\
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stiglal organs provide no evidernce for

1)

1921,

olutionziry ineory
R. Scadding,
73-176

Evolutionary Tneory




1. Appenclix

“Tne apoendixis not generzally
reditec witn significant
functiorr: nowever, current
eviclerce tends to Involve It in

(‘\

1]

tne Irnrmunologic rmecnanisrr
l\/lr*H?lrr‘I/ 1976
Qesr oenterology, 2:1135
In a1 standard rmec J gal
texir oo& Dr. velin L. Moore
descrines the apo emrll,< as  fa
wel - de /elopec J/morJOJrJ
orgein. ”
- 1992, Clinically Oriented
Anatorny , p. 205 I
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2. The

“Like oiner organs o

sysierr, tne tonsils ac
irnrnune systerrn to 'reIO OfOdeE agalnsi
infecton. In paricular, 'ir.he/ gl_re .Oelwverl

to pe ]nvkoecJ 1)
onaryngeal and ug
Infections., "

- Wikipedia, 2008
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A, Halr on Hurnan Skin




5. The Wings of Fligniless Birds




\

6. Supposed “Hipbones ” In Wnales







“Ir) fact, evolution pecearne In a2 sense a sclentific religion;
?llmoyr aJJ SCJ;rJt]Sts nave accepted it and mein / are
trielr opserveations to fIt witn It

— 11

-H.S. Lipson, 1980, "A Pnysicist Looks at Evolution,

Physics Bulletin , 31:138

))
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