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CHAPTER 1 

Is Darwin's Theory 
Relevant to Our 

Lives? 

"What? 'The case against Darwin'? Are you nuts? 

Everyone knows evolution is a proven fact-just 

like the laws of gravity!" That's how some people 

respond when you tell them that there is a strong 

case today against Darwin's theory of evolution. 

In fact, that response is very understandable. It's 

how I used to react myself. After all, the theory has 

been taught for so many years in schools and col

leges that many take its truth for granted. 

However, in recent years, growing scientific evi

dence has arisen challenging the theory. That's 

what this book 'Nill discuss-in easy-to-under

stand language. 
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THE CASE AGAINST DARWIN 

But before getting to that, we should probably 

first address another matter: Why should the aver

age person care about evolution in the first place? 

Doesn't it just involve a lot of "science and biology 

stuff"? 

One reason Darwinism is important to know 

about is its unique social consequences. Until the 

nineteenth century, the view almost universally 

accepted in the West was that God had created the 

world and man. Society, in turn, was largely struc

tured on values laid out in the Bible. 

Darwin's theory said something dramatically 

different: that man was not created by God, but 

evolved from ape-like ancestors, and that life itself 

was not created by God, but happened because the 

right chemicals came together by chance in the 

ancient ocean. After publication of The Origin of 

Species in 1859, Darwinian ideas began replacing 

religious ideas until evolution itself became the 

prevailing view. 

Now it is certainly true that some people tried to 

make their religious beliefs compatible with evo

lution-they would say something like, "Well, 

maybe God created life through chance and evolu-
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tion." However, for many, Darwin's theory put 

God out of the picture-he was irrelevant, or 

didn't exist. Julian Huxley, one of evolution's fore

most spokesmen in the twentieth century, stated 

that "Darwinism removed the whole idea of God 

as the Creator of organisms from the sphere of 

rational discussion." 1 And that's how many people 

saw it. In fact, evolution has produced a lot of 

atheists-including some famous ones. 

Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin murdered millions. 

In 1940, a book was published in Moscow entitled 

Landmarks in the Life of Stalin. It states: 

At a very early age, while still a pupil in the 

ecclesiastical school, Comrade Stalin developed 

a critical mind and revolutionary sentiments. 

He began to read Darwin and became an atheist. 

G. Glurdjidze, a boyhood friend of Stalin's, 

relates: 

"I began to speak of God. Joseph heard me 

out, and after a moment's silence, said: 

"'You know, they are fooling us, there is no 

God ... .' 

"I was astonished at these words. I had never 

heard anything like it before. 

9 
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'"How can you say such things, Soso?' I 

exclaimed. 

'"I'll lend you a book to read; it will show you 

that the world and all living things are quite 

different from what you imagine, and all this 

talk about God is sheer nonsense,' Joseph said. 

'"What book is that?' I enquired. 

"'Darwin. You must read it,' Joseph im

pressed on me. "2 

Karl Marx said: "Darwin's book is very impor

tant and serves me as a basis in natural science for 

the class struggle in history. "3 Marx even sent Dar

win proof-sheets of Das Kapital, and offered to 

dedicate it to him, but the naturalist politely 

declined, noting it might embarrass some mem

bers of his family. 

Now Marxists may object to picking on them, so 

let's switch to arch-capitalism for a moment. 

Andrew Carnegie, the steel magnate, was once 

said to be America's richest man. Though raised a 

Christian, he became an atheist. There is a story 

that Carnegie returned to his native Scotland and 

was boasting to a crowd of poor folks about his 

great wealth. "Name one thing for me," he said, 

IO 
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"that God could have given me that I haven't been 

able to get for myself!" An old man near the back 

of the crowd answered: "Well, I'll tell you one 

thing he could have given you, Mr. Carnegie-a 

sense of humility." 

How did Carnegie become an atheist? He wrote 

in his autobiography: 

When I, along with three or four of my boon 

companions, was in this stage of doubt about 

theology, including the supernatural element, 

and indeed the whole scheme of salvation 

through vicarious atonement and all the fabric 

built upon it, I came fortunately upon Darwin's 

and Spencer's works .... I remember that light 

came as in a flood and all was clear. Not only 

had I got rid of theology and the supernatural, 

but I had found the truth of evolution.4 

One person almost universally denounced is 

Adolf Hitler. While Marx saw the "struggle for 

existence" as between classes, Hitler saw it as 

between races, and sought to develop a "master 

race." But did he invent the idea? The subtitle of 

The Origin of Species was The Preservation of 

Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. Although 
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Darwin penned that in an animal context, extend

ing it to human races was a small leap of logic. In 

his demented way, Hitler was fulfilling this pre

diction Darwin made in The Descent of Man: 

At some future period, not very distant as 

measured by centuries, the civilized races will 

almost certainly exterminate, and replace, the 

savage races throughout the world .... The 

break between man and his nearest allies will 

then be wider, for it will intervene between 

man in a more civilized state, as we may hope, 

even than the Caucasian, and some ape as low 

as a baboon, instead of as now between the 

negro or Australian [aborigine] and the gorilla. 5 

Racism was very prevalent among leading early 

evolutionists, many of whom believed the races 

had evolved separately. Britain's Thomas Huxley, 

whose fierce advocacy of evolution won him the 

nickname ''Darwin's bulldog," wrote: 

It may be quite true that some negroes are 

better than some white men; but no rational 

man, cognizant of the facts, believes that the 

average Negro is the equal, still less the supe

rior, of the white man. And if this be true, it is 
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simply incredible that, when all his disabilities 

are removed, and our prognathous relative has 

a fair field and no favour, as well as no oppres

sor, he will be able to compete successfully 

with his bigger-brained and smaller-jawed 

rival, in a contest which is to be carried out by 

thoughts and not by bites. The highest places 

within the hierarchy of civilization will 

assuredly not be within the reach of our dusky 
. 6 cousins .... 

Darwin wrote in The Descent of Man that "the 

weak members of civilized societies propagate 

their kind. No one who has attended to the breed

ing of domestic animals will doubt that this must 

be highly injurious to the race of man .... except

ing in the case of man himself, hardly anyone is so 

ignorant as to allow his worst animals to breed."7 

Darwin's son Leonard became president of 

Britain's Eugenics Education Society-eugenics, of 

course, was the campaign to transform humanity 

through selective breeding. The German philoso

pher Friedrich Nietzsche, who advanced the idea 

of the "superman" and master race, called Darwin 

one of the three greatest men of his century. Zool-
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ogist Ernst Haeckel, probably Darwinism's greatest 

popularizer in Germany, wrote in 1904: 

The mental life of savages rises little above 

that of the higher mammals, especially the 

apes, with which they are genealogically con

nected .... Their intelligence moves within the 

narrowest bounds, and one can no more (or no 

less) speak of their reason than of that of the 

more intelligent animals .... These lower races 

(such as the Veddahs or Australian negroes) are 

psychologically nearer to the mammals (apes 

or dogs) than to civilized Europeans; we must, 

therefore, assign a totally different value to 

their lives. 8 

Thus Hitler did not invent his deadly racism

these ideas were simmering in Germany during his 

youth, and easily trace to Darwinian roots. As Ger

man philosopher Erich Fromm observed: "If 

Hitler believed in anything at all, then it was in the 

laws of evolution which justified and sanctified his 

actions and especially his cruelties. "9 Sir Arthur 

Keith, president of the British Association for the 

Advancement of Science, wrote in the 1940s: "The 

German Fuhrer, as I have consistently maintained, 
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is an evolutionist; he has consciously sought to 

make the practice of Germany conform to the the

ory of evolution. "10 

This is not to in any way imply that today's evo

lutionists are racists; and certainly, Hitler's atroci

ties would have revolted Charles Darwin. But it is 

to say Darwinism has had relevant social impact. If 

people are only animals, then for Stalin and Hitler 

it made sense to treat them like animals, herding 

them like cattle into boxcars bound for gulags and 

concentration camps. 

Now some may say: "Ah, well, Stalin, Marx, 

Carnegie, Hitler-those are just a bunch of old 

dead guys. What's that got to do with anything 

today?" It is true that we haven't had any Stalins or 

Hitlers running America. The U.S. Constitution 

decentralizes power, making it very difficult to 

form that kind of dictatorship. 

But it is probably reasonable to at least say that 

we have experienced a moral decline in America 

over the last few decades. Not everyone would 

agree with that. Some people don't think morality 

can be defined. And certainly we have had recent 

improvements in this country-in, say, technology 
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and some civil rights. But if we look at statistics 

such as drug use, teen suicide, and divorce, we see 

indications that the USA is declining. What hap

pened at Columbine High School would have been 

unthinkable in the 1950s, when nobody dreamed 

that weapons detectors would ever be needed at 

school entrances. 

So what's caused America's moral decline? Many 

would say, ''Well, we've lost our respect for tradi

tional values." OK, where did "traditional values" 

come from? They came mostly from the Bible, 

which for centuries was Western culture's central 

guiding document. 

So we might more accurately ask: Why have we 

lost respect for the Bible? It is probably not an 

exaggeration to say that, above anything else, it 

was the widespread teaching of Darwin's theory of 

evolution as "fact." As Huxley said, evolution 

removed God "from the sphere of rational discus

sion." Once you make God irrelevant, the Bible 

becomes irrelevant, and the moral values in the 

Bible become irrelevant. 

Our purpose in making this point is not to 

"push the Bible on people," but only to note that 
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religion traditionally played a strong role in Amer

ican social life, and that evolution tended to negate 

that role, with powerful effects of its own. 

I used to wonder why America had such a big 

social transformation back in the sixties. One fac

tor: Evolution was not heavily underscored in 

American public schools before then. But in 1959, 

the lOOth anniversary of the publication of The 

Origin of Species, the National Science Foundation, 

a government agency, granted $ 7 million to the 

Biological Sciences Curriculum Study, which 

began producing high school biology textbooks 

with a strong evolutionary slant. In the meantime, 

the Supreme Court ruled that school prayer was 

unconstitutional (after having been constitutional 

for more than a century and a half). From then 

on, students in public schools heard the evolu

tionist viewpoint-man is just an animal-almost 

exclusively. 

I wasn't raised religiously myself, but once sold 

on the "fact" of evolution, faith stood no chance 

with me-I became a hardcore atheist. And there 

was a reason why my generation, the baby 

boomers, accepted evolution so easily. Teenagers 
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usually aren't too hot about morality to begin with. 

But here was teacher saying the Bible was an old 

myth. Well, to us that meant the Ten Command

ments were a myth. We could make up our own 

rules! For rebellious teens, the message wasn't 

hard to take. 

Harvard professor E. 0. Wilson writes: "As were 

many persons from Alabama, I was a born-again 

Christian. When I was fifteen, I entered the South

ern Baptist Church with great fervor and interest 

in the fundamentalist religion; I left at seventeen 

when I got to the University of Alabama and heard 

about evolutionary theory." 11 That's a pretty good 

summary of what happened to the baby boom 

generation. 

Will Durant, author of The Story of Civilization, 

was one of the preeminent historians of our time. 

Shortly before his death, he said: "By offering evo

lution in place of God as a cause of history, Dar

win removed the theological basis of the moral 

code of Christendom. And the moral code that has 

no fear of God is very shaky. That's the condition 

we are in." 12 
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I know that not everyone will agree with the 

conclusion, but I hope we've made a reasonable 

case that teaching Darwin's theory as a fact has 

had some serious social consequences. "But 

surely," someone may ask, "you don't advocate 

attacking the theory of evolution just because of 

that?" Certainly not. If Darwin's theory is true, we 

should leave it alone. 

However, good science is now showing the the

ory wrong. That's a strong statement. A Darwinist 

might say something like: "Put your money where 

your mouth is!" Let's do it. 





CHAPTER 2 

Evidence Against 
the Theory of 

Evolution 

Evidence from Genetics 

Darwin's theory says fish evolved, through many 

intermediate steps, into human beings. The ques

tion thus arises: How did fish acquire the genes to 

become humans? A creature cannot be anything 

physically its genes won't allow. A zebra cannot 

give birth to a baby kangaroo-it only has zebra 

genes. A woman can't even be born blonde with

out genes for blonde hair-otherwise, she has to 

use Miss Clairol. 

Genetics was not developed as a science in Dar

win's day, and he assumed animals essentially had 

an unlimited capacity to adapt to environments. 

21 
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He wrote: ''By this process long continued . . it 

seems to me almost certain that an ordinary 

hoofed quadruped might be converted into a 

giraffe." 13 In other words, Darwin believed you 

could take, say, donkeys, and if you put them in 

the right environment, they could, given enough 

time, become giraffes. This simply is not true. 

Even after millions of years in the jungle, donkeys 

would still be donkeys, because they only have 

donkey genes. 

To resolve this dilemma, modern evolutionists 

asserted that the fish's genes must have mutated 

into human genes over eons-mutations, of 

course, are abrupt alterations in genes. They gen

erally occur very rarely. According to evolutionary 

theory, an organism develops some new positive 

characteristic through a mutation, better adapting 

it to the environment. The creature then passes 

this mutated trait on to the next generation, and 

eventually it spreads through the whole species. 

Organisms without the trait, being weaker, die out 

("survival of the fittest"). Through this process, 

fish gradually evolved into men. 

22 
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However, this hypothesis no longer holds up. 

Dr. Lee Spetner, who taught information theory 

for a decade at Johns Hopkins University and the 

Weizman Institute, spent years studying muta

tions. He has written an important new book, Not 

by Chance: Shattering the Modem Theory of Evolu

tion. In it, he writes: "In all the reading I've done in 

the life-sciences literature, I've never found a 

mutation that added information .... All point 

mutations that have been studied on the molecular 

level turn out to reduce the genetic information 

and not increase it." 14 

Mutations delete information from the genetic 

code. They never create higher, more complex 

information. What are they actually observed to 

cause in human beings? Death. Sterility. Hemo

philia. Sickle cell anemia. Cystic fibrosis. Down's 

syndrome. And over 4 ,000 other diseases. The 

genetic code is designed to run an organism per

fectly-mutations delete information from the 

code, causing birth defects. 

To advance their view, evolutionists have long 

pointed to mutations with beneficial effects. The 

most common example given: mutations some-
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times make bacteria resistant to antibiotics (germ

killing drugs). And so, the argument goes, "If 

mutations can make bacteria stronger, they must 

be able to do the same for other creatures." Dr. 

Spetner points out that this is based on a misun

derstanding, for the mutations that cause antibi

otic resistance still involve information loss. 

For example, to destroy a bacterium, the antibi

otic streptomycin attaches to a part of the bacter

ial cell called ribosomes. Mutations sometimes 

cause a structural deformity in ribosomes. Since 

the antibiotic cannot connect with the misshapen 

ribosome, the bacterium is resistant. But even 

though this mutation turns out to be beneficial, it 

still constitutes a loss of genetic information, not a 

gain. No "evolution" has taken place; the bacteria 

are not "stronger." In fact, under normal condi

tions, with no antibiotic present, they are weaker 

than their nonmutated cousins. 

Let's take an analogy. Suppose a country's dicta

tor ordered dissidents to be rounded up and hand

cuffed. So the police were busy handcuffing dissi

dents. But one day, they ran into a man born 

deformed-with no arms. One could conceivably 

24 
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say that, in this case, the man had an advantage 

over others, since he couldn't be handcuffed. But it 

certainly wouldn't represent an evolutionary 

advance. And neither does a deformity that pre

vents bacteria from being "handcuffed" by an 

antibiotic. 

It is often possible to deduce a benefit from 

information loss. Suppose you ripped the wind

shield wipers off your car. Any benefit? Yes, your 

windshield could never be scratched by the 

wipers. But don't we all prefer wipers? Or suppose 

we just did away with cars completely. That would 

be a huge loss of information and technology, but 

there would be benefits: less pollution, and no one 

would die in car accidents. 

What if a mutation causes a child to be born 

deaf? Any benefit? Yes, the child will never hear 

any curse words. But don't we all want children 

who can hear? In the same way, evolutionists, by 

viewing a particular mutation in a limited context, 

may describe the mutation as "beneficial" and 

incorrectly say it represents evolutionary progress. 

A good example is the disease sickle cell anemia, 

which some evolutionists have portrayed as bene-
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ficial because its deformed red blood cells are 

immune to malaria. But this is akin to saying it 

would be good to cut off your toes to prevent ath

lete's foot. Like the armless man, the wiperless car 

and the deaf child, these "beneficial mutations" 

turn out to be information losses. 

Why is this a problem for evolution? Because if 

Darwin's thesis is correct, and all life began as a 

single cell, then chance mutations must have 

designed and engineered nearly every biological 

feature on Earth, from dolphins' remarkable sonar 

system (which is the envy of the U.S. Navy) to the 

human heart. The latter is an ingenious structure. 

Blood is pumped from the right side of the heart to 

the lungs, where it receives oxygen; back to the 

heart's left side, which propels it to the rest of the 

body through more than 60,000 miles of vessels. 

The heart has four chambers; a system of valves 

prevents backflow into any of these; electrical 

impulses from a natural pacemaker control the 

heart's rhythm. 

Rarely, mutations cause babies to be born with 

congenital heart disorders, making blood shunt to 

the wrong place. There is no known case of muta-
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tions improving circulation. Hemoglobin-the 

blood's oxygen-carrying component-has over 

forty mutant variants. Not one transports oxygen 

better than normal hemoglobin. 15 To accept evolu

tion, we must believe that human blood circula

tion-a wonder of engineering-was constructed 

by chance mutations, when actual observation 

demonstrates they damage it. 

Ernst Chain, who shared a Nobel Prize for his 

work in developing penicillin, knew much about 

bacteria and antibiotics. Dr. Chain stated: "To pos

tulate that the development and survival of the 

fittest is entirely a consequence of chance muta

tions, or even that nature carries out experiments 

by trial and error through mutations in order to 

create living systems better fitted to survive, seems 

to me a hypothesis based on no evidence and irrec

oncilable with the facts." 16 

Mutations are often inheritable, they do create 

changes, but the changes are inevitably downward, 

or at best neutral. Mutations have never been 

observed to originate a new hormone, organ, or 

other functional structure. They reduce, but do 

not generate, biologic technology. This is not to 
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say it is impossible that a random mutation could 

create higher genetic information-only that it is 

not observed in science. And Darwin's theory could 

die on this alone. But instead, we'll just call this 

"strike one" on Darwin. 

Evidence from Origins Science 

Even larger difficulties arise with the evolutionary 

idea of life's beginnings. Charles Darwin and his 

contemporaries thought cells were rather simple, 

and that it would thus be feasible for chemicals in 

a "primordial soup" to come together and form 

one. However, through advances in biology, we 

now know that even a "simple" cell contains 

enough information to fill a hundred 1nillion 

pages of the Encyclopaedia Britannica. 17 

Cells consist essentially of proteins~ one cell has 

thousands of proteins, and proteins are in turn 

made of smaller building blocks called amino 

acids. Normally, chains of hundreds of amino 

acids compose a protein, and these amino acids 

must be in precise functional sequence. 

According to the evolutionary scenario, then, 

how did the first cell happen? Supposedly, amino 
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acids formed in the primordial soup. Almost every 

high school biology text recounts Dr. Stanley 

Miller's famous experiment. In 1953, Miller, then 

a University of Chicago graduate student, assem

bled an apparatus in which he combined water 

with hydrogen, methane, and ammonia (proposed 

gases of the early Earth). He subjected the mixture 

to electric sparks. After a week, he discovered that 

some amino acids had formed in a trap in the 

system. Even though an ancient ocean would have 

lacked such an apparatus, evolutionists conjec

ture that in the primitive Earth, lightning (corre

sponding to Miller's electricity) could have struck 

a similar array of chemicals and produced amino 

acids. Since millions of years were involved, even

tually they came, by chance, into the correct 

sequences. The first proteins were formed and 

hence the first cell. 

But Sir Francis Crick, who shared a Nobel Prize 

for co-discovering DNA's structure, has pointed 

out how impossible that would be. He calculated 

that the probability of getting just one protein by 

chance would be one in ten to the power of 260-

tha t' s a one with 260 zeroes after it.is To put this 
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in perspective, mathematicians usually consider 

anything with odds worse than one in 10 to the 

power of 50 to be, for practical purposes, impossi

ble. Thus chance couldn't produce even one pro

tein-let alone the thousands most cells require. 

And cells need more than proteins-they require 

the genetic code. A bacterium's genetic code is far 

more complex than the code for Windows 98. 

Nobody thinks the program for Windows 98 could 

have arisen by chance (unless their hard drive 

blew recently). 

But wait. Cells need more than the genetic code. 

Like any language, it must be translated to be 

understood. Cells have devices which actually 

translate the code. To believe in evolution, we 

must believe that, by pure chance, the genetic code 

was created, and also by pure chance, translation 

devices arose which took this meaningless code 

and transformed it into something with meaning. 

Evolutionists cannot argue that "natural selec

tion would have improved the odds." Natural 

selection operates in living things-here we are 

discussing dead chemicals that preceded life's 

beginning. 

30 
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How could anything as complex as a cell arise 

by chance? A famous evolutionary argument dates 

to 1860, the year after publication of The Origin 

of Species. At Oxford University, "Darwin's bull

dog" Thomas Huxley (whom we quoted earlier) 

engaged in a creation-evolution debate with the

ologian Samuel Wilberforce. There is no tran

script, but reportedly Huxley, in making his case 

for chance origins, said that six monkeys, poking 

randomly at typewriters, and given enough mil

lions of years, could write all the books in the 

British Museum. More than a century later, as a 

public school student, I heard a variation on that 

theme: "If a roomful of monkeys were to ran

domly clack at typewriters long enough, they 

would eventually recreate the complete works of 

Shakespeare. And if monkeys could recreate the 

complete works of Shakespeare by chance, then 

obviously a cell's information content could also 

arise by chance, if only given enough time." 

However, anyone who believes these projections 

hasn't figured the math. What are the odds of a 

monkey typing one predetermined nine-letter 

word, such as "evolution"? We'll give Huxley a 
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break, and assume a typewriter with only letters, 

no other symbols. Obviously, the first letter, "e," 

would be a piece of cake. But to get "evolution," 

since the alphabet has 26 letters, one must multi

ply 26 by itself eight times. We find the monkey 

would need, on average, more than five trillion 

attempts just to write "evolution" once correctly. 

Typing ten letters per minute, this would take over 

a million years. To get two consecutive predeter

mined nine-letter words-such as "evolution com

menced"-would take more than a billion billion 

years, taking us much further back than the Big 

Bang, which supposedly occurred some 15 billion 

years ago. In other words, if a monkey started typ

ing at the time of the Big Bang and continued until 

now, he couldn't even produce two consecutive 

preselected 9-letter words-let alone "the works 

of Shakespeare." 

If it is objected that the example had a roomful of 

monkeys, Dr. Duane Gish puts the monkey matter 

in perspective: 

If one billion planets the size of the earth 

were covered eyeball-to-eyeball and elbow-to

elbow with monkeys, and each monkey was 

32 
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seated at a typewriter (requiring about 10 

square feet for each monkey, of the approxi

mately 1016 square feet available on each of the 

109 planets), and each monkey typed a string of 

100 letters every second for five billion years, 

the chances are overwhelming that not one of 

these monkeys would have typed the sentence 

correctly! Only 1041 tries could be made by all 

these monkeys in that five billion years .... 

There would not be the slightest chance that a 

single one of the 1024 monkeys (a trillion tril

lion monkeys) would have typed a preselected 

sentence of 100 letters (such as "The subject of 

this Impact article is the naturalistic design of 

life on the earth under assumed primordial 

conditions") without a spelling error, even 

once. 19 

Even if the correct chemicals did come together 

by chance, would that create a living cell? Throw

ing sugar, flour, oil and eggs on the floor doesn't 

give you a cake. Tossing together steel, rubber, 

glass and plastic doesn't give you a car. These end 

products require skillful engineering. How much 

more so, then, a living organism? Indeed, suppose 

we put a frog in a blender and turn it into puree? 
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All the ingredients for life would be there-but 

nothing living arises from it. Even scientists in a 

lab can't produce a living creature from chemicals. 

How, then, could blind chance? 

But let's say that somehow, by chance, a cell 

really formed in a primeval ocean, complete with 

all the necessary proteins, amino acids, genetic 

code, translation devices, a cell membrane, etc. 

Presumably this first little cell would have been 

rather fragile and short-lived. But it must have 

been quite a cell-because within the span of its 

lifetime, it must have evolved the complete 

process of cellular reproduction. Otherwise, there 

never would have been another cell. 

And where did sexual reproduction come from? 

Male and female reproductive systems are quite 

different. Why would nature evolve a male repro

ductive system? Until it was fully functional, it 

would serve no purpose-and would still serve no 

purpose unless there was, conveniently available, a 

fem ale reproductive system-which must also 

have arisen by chance. 

Furthermore, suppose there really were some 

basic organic compounds formed from the "pri-
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mordial soup." If free oxygen was in the atmos

phere, it would oxidize many of those compounds 

-in other words, destroy them. To resolve this 

dilemma, evolutionists have long hypothesized 

that the Earth's ancient atmosphere had no free 

oxygen. For this reason, Stanley Miller did not 

include oxygen among the gases in his experiment. 

However, geologists have now examined what 

they believe to be the Earth's oldest rocks and

while finding no evidence for an amino acid-filled 

"primordial soup"-have concluded that the early 

Earth was probably rich in oxygen. 20 But let's say 

the evolutionists are right-the early Earth had no 

free oxygen. Without oxygen, there would be no 

ozone, and without the ozone layer, we would 

receive a lethal dose of the sun's radiation in just 

0.3 seconds. 21 How could the fragile beginnings of 

life have survived in such an environment? 

Although we have touched on just a few of the 

problems of "chemical evolution," we can see that 

the hypothesis is, at every step, effectively impos

sible. Yet today, even first-grade children are 

taught the "fact" that life began in the ancient 
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ocean as a single cell-with the scientific obstacles 

almost never discussed. 

Darwin's theory could also die on this informa

tion alone, but instead we'll just call it "strike 

two." 

Evidence from Biochemistry 

Biochemistry is also giving Darwin problems. Dr. 

Michael Behe, biochemist at Lehigh University, 

has written Darwin's Black Box: The Biochemical 

Challenge to Evolution. In this 1996 book, Behe 

describes how complex certain biochemical sys

tems are. If any component was missing, the sys

tem would have no function. Therefore it could 

not have evolved step-by-step. Behe calls this 

"irreducible complexity." 

For example, blood clotting swings into action 

when we get a cut. A clot may look simple to the 

naked eye. However, through a microscope, it is a 

very complex process involving more than a dozen 

steps. A person with hemophilia is missing just 

one clotting factor and is at high risk for bleeding. 

Someone missing several components would have 

no chance for survival at all. To paraphrase Dr. 
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Behe very simply, if blood clotting had evolved 

step-by-step over eons, creatures would have bled 

to death before it was ever perfected-and its 

incremental stages never passed on to subsequent 

generations. The system is irreducibly complex.22 

Another example Behe gives: the immune sys

tem. When infections occur, it must distinguish 

invading bacterial cells from the body's own 

cells-otherwise the latter will be attacked (which 

is the case in "autoimmune" diseases). An anti

body identifies the bacterium by attaching to it. In 

a complex biochemical process, a variety of white 

blood cells-"killer cells"-are notified of the bac

terium's presence. These travel to the site, and, 

using the identifying antibody, attack the enemy. 

Like blood clotting, this system is irreducibly 

complex. The parts are interdependent. What 

evolved first? The killer cells? Without the identi

fying antibody, they wouldn't know where to 

attack. But why would the identifier develop first, 

without killer cells to notify? And if the network 

evolved gradually, disease would have wiped crea

tures out long before it could have been perfected. 
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Behe demonstrates that other biochemical sys

tems, such as human vision, are also irreducibly 

complex-they cannot have evolved step-by

step-giving clear evidence that they resulted 

from intelligent design. 

By my count, this puts three strikes on Darwin. 

But let's say this last strike was only a foul ball 

strike-we'll keep him at the plate. 

Evidence from Fossils 

Does paleontology-the study of fossils-validate 

evolution? Open a teenager's biology textbook, 

and you will probably see a "tree of life" from 

which all life forms branch out. At the tree's bot

tom is a single-celled creature. According to Dar

winism, this little organism gradually evolved into 

the first invertebrates (creatures without back

bones, such as jellyfish). 

Cambrian rock is the low geologic layer con

taining most of the oldest known invertebrate fos

sils. In it, we find literally billions of fossils of 

invertebrates: clams, snails, worms, sponges, jelly

fish, sea urchins, swimming crustaceans, etc. But 

there are no fossils demonstrating how these crea-
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tures evolved, or that they developed from a com

mon ancestor. (For this reason, we hear of the 

Cambrian "explosion.") The late Stephen Jay 

Gould of Harvard acknowledged that "our more 

extensive labor has still failed to identify any crea

ture that might serve as a plausible immediate 

ancestor for the Cambrian faunas [animals]. "23 

In other words, the bottom of Darwin's great "tree 

of life" is merely a speculation unsupported by 

fossil evidence. 

Supposedly, invertebrates evolved into the first 

fish. But despite billions of fossils from both 

groups, transitional fossils linking them are 

m1ss1ng. 

All through the evolutionary tree, the "missing 

links" are still missing. Insects, rodents, ptero

dactyls, palm trees and other life forms appear 

in the fossil record with no trace of how they 

evolved. Gareth ]. Nelson of the American 

Museum of Natural History stated: "It is a mistake 

to believe that even one fossil species or fossil 

'group' can be demonstrated to have been ances

tral to another. "24 
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Colin Patterson, senior paleontologist at the 

British Museum of Natural History, wrote: "Gould 

and the American Museum people are hard to 

contradict when they say there are no transitional 

fossils. As a paleontologist myself, I am much 

occupied with the philosophical problems of iden

tifying ancestral forms in the fossil record .... 

I will lay it on the line-there is not one such 

fossil for which one could make a watertight 

argument. "25 

Many other paleontologists have made equally 

strong affirmations (see Chapter 2 of my book 

Tornado in a junkyard). Of course, this certainly 

does not mean that there are no transitional forms 

claimed today by evolutionists. Indeed, with the 

rising challenge to Darwin, fewer evolutionists 

seem to acknowledge the lack of transitional fos

sils, perhaps for fear of being quoted by creation

ists. Some have begun to more strongly assert the 

existence of such forms. 

However, the vulnerability of such opinions to 

error is demonstrated by times when they have 

been conclusively proven wrong. Take, for exam

ple, Piltdown Man. It was declared an ape-man, 
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500,000 years old. It was validated by many of 

Britain's leading scientists, including noted 

anatomist Sir Arthur Keith, brain specialist Sir 

Grafton Eliot Smith, and British Museum geolo

gist Sir Arthur Smith Woodward. At the time the 

discovery was announced (1912), the New York 

Times ran this headline: "Darwin Theory Proved 

True." 26 For the next four decades, Piltdown Man 

was evolution's greatest showcase, featured in text

books and encyclopedias. Meanwhile, clergymen 

who had denounced evolution were ridiculed; Pilt

down, it was said, had proven them wrong. 

But what did the Piltdown Man actually consist 

of? just a very recent orangutan jaw, stained to 

look old, its teeth filed down to make them more 

human-looking, planted together with a human 

skullbone, also stained to create an appearance 

of age. 

Those who think such mistakes no longer occur 

need only consider the Archaeoraptor, promoted 

in a 10-page color spread in the November 1999 

National Geographic as a "true missing link" 

between dinosaurs and birds. The fossil was dis

played at National Geographic's Explorers Hall 
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and viewed by over 100,000 people. However, 

it too turned out to be a fake-someone had sim

ply glued together a bird fossil with part of a 

dinosaur fossil. 

Nor is it just fraud that can deceive. The coela

canth is a bony fish whose fossils can be seen in 

Jurassic rock (the age of the dinosaurs). Suppos

edly this creature had been extinct for some 70 

million years. According to Darwin's theory, fish 

evolved into amphibians (animals that can go on 

land and water, such as frogs). For years, evolu

tionists called the coelacanth a forerunner of 

amphibians, its fossilized fins described as limb

like. 

Then, in 1938, fishermen caught a live one off 

the African coast. Since then, about 200 more have 

been caught. Besides proving the coelacanth was 

not extinct for 70 million years, examination 

revealed it was 100 percent fish, with no amphib

ian characteristics. 

Why is it relatively easy to be misled by a fossil? 

Since 99 percent of an organism's biology resides 

in its soft anatomy, there is a limit to how much 

one can deduce from a bone. This makes fossils 
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easy to invest with subjective opinions. As Jerold 

Lowenstein and Adrienne Zihlman noted in New 

Scientist, in reference to human ancestry: 

The subjective element in this approach to 

building evolutionary trees, which many 

palaeontologists advocate with almost religious 

fervor, is demonstrated by the outcome: there is 

no single family tree on which they agree.27 

There is no conclusive way to test the interpre

tation of the fossil of an extinct creature. Science 

cannot observe the past with the same authority as 

it observes the present. Paleontology, therefore, is 

not a science on the level of physics or chemistry, 

whose laws can be demonstrated in a laboratory. It 

relies heavily on opinion and might even better be 

described as an art than a science. 

On the 25th anniversary of President john F. 

Kennedy's death, a national magazine asked me to 

write an in-depth article on the assassination. In 

researching it, I was astonished at the variety of 

opinions about what had occurred-the identity 

of the assassin(s), number of assassins, locations 

from which they had fired, etc. These debates 

raged despite a wealth of evidence: hundreds of 
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eyewitnesses interviewed by the Warren Commis

sion; the Zapruder film which caught the actual 

slaying; fingerprints; ballistics tests. Even the 

autopsy results on Kennedy's body were disputed 

in a best-selling book. 

If this much debate can occur over an incident 

that happened only 40 years ago, how then can an 

evolutionist pick up a bone fragment, supposedly 

millions of years old, and assert with a high degree 

of certainty that it is the ancestor of such-and-such 

a species? Unlike the Kennedy assassination, there 

are no eyewitnesses who saw this creature; there is 

no Zapruder movie of it; there are no soft tissues 

to examine. 

Darwin stated that "the number of intermediate 

and transitional links, between all living and 

extinct species, must have been inconceivably 

great. But assuredly, if this theory be true, such 

have lived upon the earth. "28 He admitted these 

creatures' fossils had not been found in his day, 

but hoped future excavations would turn them up. 

They haven't. 

If evolutionary theory is true, the geologic 

record should reveal the innumerable transitional 
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forms Darwin spoke of. We shouldn't find just a 

handful of questionable fossils, but billions of 

intermediates validating his theory. Instead, the 

fossil record shows animals complete-not in 

developmental stages-the very first time they are 

seen. This is just what we would expect if animals 

were created, instead of evolved. 

This is another strike on Darwin, but since the 

subjectivity of the fossil record makes it a more 

debatable issue, we'll call it another foul ball 

strike. Darwin can stay at the plate. 

Evidence from Taxonomy 

What about living transitional forms? Taxonomy 

is the science that classifies plants and animals, 

grouping them by characteristics they share. 

Swedish botanist Carolus Linnaeus pioneered the 

field, assigning organisms by class, order, genus 

and species. His system won universal acceptance. 

Linnaeus strongly opposed evolution. He saw that 

the larger divisions of living things-contrary to 

what evolution would predict-were distinctly 

divided without overlaps. 
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A rainbow may have many colors, but one 

doesn't see solid red jump to solid orange. Rather, 

gradations exist between them. Similarly, if all 

creatures have a common ancestor, we should not 

see distinctly divided groups, but living interme

diates between those groups. Evolutionists 

acknowledge that the intermediates are missing, 

but say they must have become extinct. But if so, 

where are their fossils? Canadian biologist W. R. 

Thompson noted: 

Taking the taxonomic system as a whole, it 

appears as an orderly arrangement of clear-cut 

entities, which are clear-cut because they are 

separated by gaps .... The general tendency to 

eliminate, by means of unverifiable specula

tions, the limits of the categories nature pre

sents to us, is the inheritance of biology from 

the Origin of Species. To establish the continuity 

required by the theory, historical arguments are 

invoked, even though historical evidence is 

lacking. Thus are engendered those fragile tow

ers of hypotheses based on hypotheses, where 

fact and fiction intermingle in an inextricable 

confusion. 29 
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Little has changed since 1930, when Austin H. 

Clark, the Smithsonian Institution's eminent zool

ogist, declared: 

The complete absence of any intermediate 

forms between the major groups of animals, 

which is one of the most striking and most sig

nificant phenomena brought out by the study 

of zoology, has hitherto been overlooked, or at 

least ignored .... 

No matter how far back we go in the fossil 

record of previous animal life upon the earth 

we find no trace of any animals forms which 

are intermediate between the various major 

groups or phyla. 

This can only mean one thing. There can be 

only one interpretation of this entire lack of 

any intermediates between the major groups of 

animals-as for instance between the back

boned animals or vertebrates, the echinoderms, 

the mollusks and the arthropods. 

If we are willing to accept the facts we must 

believe that there never were such intermedi

ates, or in other words that these major groups 

have from the very first borne the same relation 

to each other that they bear today.30 
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Evidence from Molecular Biology 

According to Darwinism, fish evolved into amphib

ians, which then evolved into reptiles, which then 

evolved into mammals. Australian molecular biol

ogist Michael Denton studied these different ani

mals on a molecular level, and found no evidence 

for the sequence. In his book, Evolution: A Theory 

in Crisis, Denton analyzes various molecular struc

tures, such as that of cytochrome C, a protein 

involved in producing cellular energy. It is found 

in organisms ranging from bacteria to man. Based 

on cytochrome C, amphibians are just as distant 

from fish as people are. In other words, on a mol

ecular level, amphibians are not close cousins of 

fish. Denton writes: 

Instead of revealing a multitude of transi

tional forms through which the evolution of a 

cell might have occurred, molecular biology 

has served only to emphasize the enormity of 

the gap .... [N]o living system can be thought 

of as being primitive or ancestral with respect 

to any other system, nor is there the slightest 

empirical hint of an evolutionary sequence 

among all the incredibly diverse cells on earth. 
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... [T]he system of nature conforms funda

mentally to a highly ordered hierarchic scheme 

from which all direct evidence for evolution is 

emphatically absent.31 

Issues of Common Sense 

In a popular evolutionary explanation, here's how 

reptiles evolved into birds: They wanted to eat fly

ing insects that were out of reach. So the reptiles 

began leaping, and flapping their arms to get 

higher. Over millions of years, their limbs trans

formed into wings by increments, their tough rep

tilian scales gradually sprouting soft feathers. 

But the theory suffers when scrutinized. A few 

years ago, I was walking through a zoo with my 

son. We saw uncaged parrots sitting on perches 

out in the open. My son asked me why the parrots 

didn't just fly away. We queried the zoo keeper, 

who told us: "We clip their wings." 

Now, what would happen to these parrots if 

turned loose in the jungle? Unable to fly, they 

would make easy targets for predators and swiftly 

perish. 
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According to natural selection, a physical trait is 

acquired because it enhances survival. Obviously, 

flight is beneficial. One can certainly see how fly

ing animals might survive better than those who 

couldn't, and thus natural selection would pre

serve them. But birds' wings and feathers are per

fectly designed instruments. "Evolving" wings 

would have no genuine survival value until they 

reached the point of flight. The transitional crea

ture whose limb was half leg, half wing, would be 

a poor candidate for survival-it couldn't fly yet, 

nor walk well. Natural selection would eliminate it 

without a second thought. 

Let's raise an even more fundamental question: 

Why aren't reptiles today developing feathers? 

Why aren't fish today growing little legs, trying to 

adapt to land? Why aren't invertebrates evolving 

into vertebrates? Why aren't reptiles evolving into 

mammals? Shouldn't evolution be ongoing? 

And why is man so incredibly different from 

animals? What animal can solve complex math 

equations? Write poetry? Laugh at jokes? Design 

computer software? How can we say man is 
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merely "one more animal, just more highly 

evolved"? 

Let's review the evidence against Darwin's 

theory: 

(1) Mutations, the supposed building blocks of 

evolution, are never actually observed to create 

higher genetic information. 

(2) Cells are far too complex to have originated 

from a chance arrangement of chemicals. 

(3) The human body has features, such as blood 

clotting and the immune system, that are "irre

ducibly complex" and cannot have evolved. 

( 4) The fossil record reveals animals complete 

when first seen and thus better supports creation 

than evolution. 

(5) Taxonomy shows a lack of intermediates 

between the major divisions of living creatures. 

(6) On a molecular level, there is no evidence 

for the evolutionary sequence. 

(7) Common sense argues against evolution. 

This is probably enough to conclusively call 

"strike three" on the theory. But first let's examine 

various evidences used to support Darwinism. 
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Figure I. Haeckel embryo sequence, now exposed as falsified, 
purported to show (left to right) hog, calf, rabbit, human. 



CHAPTER 3 

Reevaluating Some 
Evidences Used to 
Support the Theory 

Haeckel's Embryos 

Most of us have seen those drawings of develop

ing human embryos next to developing animal 

embryos, and they look virtually indistinguishable 

(Figure 1). This has long been said to demonstrate 

our common ancestry with these animals and thus 

prove the theory of evolution. 

These pictures were designed by German zoolo

gist Ernst Haeckel (whom we previously quoted 

on the "lower races" having a "different value to 

their lives"). Haeckel explained: 

When we see that, at a certain stage, the 

embryos of man and the ape, the dog and the 
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rabbit, the pig and the sheep, though recogniz

able as higher vertebrates, cannot be distin

guished from each other, the fact can only be 

elucidated by assuming a common parentage.32 

What few people know: the pictures were fakes. 

The deceit was exposed in Haechel's Frauds and 

Forgeries (1915), a book by]. Assmuth and Ernest 

R. Hull. They quoted nineteen leading authorities 

of the day. Anatomist F. Keibel of Freiburg Uni

versity said that "it clearly appears that Haeckel 

has in many cases freely invented embryos, or 

reproduced the illustrations given by others in 

a substantially changed form. "33 Zoologist L. 

Rutimeyer of Basle University called the distorted 

drawings "a sin against scientific truthfulness. "34 

Despite the early exposure, Western educators 

continued using Haeckel's pictures for decades as 

proof of the theory of evolution. The matter has 

been settled with finality by Dr. Michael Richard

son, an embryologist at St. George's Medical 

School, London. He found there was no record 

that anyone ever actually checked Haeckel's claims 

by systematically comparing human and other 

fetuses during development. He assembled a 
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scientific team that did just that-photograph

ing the growing embryos of 39 different species. 

In a 1997 interview in London's The Times, Dr. 

Richardson stated: "This is one of the worst cases 

of scientific fraud. It's shocking to find that some

body one thought was a great scientist was delib

erately 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. "35 

Today, though to a lesser extent, Haeckel's 

drawings still appear in a number of high school 

and college textbooks. 

Vestigial Organs 

In 1925, evolutionary zoologist Horatio Hackett 

Newman stated: "There are, according to Wieder

sheim, no less than 180 vestigial structures in the 

human body, sufficient to make of a man a verita

ble walking museum of antiquities. "36 This was 

another of Darwinism's great myths: the human 

body is loaded with vestigial organs-relics from 
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our animal past no longer serving any significant 

purpose. 

One reason why so many tonsillectomies were 

previously performed was the false belief that ton

sils were "vestigial." Today the tonsils are recog

nized as having an immune function. Evolution

ists said the pineal gland, located in the brain, was 

vestigial-now we know it secretes the hormone 

melatonin. The thymus, found in the chest, was 

also declared useless. We have since discovered it 

has an immune function. The thyroid, coccyx, and 

many other body parts previously deemed "vesti

gial" are now understood to have important uses. 

The list of 180 vestigial structures is practically 

down to zero. Unfortunately, earlier Darwinists 

assumed that ignorance of an organ's function 

meant it had no function. 

Salt 
In 1962, President john F. Kennedy, speaking at a 

dinner for the America's Cup crews, stated that 

"we all came from the sea." He then repeated a 

popular misconception: "And it is an interesting 

biological fact that all of us have, in our veins, the 
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exact same percentage of salt in our blood that 

exists in the ocean." Kennedy went on to say peo

ple enjoy sailing because "we are going back to 

from whence we came. "37 

This erroneous idea-that our blood contains 

"the exact same percentage" of salt as the ocean

was widespread. It was stated by my sixth-grade 

teacher, and seemed impressive evidence that man 

had evolved from sea creatures. 

However, human blood does not resemble sea 

water. The actual mineral content of human blood 

plasma and seawater, in milligrams per liter, is as 

follows: 

ELEMENT BLOOD SEAWATER 

Sodium 3200 10800 
Chlorine 3650 19400 
Potassium 200 392 
Calcium so 411 
Magnesium 27 1290 
Phosphorus 36 0.09 
Iron 1 0.004 
Copper 1 0.001 
Zinc 1.1 0.005 
Chromium 1.1 0.0002 
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Bromine 4 67 
Fluorine 0.1 1.3 
Boron 1 5 
Selenium 0.9 0.0001 38 

Thus another claim-like Haeckel's embryos 

and Huxley1s typing monkeys-was perpetuated 

because no one bothered to check the facts. 

Human Tails 
Another long-held idea was that some babies are 

born with "tails"-throwbacks to the days when 

we were apes swinging from trees. A. Rendle 

Short, professor of surgery at the University of 

Bristol, clarified this long ago: 

It is often stated that children are born with 

"tails"; but as a rule the alleged "tails" are noth

ing but fatty or fibrous tumors such as may be 

met with in many parts of the body, without 

any embryological significance .... There are 

many congenital abnormalities with which the 

medical profession is well acquainted: club 

foot, hare lip, cleft palate, congenital disloca

tions, naevi, supernumerary fingers and toes, 

spina bifida. But none of these recall the ape.39 



REEVALUATING SOME EVIDENCES USED . .. 

Peppered Moths 

The latest Darwinian evidence to bite the dust: the 

peppered moth. Most high school biology text

books today cite this creature as a proof of evolu

tion. Britain's peppered moth comes in light and 

dark varieties. According to the evolutionary sce

nario, the peppered moth rests on tree trunks dur

ing the day. Industrial pollution blackened the 

trunks, making the dark moths invisible to prey

ing birds, which caused them to become the dom

inant variety. Later, pollution controls caused the 

light variety to resurge. 

Biologist Jonathan Wells, who holds PhDs from 

Yale and Berkeley, exposes the myth of the pep

pered moth in his 2000 book Icons of Evolution. As 

it turns out, peppered moths do not rest on tree 

trunks during the day. In some studies, this was 

faked by gluing and pinning dead moths to trees 

and photographing them. 40 Even if the studies had 

been completely valid, all they would have shown 

is fluctuation within a species. There is no ques

tion that such fluctuations occur. The real ques

tion is whether one kind of animal (fish) can 
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become a completely different kind (mammal)

that's what Darwin1s theory is all about. 

With so many Darwinist proofs crumbling, what 

remains? Two major arguments undergird evolu

tion today. 

The Argument from "Microevolution" 

Modern evolutionists, like Darwin himself, use 

breeding experiments as evidence. We are 

reminded that dog breeders have developed new 

breeds of dog; that racehorse owners have bred 

faster horses; that horticulturists have developed 

new plant varieties; etc. This is said to show that 

living things change over time. Therefore, given 

lots of time, lots of change would occur, and over 

unlimited time, unlimited change would occur

i.e., fish to human-since nature conducts its own 

form of "breeding" by allowing only the fittest 

creatures to survive. 

The argument is flawed, however. Let's take dog 

breeding. Were the dog breeders of past centuries 

genetic scientists? Did they sit in labs inserting 

new genes into these dogs? No. They found dogs 

that already had characteristics they liked, mated 
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them with similar dogs, and bred them in a certain 

direction. In other words, they worked with preex

isting genetic information. 

A species is normally endowed with a rich, 

diverse gene pool. Take man himself. There are 

over six billion humans on Earth, yet no two are 

exactly alike. (If one wanted to get technical, it 

could be argued that identical twins are alike.) The 

human race has a vast gene pool that permits all 

the variation we see. 

It certainly is possible to change the general 

appearance of a species over time, by selecting out 

creatures with particular genes. But the change is 

confined to the limits of the gene pool. Horse 

breeders can generate fast horses by choosing the 

best, but they cannot convert the horse into a dif

ferent animal. 

In nature's parallel, if a group of frogs flee a for

est fire, perhaps only the fastest hoppers would 

escape. This could leave us with a strain of fast 

frogs. It's a perfect example of "natural selection" 

and "survival of the fittest." But this doesn't mean 

the frogs could evolve into people. Nothing new 

has been created. All that has happened is that 
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slower frogs have been eliminated-this is, in fact, 

a loss of genetic information, not a gain. We 

would not contest Darwin on the existence of nat

ural selection or survival of the fittest in nature. 

But we would argue that the change possible docs 

have limits. (One comic pointed out: "The 

princess kissed the frog, and he turned into a 

handsome prince. We call that a fairy tale. Darwin 

says frogs turn into princes, and we call it sci

ence.") 

Shifts can and do occur within types of animals. 

These changes, based on diverse, preexisting 

genetic information, are called by some "microevo

lution." But this is not evidence for unlimited trans

formation ("macroevolution"). 

The thesis "if we get a little change over a little 

time, then we will get a lot of change over a lot of 

time" does not hold up. Suppose a girl, dreaming 

of Olympic glory, learns to ice skate. The first 

week, she finds she can jump to a height of one 

foot and land on her skates. The second week, she 

finds that she can leap two feet. The third week, 

she can jump three feet. Can we conclude from 

this that after 100 weeks, she will be able to jump 
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100 feet? No, the law of gravity will strictly limit 

how high she can get. Likewise, animals are also 

restricted in how much change they can make-by 

the limits of their gene pool. 

Luther Burbank, the famed American plant 

breeder, said: 

I know from my expenence that I can 

develop a plum half an inch long or one 2 V2 

inches long, with every possible length in 

between, but I am willing to admit that it is 

hopeless to try to get a plum the size of a small 

pea, or one as big as a grapefruit. ... I have 

roses that bloom pretty steadily for six months 

in the year, but I have none that will bloom 

twelve, and I will not have. In short, there are 

limits to the development possible, and these 

limits follow a law .... plants and animals all 

tend to revert, in successive generations, 

toward a given mean or average.41 

Simple bacteria can produce another generation 

in a matter of minutes. Yet Alan H. Linton, emeri

tus professor of bacteriology at the University of 

Bristol, noted in 2001: "Throughout 150 years of 

the science of bacteriology, there is no evidence 
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that one species of bacteria has changed into 

another. "42 

To change a bacterium into a fish into a frog into 

a reptile into a mammal into a man, would require 

that each type of creature largely rewrite its gene 

pool and replace it with a new one. Evolutionists 

contend that "beneficial mutations" would allow 

an animal to exceed the boundaries of its genetic 

makeup. But as we have seen, mutations do not 

introduce new genetic information; the changes 

they cause involve informational losses. 

The Second Major Argument-Similarity 

Suppose we're munching on a Big Mac at McDon

ald's and see a large family sitting next to us. We 

notice that the brothers and sisters resemble each 

other. Why is that? Because they have the same 

parents from whom they get their genes (traits). 

Charles Darwin also noticed this. He correctly 

deduced that traits are inherited from parents. 

However, once again, he stretched the conclusion. 

The Darwinist looks at a human and a tiger. He 

notes that both creatures have two eyes, two ears, 

four limbs, a heart, brain, teeth, and so forth. The 
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conclusion drawn: since people and tigers share 

so many characteristics, this proves a common 

biological ancestor. In other words, the man and 

the tiger are "brothers" having a common parent 

many generations ago. A child's biology textbook 

today will often display similarities between peo

ple and animals, as in their limb bones, as proof of 

a mutual line of descent. 

However, similarities can be explained in other 

ways. Take a Toyota Camry and Ford Explorer. 

Both have headlights, a transmission, a wind

shield, four wheels, and hundreds of other fea

tures in common. Yet this did not result from 

chance mutations or any other biological process. 

Every component in an automobile is the fruit of 

deliberate planning. 

Yes, similarities can derive from biologic ances

try. But they also result from the necessities of 

intelligent design. Cars have four wheels because 

that's the best arrangement (just try driving a 

car with less). In the same way, God may have 

created animals with four limbs because it was 

the best design. 
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A few evolutionists try to usurp the car analogy, 

saying all autos evolved from a basic prototype, 

and were modified over time, just as natural selec

tion modified creatures over time. However, no 

one questions that ideas evolve. Ideas rapidly 

change, limited only by the bounds of our imagi

nation. Changing a species, which is strictly con

fined to its gene pool, is another story. That ideas 

evolve does not argue for biological evolution. 

Similarities can also result from the style of a 

common designer. A person with an eye for archi

tecture can identify a house built by the famed 

Frank Lloyd Wright. But the similarity between 

his buildings doesn't mean one gave birth to 

another. They had a common designer. Man and 

animals may also have one: God. 

We should also consider the claim that genetic 

similarities prove biological relationships. High 

school students today are often told that "geneti

cally speaking, men and chimpanzees are 98 per

cent similar." 

Most people, hearing this argument, assume sci

entists compared the genetic code sequences of 

humans and chimpanzees, and found them nearly 
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identical. However, the genetic map of human 

beings was only recently laid out in the famous 

Celera project. The "98 percent" argument existed 

long before that; no one had systematically com

pared the genetic makeup of humans and chim

panzees. What, then, was the argument based on? 

It came from a process called "DNA hybridiza

tion," which found that a single strand of human 

DNA and a single strand of chimp DNA could 

rather conformably be put together to form a dou

ble strand. 

However, suppose someone eventually does 

compare the genetic code sequences of chimps 

and humans and conclusively shows they are 

similar? Would this prove common ancestry? 

To answer that, let's take another analogy

the Internet. 

There are millions of web pages, and it is proba

bly correct to say that most were created using 

codes of the computer language HTML. Does hav

ing these codes in common imply a genealogic 

relationship between web pages? Did the web site 

for radio station WEZE in Boston give birth to the 

web site for WAVA in Virginia? No. Every web site 
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results from intelligent design, and the computer 

codes used to make them resulted from intelligent 

design. 

Two similar-looking web pages probably have 

similar HTML code commands. By the same 

token, two similar-looking animals would likely 

have some corresponding genetic code com

mands. Since humans resemble chimps more than 

whales, we could expect that human genetic code 

sequences would be closer to that of chimps than 

that of whales. But no biological relationship 

would be thereby certified. 

Evolutionists argue that similarities, visible or 

genetic, prove a common ancestor. But this is an 

assumption. Similarities can result from common 

ancestry, but also from intelligent design or a com

mon designer. 
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What, then, does evolution's proof consist of? 

Where ideas have not been discredited (as in 

Haeckel's embryos and vestigial organs), we have 

seen that they rest on assumptions rather than 

observations. No one has ever observed life spon

taneously generate from chemicals, or one kind of 

animal transform into another, or mutations gen

erate true biological advances, or complex bio

chemical systems evolve. That any of these things 

ever happened requires faith by the Darwinist, and 

for that reason, some people consider evolution 

better characterized as a religion than as a science. 

Sir john William Dawson, who pioneered Cana

dian geology and served as president of both 

McGill University and the British Association for 

the Advancement of Science, said: 

Let the reader take up either of Darwin's 

great books, or Spencer's "Biology," and merely 

ask himself as he reads each paragraph, "What 

is assumed here and what is proved?" and he 
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will find the whole fabric melt away like a 

vision .... We thus see that evolution as an 

hypothesis has no basis in experience or in sci

entific fact, and that its imagined series of trans

mutations has breaks which cannot be filled. 43 

It is common to hear it asserted that "all scien

tists believe in evolution." But many scientists, 

from Darwin's day until now, have rejected it. 

Zoologist Albert Fleischmann of the University of 

Erlangen declared: "The Darwinian theory of 

descent has not a single fact to confirm it in the 

realm of nature. It is not the result of scientific 

research, but purely the product of imagination. "44 

Paul Lemoine, who was president of the Geo

logical Society of France and director of the Nat

ural History Museum, Paris, stated: 

The theory of evolution is impossible. At 

base, in spite of appearances, no one any longer 

believes in it. ... Evolution is a kind of dogma 

which the priests no longer believe, but which 

they maintain for their people.45 

Dr. Wolfgang Smith, who taught at MIT and 

UCLA, and has written on a wide spectrum of sci

entific topics, said in 1988: 



CONCLUSION 

And the salient fact is this: if by evolution we 

mean macroevolution (as we henceforth shall), 

then it can be said with the utmost rigor that the 

doctrine is totally bereft of scientific sanction. 

Now, to be sure, given the multitude of extrav

agant claims about evolution promulgated by 

evolutionists with an air of scientific infallibil

ity, this may indeed sound strange. And yet the 

fact remains that there exists to this day not a 

shred of bona fide scientific evidence in support 

of the thesis that macroevolutionary transfor

mations have ever occurred.46 

In Australia in 1999, a book was published enti

tled In Six Days: Why 50 Scientists Choose to Believe 

in Creation. It has 50 chapters, each written by a 

scientist holding a doctorate, none of whom 

accepts Darwin's theory. In the United States, the 

Creation Research Society has some 600 voting 

members, all holding advanced science degrees, 

and all of whom reject Darwinian evolution. Dr. 

Raymond Damadian, inventor of the MRI-one of 

the most advanced diagnostic tools in medicine

is an outspoken creationist. Many more examples 
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can be given-and are in my book Tornado in a 

junkyard. 

But of course, many scientists do accept evolu

tion, and it would be logical to ask why that is, if 
evidence really goes against it. I believe there are 

two answers: 

(1) Many scientists accept evolution because 

that's all they've ever been taught. Having never 

been exposed to the case against Darwin, they 

have never had a chance to weigh it. 

(2) Another reason was well summarized by 

Dr. Michael Walker, senior lecturer in anthropol

ogy at Sydney University: 

One is forced to conclude that many scientists 

and technologists pay lip-service to Darwinian 

Theory only because it supposedly excludes a 

Creator from yet another area of material phe

nomena, and not because it has been paradig

matic in establishing the canons of research in 

the life sciences and the earth sciences. 47 

Like everyone else, scientists are human. As 

humans we often dislike moral laws or the idea 

of God. It is probably reasonable to say that Dar

winism largely persists, despite contradictory 
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evidence, because it is, at its base, a denial of God's 

existence. The grandson of Thomas Huxley

"Darwin's bulldog"-was Aldous Huxley, an early 

advocate of the drug culture and sexual permis

siveness. He put it bluntly: 

I had motives for not wanting the world to 

have meaning; consequently assumed it had 

none, and was able without any difficulty to 

find satisfying reasons for this assumption .... 

For myself as, no doubt, for most of my con

temporaries, the philosophy of meaningless

ness was essentially an instrument of liberation. 

The liberation we desired was simultaneously 

liberation from a certain political and economic 

system and liberation from a certain system of 

morality. We objected to the morality because 

it interfered with our sexual freedom; we 

objected to the political and economic system 

because it was unjust.48 

By all means, we should permit evolutionary 

ideas to be aired in public schools. But they 

should be stated for what they are: hypotheses, 

not absolutes. Charles Darwin confided his own 
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doubts in a letter to a colleague in 1858, the year 

before publication of The Origin of Species: 

Thank you heartily for what you say about 

my book; but you will be greatly disappointed; 

it will be grievously too hypothetical. It will 

very likely be of no other service than collating 

some facts; though I myself think I see my way 

approximately on the origin of the species. But, 

alas, how frequent, how almost universal it is in 

an au th or to persuade himself of the truth of 

his own dogmas. 49 

If Darwin himself called it "grievously too hypo

thetical," why are we teaching it as proven fact 

today? Schools should also present the growing 

scientific case against Darwinism, so students can 

weigh both sides and make up their own minds. 

Of course, some regard any challenge to Darwin as 

"sneaking religion in via the back door," and try to 

silence teachers who present these evidences as 

"violating separation of church and state." But it is 

quite a stretch to claim that discussing, say, the 

failure of mutations to add new genetic informa

tion, somehow constitutes a government endorse

ment of religion. Many, in fact, consider evolution 
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a way of sneaking atheism in through the back 

door-and all the ideology that goes with it. 

Wernher von Braun was director of NASA's 

space flight center; he oversaw the team of scien

tists that sent the first American into space, and 

masterminded the moon landing. Regarding sci

ence education, he stated: "To be forced to believe 

only one conclusion-that everything in the uni

verse happened by chance-would violate the very 

objectivity of science itself. "so 

Indeed, suppose an arson detective, about to 

investigate a fire's origins, received these instruc

tions: "In your investigation, you must only con

sider the possibility that the fire happened by 

chance; you must not explore evidence that sug

gests it was intentional." How sound would that 

investigation be? 

A few years ago, the National Academy of Sci

ences issued an Affirmation of Freedom of Inquiry 

and Expression that stated: "That freedom of 

inquiry and dissemination of ideas require that 

those so engaged be free to search where their 

inquiry leads, free to travel and free to publish 

their findings without political censorship and 
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without fear of retribution in consequence of 

unpopularity of their conclusions. Those who 

challenge existing theory must be protected from 

retaliatory reactions. "51 

Science is about the truth, and it neither fears 

nor suppresses the search for it. 
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