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This chapter contrasts the evolution and creatiodets, and refutes faulty understandings of
both. A major point is the common practicelefching about Evolution and the Nature of
Sienceto call all change in organisms ‘evolution.’ ThisadlesTeaching about Evolution to
claim that evolution is happening today. Howevegationists have never disputed that
organisms change; the difference istiype of change. A key difference between the two
models is whether observed changes are the tyjpertgarticles into people.

Evolution

Evolution, of the fish-to-philosopher type, reqgiteat non-living chemicals organize
themselves into a self-reproducing organism. Adety of life are alleged to have descended, by
natural, ongoing processes, from this ‘simple’ fdem. For this to have worked, there must be
some process which can generate the genetic inflama living things today. Chapter 9 on
‘Design’ shows how encyclopedic this information is

So how do evolutionists propose that this infororatirose? The first self-reproducing
organism would have made copies of itself. Evolut¢so requires that the copying is not
always completely accurate—errors (mutations) ackoy mutations which enable an
organism to leave more self-reproducing offsprinlyj lve passed on through the generations.
This ‘differential reproduction’ is callexatural selection. In summary, evolutionists believe
that the source of new genetic information is marest sorted by natural selection—the neo-
Darwinian theory.

Creation

In contrast, creationists, starting from the Biltdelieve that God created different kinds of
organisms, which reproduced ‘after their kindsef. 1:11-12, 21, 24—-p3ach of these kinds
was created with a vast amount of information. €heas enough variety in the information in
the original creatures so their descendants caldgtao a wide variety of environments.

All (sexually reproducing) organisms contain trgenetic information impaired form. Each
offspring inherits half its genetic information fmats mother, and half from its father. So there
are two genes at a given positidoc(s, pluralloci) coding for a particular characteristic. An
organism can be heterozygous at a given locus, imgeércarries different formsa{leles) of

this gene. For example, one allele can code far bles, while the other one can code for
brown eyes; or one can code for the A blood tygkthe other for the B type. Sometimes two
alleles have a combined effect, while at other simiely one allele (calledominant) has any
effect on the organism, while the other does raesive). With humans, both the mother’s
and father’s halves have 100,000 genes, the intfommaquivalent to a thousand 500-page



books (3 billion base pairs, dsaching about Evolution correctly states on page 42). The
ardent neo-Darwinist Francisco Ayala points out thanans today have an ‘average
heterozygosity of 6.7 percertThis means that for every thousand gene pairsigddr any
trait, 67 of the pairs have different alleles, megr6,700 heterozygous loci overall. Thus, any
single human could produce a vast number of diffiepessible sperm or egg cel&% or

10°°*. The number of atoms in the whole known univesserily’ 10°°, extremely tiny by
comparison. So there is no problem for creatiomgfgaining that the original created kinds
could each give rise to many different varieti@sfdct, the original created kinds would have
had much more heterozygosity than their modernerapecialized descendants. No wonder
Ayala pointed out that most of the variation in pigions arises from reshuffling of previously
existing genes, not from mutations. Many varietiais arise simply by two previously hidden
recessive alleles coming together. However, Ayala&tes the genetic information came
ultimately from mutations, not creation. His beligtontrary tanformation theoryas shown

in chapter 9 on ‘Design.’

Deterioration from perfection

An important aspect of the creationist model igofbverlooked, but it is essential for a proper
understanding of the issues. This aspect isl¢tesioration of a once-perfect creation.
Creationists believe this because the Bible sthtisthe world was created perfeGefh. 1:3),
and that death and deterioration came into thedawetause the first human couple sinned
(Gen. 3:19Rom. 5:128:20-22 1 Cor. 15:21-22, 26

As the previous chapter showed, all scientistgné facts according to their assumptions.
From this premise of perfection followed by deteaimn, it follows that mutations, as would
be expected from copying errors, destroyed sontleeobriginal genetic information. Many
evolutionists point to allegedly imperfect struesiias ‘proof’ of evolution, although this is
really an argument against perfect design rathaar tbr evolution. But many allegedly
imperfect structures can also be interpreted asexidration of once-perfect structures, for
example, eyes of blind creatures in caves. Howelier fails to explain how sight could have
arisen in the first place.

Adaptation and natural selection

Also, the once-perfect environments have deteedratto harsher ones. Creatures adapted to
these new environments, and this adaptation tamkaitm ofweeding out some genetic
information. This is certainly natural selection—eutionists don’t have a monopoly on this. In
fact, a creationist, Edward Blyth, thought of tlemcept 25 years before Darwir@sigin of
Soecies was published. But unlike evolutionists, Blyth aeded it as aonservative process that
would remove defective organisms, thus consenhedealth of the population as a whole.
Only when coupled with hypothetical information4gag mutations could natural selection be
creative.

For example, the original dog/wolf kind probablydttae information for a wide variety of fur
lengths. The first animals probably had medium-erigr. In the simplified example illustrated



below? a single gene pair is shown under each dog aswgpimitwo possible forms. One form
of the gene (L) carries instructions for long filve other (S) for short fur.

In row 1, we start with medium-furred animals (Li&erbreeding. Each of the offspring of
these dogs can get one of either gene from eaemipg@r make
up their two genes.
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3. This has occurred througtatural selection.

4. There have beem new genes added.

5. In fact, genes have been lost from the populatioethere has beerioss of genetic
information, the opposite of what microbe-to-man evolutiondssi@ order to be credible.

6. Now the population is less able to adapt to fueme&ronmental changes—were the
climate to become hot, there is no genetic inforonafior short fur, so the dogs would
probably overheat.

Another information-losing process occurs in selyuaproducing organisms—remember,

each organism inherits only half the informatiorrieal by each parent. For example, consider a
human couple with only one child, where the motreat the AB blood group (meaning that she
has both A and B alleles) and the father had tido©®d group (both alleles are O and
recessive). So the child would have either AO ordl@les, so either the A or the B all@hest

be missing from the child’s genetic information.ushthe child could not have the AB blood
group, but would have either the A or the B bloodup respectively.

A large population as a whole is less likely toel@established genes because there are usually
many copies of the genes of both parents (for el@mptheir siblings and cousins). Butin a
small, isolated population, there is a good chdhatinformation can be lost by random
sampling. This is calledenetic drift. Since new mutant genes would start off in smathbers,
they are quite likely to be eliminated by genetidtdeven if they were beneficial.

In an extreme case, where a single pregnant aminekingle pair is isolated, e.g., by being
blown or washed onto a desert island, it may lankraber of genes of the original population.
So when its descendants fill the island, this nemutation would be different from the old one,
with less information. This is called tif@nder effect.

Loss of information through mutations, natural sgten, and genetic drift can sometimes result
in different small populations losing such differ@rformation that they will no longer



interbreed. For example, changes in song or colghtmesult in birds no longer recognizing a
mate, so they no longer interbreed. Thus a newcispeis formed.

The Flood

Another aspect of the creationist model is the @8ghteaching irGenesis chapters 6 tal@at

the whole world was flooded, and that a male anthfe of every kind of land vertebrate
(animals with biblical life in the Hebremephesh sense) were saved on Noah'’s ark. A few
‘clean’ animals were represented by seven indivgl(@en. 7:2). The Bible also teaches that
this ark landed on the mountains of Ararat. Froaséhassumptions, creationists conclude that
these kinds multiplied and their descendants spoveadver the earth. ‘Founder effects’ would
have been common, so many ‘kinds’ would each hawngise to several of today’s ‘species.’

Contrasting the Models

Once biblical creation is properly understoodsipossible to analyze the ‘evidence’ for
‘evolution as a contemporary process’ presentetidaghing about Evolution on pages 16-19.
The three diagrams below should help:
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Figure 1: The evolutionary ‘tree’ which postulates
that all today’s species are descended from the one
common ancestor (which itself evolved from non-
living chemicals). This is what evolution is readlf
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Figure 2: The alleged creationist ‘lawn’ this
represents the caricature of creationism presdiyted
Teaching about Evolution—the Genesis ‘kinds’ were
the same as today'’s species.
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Figure 3: The true creationist ‘orchard’ diversity has
occurred with time within the original Genesis
‘kinds’ (creationists often call thetvaramin, from
Hebrewbara = create, andin = kind). Much of the
evidence of variation presented Bgaching about
Evolution refutes only the straw-man version of
creationism in Figure 2, but fits the true creasbn
‘orchard’ model perfectly well.

The alleged evidence for evolution in action

This section will deal with some of the examplesdibyTeaching about Evolution, and show
that they fit the creationist model better.

Antibiotic and pesticide resistance
Teaching about Evolution claims on pages 16-17:

The continual evolution of human pathogens has dompese one of the most serious health
problems facing human societies. Many strains ofdsa have become increasingly resistant to
antibiotics as natural selection has amplifiedstasit strains that arose through naturally
occurring genetic variation.

Similar episodes of rapid evolution are occurrimgniany different organisms. Rats have
developed resistance to the poison warfarin. Mamdheds of insect species and other
agricultural pests have evolved resistance to #stigpdes used to combat them—even to
chemical defenses genetically engineered into plant

However, what has this to do with the evolutiome#k kinds with new genetic information?
Precisely nothing. What has happened in many ¢askat some bacteraready had the

genes for resistance to the antibiotics. In famtes bacteria obtained by thawing sources which
had been frozen before man developed antibiotiee BRown to be antibiotic-resistant. When
antibiotics are applied to a population of bactdhase lacking resistance are killed, and any
genetic information they carry is eliminated. Thievs/ors carry less information, but they are
all resistant. The same principle applies to ratkiasects ‘evolving’ resistance to pesticides.
Again, the resistance was already there, and e¢e=atithout resistance are eliminated.

In other cases, antibiotic resistance is the redidtmutation, but in all known cases, this
mutation has destroyed information. It may seemrssing that destruction of information can
sometimes help. But one example is resistancectarnltibiotic penicillin. Bacteria normally
produce an enzyme, penicillinase, which destroyscikn. The amount of penicillinase is



controlled by a gene. There is normally enough pced to handle any penicillin encountered
in the wild, but the bacterium is overwhelmed bg #mount given to patients. A mutation
disabling this controlling gene results in much enpenicillinase being produced. This enables
the bacterium to resist the antibiotic. But normathis mutant would be less fit, as it wastes
resources by producing unnecessary penicillinase.

Another example of acquired antibiotic resistarsctne transfer of pieces of genetic material
(calledplasmids) between bacteria, even between those of diffespaties. But this is still
usingpre-existing information, and doesn’t explain issigin.

More information on antibiotic resistance can henfb in the articl&Superbugs Not Super after
All.°

Lacewing species
Another example of ‘evolution’ is given on page WhereTeaching about Evolution states:

The North American lacewing speci€brysoperla carnea andChrysoperla downes separated
from a common ancestor species recently in evalatyptime and are very similar. But they are
different in color, reflecting their different hahis, and they breed at different times of year.

This statement is basically correct, but an evohary interpretation of this statement is not the
only one possible. A creationist interpretatiothigt an originaChrysoperla kind was created
with genes for a wide variety of colors and matuedpavior. This has given rise to more
specialized descendants. The specialization méahgach has lost the information for certain
colors and behaviors. The formation of new spe@aiation) without information gain is no
problem for creationistSAdaptation/variation withitChrysoperla, which involves no addition

of complex new genetic information, says nothingudtihe origin of lacewings themselves,
which is what evolution is supposed to explain.

Darwin’s finches
On page 19Teaching about Evolution claims:

A particularly interesting example of contemporawplution involves the 13 species of finches
studied by Darwin on the Galapagos Islands, nowknas Darwin’s finches ... . Drought
diminishes supplies of easily cracked nuts but gsrthe survival of plants that produce larger,
tougher nuts. Drought thus favors birds with stromigle beaks that can break these tougher
seeds, producing populations of birds with thesigstr[Peter and Rosemary Grant of Princeton
University] have estimated that if droughts ocduow every 10 years on the islands, then a
new species of finch might arise in only about g68ars.

However, again, an original population of fincheslta wide variety of beak sizes. When a
drought occurs, the birds with insufficiently stgpand wide beaks can’t crack the nuts, so they
are eliminated, along with their genetic informatidgain, no new information has arisen, so
this does not support molecules-to-man evolution.



Also, the rapid speciation (200 years) is good evae for the biblical creation model. Critics
doubt that all of today’s species could have fibadhe ark. However, the ark would have
needed only about 8,000 kinds of land vertebraitmas, which would be sufficient to produce
the wide variety of species we have tof@arwin’s finches show that it need not take very
long for new species to ariSe.

Breeding versus evolution

On pages 37-3deaching about Evolution compares the artificial breeding of pigeons and
dogs with evolution. However, all the breederssisdlect from the informaticaiready

present. For example, Chihuahuas were bred by selectmgithallest dogs to breed from over
many generations. But this process eliminates ¢émeg for large size.

The opposite process would have bred Great Dansstfte same ancestral dog population, by
eliminating the genes for small size. So the brggetiassorted out the information mixture into
separate lines. All the breeds have less informdhan the original dog/wolf kind.

Many breeds are also the victims of hereditary ¢mm due to mutations, for example the
‘squashed’ snout of the bulldog and pug. But tless of genetic information and their
inherited defects mean that purebred dogs aréfiess the wild than mongrels, and
veterinarians can confirm that purebreds suffamfroore diseases.

Actually, breeds of dogs are interfertile, evendbi@anes and Chihuahuas, so they are still the
same species. Not that speciation is a probleroréationists—see the section on lacewings
above. But if Great Danes and Chihuahuas werelordyn from the fossil record, they would
probably have been classified as different spemeven different genera. Indeed, without
human intervention, Great Danes and Chihuahuasl gmabably not breed together

(hybridize), so they could be considered differgpecies in the wild. Creationists regard the
breeds of dogs as showing that God programmed waradbility into the original dog/wolf
created kind.

Darwin versus a faulty creation model

On pages 35-3deaching about Evolution discusses some of Darwin’s observations. For
example, living and fossil armadillos are foundyoinl South America. Also, animals on the
Galapagos Islands are similar to those in Ecuaduie creatures on islands off Africa’s coast
are related to those in Africa. The book then state

Darwin could not see how these observations cosleXplained by the prevailing view of his
time: that each species had been independentliedraaith the species that were best suited to
each location being created at each particular site

Actually, this is setting up a straw man, as thieat what biblical creationists believe, because
it completely ignores the global flood as stateGanesis chapters 6-9. The flood wiped out all
land vertebrates outside the ark and would haediyae-arranged the earth’s surface. So,
there’s no way that anything was created in itsemelocation.



Also, all modern land vertebrates would be descgnde
from those which disembarked from the ark in the
mountains of Ararat—over generations, they migrabed
their present locations. It should therefore besuprise to
biblical creationists that animals on islands ofifiéa’s
coast should be similar to those in Africa—they ratgd to the islands via Africa.

Darwin’s observations were thus easily explaindlyl¢he biblical creation/flood model.
However, by Darwin’s time, most of his opponents kot believe the biblical creation model,
but had ‘re-interpreted’ it to fit into the old-dlabeliefs of the day.

A prevalent belief was a series of global flood#ofwed by re-creations, rather than a single
flood followed by migration. Darwin found obsenats which didn’t fit this non-biblical
model. This then allowed him to discredit creatmd the Bible itself, although it wasn’t
actually the true biblical belief he had disproved!

An interesting experiment by Darwin, cited bgsaching about Evolution on page 38, also
supports the creation-flood model.

By floating snails on salt water for prolonged pdsg, Darwin convinced himself that, on rare
occasions, snails might have ‘floated in chunkdrdfed timber across moderately wide arms
of the sea.’ ... Prior to Darwin, the existence ofdanails and bats, but not typical terrestrial
mammals, on the oceanic islands was simply notdccatalogued as a fact. It is unlikely that
anyone would have thought to test the snails feir thbility to survive for prolonged periods in
salt water. Even if they had, such an experimentldvbave had little impact.

Thus, Darwin helped answer a problem raised bytgisepf the Bible and its account of the
flood and ark: ‘How did the animals get to faravdagces?’ This also showed that some
invertebrates could have survived the flood outsideark'® possibly on rafts of pumice or
tangled vegetation, or on driftwood as Darwin ssge. Other experiments by Darwin showed
that garden seeds could still sprout after 42 daysiersion in salt water, so they could have
traveled 1,400 miles (2,240 km) on a typical oceament™* This shows how plants could have
survived without being on the ark—again by floatorgdriftwood, pumice, or vegetation rafts
even if they were often soaked. Therefore, theticnedlood-migration model could also have
led to such experiments, despite whedching about Evolution implies’



