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 “Today, our duty is to destroy the myth of evolution, considered as a simple, understood, and explained phenomenon which keeps rapidly unfolding before us. Biologists must be encouraged to think about the weaknesses of the interpretations and extrapolations that theoreticians put forward or lay down as established truths. The deceit is sometimes unconscious, but not always, since some people, owing to their sectarianism, purposely overlook reality and refuse to acknowledge the inadequacies and the falsity of their beliefs.”    [Evolution of Living Organisms (1977)  p.8 ]

This critique of Darwinist evolution comes not from the Bible Belt of the USA, but from Professor Pierre Grasse (1895-1985), the most distinguished of French zoologists, who for thirty years held the Chair of Evolution at the Sorbnonne. He was the editor of the 28 volumes of Traité de Zoologie, author of numerous original investigations, and ex-president of the Academie des Sciences. His knowledge of the living world was encyclopedic.

Grasse believed in evolution, but not in blind random evolution à la Darwin. He suspected that it was a deliberately guided process, not q result of purely chance mutations.

Last week I concluded by summarizing the scientific objections to Darwinist evolution theory. Today and next week I wish to explain these in more detail. For a fuller treatment see the writings of William Dembski, Michael Behe, Steven C. Meyer, Michael Denton, Phillip E. Johnson, and many others. There are plenty of articles and books from reliable scientists, leaving aside those coming from Biblical literalists who think the earth was made about 4004 BC!
1. 
The shortage of intermediates in the fossil record 
“If my theory be true, numberless intermediate varieties, linking most closely all of the species of the same group together must assuredly have existed... Consequently evidence of their former existence could be found only amongst fossil remains.” (Charles Darwin,  Origin of Species (1859) p.179)  

Darwin himself was daunted by this absence of fossil intermediates: none had yet been found. He regarded this as a major dilemma facing his theory. In the chapter "Difficulties on Theory," he wrote: 

“Why, if species have descended from other species by insensibly fine gradations, do we not everywhere see innumerable transitional forms? Why is not all nature in confusion instead of the species being, as we see them, well defined?… But, as by this theory innumerable transitional forms must have existed, why do we not find them embedded in countless numbers in the crust of the earth?… Why then is not every geological formation and every stratum full of such intermediate links? Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely graduated organic chain; and this, perhaps, is the most obvious and gravest objection which can be urged against my theory.” (ibid p.172)  


For every claimed evolution from one species to the next along an evolutionary pathway, there should exist thousands of blind alleys and dead ends in the fossil record. Think of the neck of the giraffe! 

Back in 1859 Darwin hoped that further exploration would unearth thousands of fossil intermediates. It hasn’t. Even major transitions e.g. reptiles to birds, have very scanty supporting evidence. Some new species have been found, like the therapsid reptiles and Archaeopteryx, an early bird, but not the almost infinite plethora of links which should link all species together. 

2. The long term stability of most species
In the 1960’s, evolutionists Neil Eldredge and Stephen J. Gould rediscovered the pattern of remarkable species stability ("stasis") that had first been discussed by paleontologists in Darwin's time.

Paleontologists now generally agree that stasis is a common phenomenon. It has been empirically documented as typical of most species of Metazoa and Plantae for at least the past half billion years. Species may persist in recognizably the same form, with little or no accumulated change, for millions of years (5-10 million in marine species; somewhat shorter durations in the more volatile terrestrial environments). 

Grasse pointed out that bacteria, which are studied by many geneticists and molecular biologists, and which produce the most mutants, actually "stabilized a billion years ago!” He regarded the "unceasing mutations" to be "merely hereditary fluctuations around a median position; a swing to the right, a swing to the left, but no final evolutionary effect." 
In our day bacteria can develop immunity to certain antibiotics, but they don’t transform into completely new species.

Animal breeders know that particular characteristics can be deliberately developed up to a point – Siamese cats, St. Bernards and dachshunds and Dobermann dogs. But if they are left to themselves to breed, they soon revert to a mongrel mean. This reversion to the mean is a constant property of all species. Only when one group becomes geographically isolated is it likely to develop into a different species, as defined by inability to interbreed with the originals. As to evolving into a different genus, family, suborder, order – these have never been observed.
Lineages are static over very long periods of time. Rather than being in continuous flux, species can show stability over a hundred million years or more. Some, like the coelacanth, have survived for aeons of geological time without any evolution.

They do not change slowly, bit by morphological bit, into new species as an evolutionist would expect. Instead, they usually remain unchanged until they become extinct. This leads us on to the next point: 
3.   The lack of evidence for macroevolution as compared to microevolution

Microevolution means small scale variations within a species or at least a genus. Species boundaries are not always clear. 
Nobody denies that mutation and selection cause variation in nature, as with the various shapes and colors of the finches of the Galapagos islands, or the shifting ratios of dark and light peppered moths in industrial English cities. 
Pierre Grasse denied that such observations prove evolution in general. They merely show that an existing genotype (DNA species code) can express itself in many ways. Such changes do not involve the introduction of new genetic information.
The DNA code for a particular species already contains a lot of hidden genes and information, which comes out under suitable environmental conditions. We see this with human beings – Caucasian, Mongoloid, Negroid, Australoid etc.
Macroevolution means the theoretical large scale evolution from one genus or family to another, for example, from a deer (Cervidae)  to a giraffe (Giraffidae), both being within the Ruminantia suborder of the order Artiodactyla. 

Evolutionary biologists reason that because small scale changes are observed, then the large scale macroevolution “must happen” too, although this extraopolation has never been observed in practice. 

Pierre Grasse warned that: "Some contemporary biologists, as soon as they observe a mutation, talk about evolution. They are implicitly supporting the following syllogism: mutations are the only evolutionary variations, all living beings undergo mutations, therefore all living beings evolve....No matter how numerous they may be, mutations do not produce any kind of evolution." 
4. The damaging nature of most mutations

From genetics we know that most mutations cause harm to an organism, not to build complexity. This again is the entropy problem in thermodynamics. A random undirected process tends to harm organisms. 
Bombard any creature’s DNA with radiation, u.v. light, X-rays or chemical agents, to induce genetic mutations, and what do you get? Usually cancers, illness and early death.

In human beings, genetic mutations and mistakes produce what? Down’s syndrome, spina bifida, sickle-cell anaemia, cystic fibrosis, haemophilia. No evolutionary advantage there! Chemically speaking, there exist thousands of possible harmful mutations to the DNA code before ever one arises which might be even marginally beneficial to an organism. 
For decades biologists have been bombarding the poor Drosophila fruit fly with every possible type of mutation-causing agent, to produce monstrous fruitflies with missing or enlarged organs of every type. But no new species. End cruelty to fruit flies, I say!
The problems in altering one genus of animals into another can be seen by a simple example. For several years I was the proud owner of a 1.1 Lada Samara car.  Now, show me how you can change that Lada into my present 1.2 Honda Jazz, changing only one component at a time, ensuring that the vehicle continues to work the whole time, and at each stage has an evolutionary advantage over (performs better than) its immediate precursor. 
I’ll make it easier for the evolutionist: Turn my current 1.2 Honda into the next model up, a 1.4. How exactly are you going to change all those cylinder sizes, valves and pistons, and keep the whole machine running as well?
Even with an intelligently designed workshop with all the components of the new model available, it is an impossible task. Granted, biological systems are more amazing than mechanical systems, even Japanese ones!  But the Darwinist alleges that such a process happened blindly, with all the thousands of unsuccessful intermediates being relegated to the scrap heap of evolutionary history. 
Trouble is, the scrap heap has disappeared. Moreover, by random chance the process would have taken longer than the life of the earth, and have consumed more cars than have ever been made.
“  Through use and abuse of hidden postulates, of bold, often ill-founded extrapolations, a pseudoscience has been created. It is taking root in the very heart of biology and is leading astray many biochemists and biologists, who sincerely believe that the accuracy of fundamental concepts has been demonstrated, which is not the case. – Pierre Grasse: Evolution of Living Organisms (1977), p.6  
This explanation is taking longer than I had intended, so may I beg the readers’ indulgence and continue next week.

