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Natural Selection Part II

Mutation and the mouse trap

Natural Selection tells us nothing of the origin of the genes or the origin of species. The peppered moth example of Kettlewell in 1958 didn’t show any example of an origin of a new species. The dark moth existed, the light moth existed. Nothing new was created by natural selection. The only other argument the evolutionist has is mutation. Those small changes that over time change one species into another that occur from natural selection. 

Mutations require new information in the genetic code. They must be a series of beneficial mutations over a long period of time to result (hypothetically) in a positive change. Change upon change will result in a new species then a new creature. From pond scum to fish to monkey to man. Observing elements that make up some of these creatures show this is not possible. Observing the most basic creatures in nature in you will see you have elements that have to coexists to have functionality. Observe nature and you find independent life forms that can only survive through the contribution of other life forms. This biodiversity is unexplainable by the evolutionists.

1. New information: amoebae to man requires huge increases in amounts of genetic information. Where did this information come from? Evolutionists have no answer. The bible does.

2. Biodiversity refers to plants, animals and microbes that all collectively make up living systems or ecosystems. An example is the ecological codependence of plants and animals. Animals need oxygen to live and in breathing it add carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. Plants add oxygen while they depend on carbon dioxide to survive. That’s biodiversity in a nutshell.

What does biodiversity say about evolution. It begs the question of how life that is so interdependent on one another can independently evolve? It can’t.

What does biodiversity say about creation. Without biodiversity life on earth could not exist. Our delicate ecosystem could not survive long without the redundancy of the ecological services different species provide. These ecological relationships being essential to survival of life necessitates that they existed simultaneously.

3. Evolution on a microscopic level


As we said in a previous class, for evolution to be a fact it must work on a microscopic level. If we observe the simplest life forms on a microscopic level we should be able to see there is functionality when you separate its parts. 

What we observe on a microscopic level.

As in nature, there is a interdependence of parts in all single cell life forms.

This is called irreducible complexity. In other words there are functioning parts in single cell creatures that have multiple parts. If one of those parts is missing the function is impossible. One example is flagellum of some bacterium. This is a tail-like appendage that spins to propel the bacterium. This flagellum is able to spin because of a machine that spins it much like an engine turns a crankshaft. This machine is made of many parts that each has a function that is essential. If one element is missing the function cannot be accomplished. The conclusion is that these elements could not evolve one by one for they were not advantageous alone and thus not usable by natural selection.

Michael J. Behe, author of Darwin’s Black Box gives this compelling argument in the example of a mousetrap. Made of four simple parts: a metal hammer to hold down or kill the mouse, a spring to allow the hammer to swing, a metal restraining bar to hold the hammer in set position, and a catch that is sensitive to touch of the mouse. If one of these elements is missing the mousetrap is not a mousetrap.

4. Saltations

Darwin’s explanation of evolution requires tiny steps of change. Saltation is dramatic changes. Proposed by Professor Richard Goldschmidt of the University of Berkley, saltations is the theory that one day a reptilian egg hatched and a bird came out. A mutation of incredible range, a giant leap of mutation resulted in the changes in species we see. Basically Goldschmidt speculated that a miracle or something outside natural phenomenon was responsible for evolution. Goldschmidt was almost lynched by Darwinists. Goldschmidt had proposed a hopeful monster to explain life as we see it.

Gould defended Goldschmidt by saying it was necessary because it is too difficult to invent a reasonable sequence of intermediate forms. 

Darwin wrote to his contemporary Charles Lyell, “If I were convinced that I required such additions to the theory of natural selection, I would reject it as rubbish.”

Because of this view how can we explain complex systems in our own bodies. How can we explain the human eye? How did it come about?

The human eye requires parts that each contributes to its function. Without each one it has no function. So how did evolve into being? Stephen J. Gould asked the question, “What good is 5% of an eye?” He speculated there must have been other functions for these parts. Richard Dawkins responded that an animal with 5% sight is better than one with 1% sight. But that was not the question. The question is what good is 5% of an eye. 5% of an eye has 100% no use. 5% of an eye doesn’t produce any function of sight. So Dawkins argument is without merit.

Another difficulty for evolutionists to explain is the wing of several creatures. Bird’s wings have no relation to that of bats or insects. Why did these creatures evolve so differently? The most difficult question is that in the evolutionary stages of developing a wing a creature would be inhibited in escaping from predators. It wouldn’t be able to climb or run away from predators and would be caught and eaten with greater ease. That would result in the demise of the creatures with this mutation.

Feathers

Another difficulty is the complexity of a single feather. A bird’s feather is a marvel of engineering and design. Each barb of a feather is visible to the naked eye. What is not generally realized is that on either side of these barbs are tiny barbules, which can only be seen under a microscope? On one side of the barb the barbules are ridged on the other they have hooks. Thus the hooks connect with the ridges to interlock the barbs. Making it a sliding joint and creating a mechanism that makes feathers flexible yet intact. It gives the wing the ability to be aerodynamic. If this wasn’t enough to frustrate the evolutionist there is more. Anyone who has found a feather lying on the ground notices the feather soon becomes frizzy. That is because it is not lubricated and the friction of the barbules causes the feather to separate. Everyone has observed birds preening themselves. By doing this the bird is applying oil from its preening gland to its feathers. This keeps the feathers from separating or becoming useless. How did this preening gland happen to evolve at the exact same time feathers did? Luck?

Many evolutionists speculate that feathers evolved from reptilian scales. The comparison of the two is absolutely ridiculous and has no similarity in structure. There is not one shred of evidence in the fossil record of any transition of scales into feathers.

Richard Dawkins admits, “virtually all the mutations studied in genetics laboratories –which are pretty macro because otherwise geneticists would not notice them– are deleterious to animals possessing them.”
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