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Proofs of Evolution

Introduction 

In our first lesson, we noted that acceptance of the theory of evolution requires the operation of faith. How reasonable this faith is depends on the amount and quality of the evidence supporting it. A number of questions come to mind regarding the evidence for evolution: 

· What evidence is proposed as supporting evolution? 

· How well-established or certain is this evidence? 

· Can other conclusions reasonably be formed from the evidence? 

This last question is extremely important. Remember Stephen Jay Gould's comment in Hen’s Teeth and Horses’ Toes

“Our confidence that evolution occurred centers upon three general arguments.”
As we have noted in lesson one, the first of these is the process of micro-evolution, which we would agree occurs. While the observation of micro-evolution is a form of direct evidence, it does not compel one to conclude that macro-evolution occurred. In fact, there are characteristics of micro-evolution which may lead one to conclude that macro-evolution is impossible or at least unlikely. Thus it is possible to agree with the evidence, to have a common understanding of what the facts are, yet draw entirely different conclusions. Gould continues his point regarding evidence, 

"The second and third arguments do not involve direct observation of evolution in action. 

They rest upon inference, but are no less secure for that reason. " emp. added 

If these arguments depend upon inference, then we naturally ask the question, can we reasonably draw a different inference from the evidence. The evidence offered, by the way, for Gould's second and third arguments is the imperfection of nature and the fossil record. The purpose of this lesson is to examine this evidence and other evidence offered in support of the theory of evolution. We will try to explain why this evidence can be used to reasonably draw the inference that evolution did occur. However, we will then examine why this evidence is insufficient to compel one to believe in evolution. We will show how inferences can be drawn from the evidence which is entirely compatible with the teachings of the Bible. 

You might well ask, if more than one reasonable conclusion can be drawn from the evidence, what would cause someone to believe one viewpoint over the other (or others). The principles discussed in lesson one will be invaluable in understanding this. How far an individual has progressed on the sequence of conclusions, will almost invariably determine what they conclude about evolution from the available evidence. 

Evolutionary Evidence 

The four most important evidences for evolution are considered to be the fossil record, comparative anatomy, micro-evolution and imperfections in nature. Each is summarized below with a brief explanation of why they are considered supportive of evolution. 

A. The Fossil Record 

The Fossil Record is generally considered to be the best source of evidence for the theory. The record is viewed by evolutionists as demonstrating a gradual development of anatomical structures from simple to complex through successive stages of rock strata. Geological tables have been developed to show the rock units of the earth in an arrangement from the oldest to the youngest. Alongside those tables are shown the included fossils for each rock unit in a supposedly orderly evolutionary sequence. 

Biology textbooks are filled with examples of evolution supposedly drawn directly from the fossil record, e.g., the evolution of the horse. 

B. Comparative Anatomy/Homology 

A study of nature reveals many similar anatomical features among the animal groups. For example, there is a striking similarity in the bone structure of a bat's wing, a man's arm and a porpoise's flipper, indeed in the forearms of all mammals. There are also similarities in other structures such as muscles, blood vessels and digestive systems. The assumption is made that the greater the similarity the closer the kinship, i.e., similar animals must have a common ancestry. 

C. Micro-evolution

Small changes in animals or plants can be observed and tested by scientists. Famous examples include the Peppered moth, a population of British moths which were observed becoming predominantly darker when industrial soot darkened the trees upon which the moths rested, thereby exposing the lighter colored moths to predatory birds. Evolutionists believe that since minor changes are possible within a species, given enough time, changes can accumulate resulting in new life forms. Stephen Jay Gould explains this "orthodox" view of evolution thusly, 

"Macro-evolution (major structural transition) is nothing more than micro-evolution (flies in a bottles) extended If black moths can displace white moths in a century, then reptiles can become birds in a few million years by the smooth and sequential summations of countless changes" 
It should be noted that Gould expresses deep doubts about the power of the summation of small changes to explain the complexity of life, but even he lists micro-evolution as one evidence of macro-evolution. 

D. Imperfections in Nature/Vestigial Organs

There are really two arguments made here. One is that certain animals have rudimentary or vestigial organs, organs for which no apparent function exists. An example would be the appendix. The belief is that these are remnants of an ancestral evolutionary past. These remnants may not be organs. Gould makes an elaborate case regarding a bone of the panda used as a thumb. According to Gould, it is an odd, left-over part from an ancestor adapted by the panda for a different use. 

The second argument is that odd arrangements and unusual geographic distributions of animals suggest a natural process rather than the designs of a creator. 

I believe these arguments constitute the major evidences for evolution. Occasionally, a textbook may list under evidences, dating methods which suggest an extreme age for the earth or the universe. It should be noted, however, that a very old earth is merely a prerequisite for evolution, not an evidence of its occurrence. Of course an extremely old age for the earth may affect our view of the Genesis account of creation, but again it is not an evidence of evolution. Consider on dating methods Larry taught in the last lesson. 

Occasionally, embryology is listed in a textbook as evidence of evolution. However, this field offers little hard evidence of evolution and is not cited in most recent works. I have seen it used to illustrate the reasonableness of believing in "one cell to man" evolution. Richard Dawkins in The Blind Watchmaker. quotes J.B.S. Haldane's comparison of this type of evolution to what goes on in a mother's womb in nine months. Dawkins goes on to add, 

"Development is admittedly a very different process from evolution but nevertheless, anyone skeptical of the very possibility of a transition from single cell to man has only to contemplate his own foetal beginnings to have his doubts allayed.” 

This is, of course, a very poor argument. Humans develop in the womb because of an incredibly complex process involving DNA, RNA and many other factors which are beyond our complete understanding. This complex arrangement of development has all the characteristics of having been designed. But for Haldane's and Dawkins' point to have validity, it first must be proved that the processes of the womb were also derived through natural selection or evolution. They have simply offered evidence in the form of an assumption. 

Rather than allaying my doubts regarding "one cell to man" evolution, it only strengthens my conviction that such evolution is inconceivable. Since the processes of the womb appear to be the result of design, it seems only natural to conclude that high forms of life are also the product of design. (I might add that even a one cell organism is an amazingly complex structure). 

Dawkins' method of argumentation is typical of many made for evolution. The defender of evolution arrogantly presumes that a poorly constructed argument (which frequently assumes what it is intended to prove) is able to counter any possible doubt. However, every argument made for evolution is not so easy to counter. Evidence under the four categories above is often very persuasively presented and is not so easily dismissed. 

Insufficiency of the Evidence 

Before we look at these categories of evidence, we must remember that it is not essential that we conclude the evidence cannot reasonably cause someone to believe in evolution. On the contrary, I believe it is quite possible to rationally conclude evolution is true, if you begin with the premise that life must be explained naturalistically, i.e., without supernatural intervention. Evolution may not be the best explanation, but for some people it will always be the only option. 

The key question is whether a completely different conclusion can be drawn from the facts of the evidence. If each piece of factual evidence could also suggest divine creation, then the evidence presented for evolution is insufficient, because it does not compel someone to believe. It is analogous to a criminal trial where evidence is presented to demonstrate the guilt of the accused. If a case is also presented by the defense that another person had equal motive and opportunity, and that the factual evidence suggested that that person could also have committed the crime, the defendant is likely to go free. Why? Because a reasonable doubt has been placed in the minds of the jury when they are presented with a viable alternative which is not in conflict with the evidence. 

A. The Fossil Record

Lesson eight and nine is entirely devoted to a study of the fossil record and we will spend considerable time there demonstrating that the fossil record is evidence that evolution has not occurred. Briefly though, we note that the arguments from the fossil record are sometimes circular. The fossils may be dated by the rock containing them, but frequently the rocks are dated by the fossils found in them, leaving little certainty about the proper order of the rocks. 

The fossil record is only helpful to the idea of evolution in its general form. When examined in detail, the record is a burden, as it reveals inconsistencies and, above all else, the lack of transitional forms required by evolution. Instead, the fossil record reveals sudden appearances of fully developed life forms without any preceding intermediate forms of life. This characteristic of the fossil record is certainly more indicative of creation than it is of evolution. 

B. Comparative Anatomy/Homology 

The similarity of structures of various groups of organisms seems apparent. However, it requires an inference to conclude that comparative anatomy suggests evolution. An equally sound conclusion would be that organisms are similarly constructed because they have a common designer and creator. 

"Ultimately, however, it is homology that has provided the greatest stumbling block to Darwinian theory, for at the final and most crucial hurdle, homology has fallen. . . If the Darwinian interpretation of homology is correct, then you would expect to find at the microscopic level the same homologies that are found at the macroscopic level. In fact that is not what has been found.

This fundamental disappointment has been called by Australian molecular biologist Michael Denton, the failure of homology'. " 

C. Micro-evolution 

We have probably dealt adequately with the idea of micro-evolution in our lesson on the Genesis account. If one agrees that the Genesis account in no way denies the possibility (I believe we could say the reality) of micro-evolution, then micro-evolution cannot serve as a compelling evidence of evolution. It is merely a fact which fits well into either viewpoint regarding the origin and development of life. 

In the next lesson, we discuss the use of micro-evolution as evidence of the occurrence of natural selection. Without question, natural selection, or survival of the fittest, operates to determine the prevalence of traits within a species, but to conclude from it the concept of 'lone cell to man" evolution is a leap of faith in the highest degree. 

As we also will see in the next lesson, the operation of micro-evolution frequently displays the limitation of change rather than the evidence of profound change sought by the proponents of evolution. 

D. Imperfections in Nature/Vestigal Organs 

Far from agreeing that imperfections exist in nature, many evolutionists stress the optimal designs which evolution has produced. Great homage is paid to the power of natural selection. Stephen Jay Gould correctly notes that this line of thought, "mimics the postulated action of an omnipotent creator", therefore, he looks for signs of imperfection. 

Michael. Denton in his book, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, points out that any such "imperfections only serve to highlight the fact that, in general, biological adaptations exhibit, as Darwin confessed 'a perfection of structure and coadaptation which justly excites our admiration"'. Denton was alluding to Darwin's comment regarding the eye which he characterized as an organ of extreme perfection, "The eye to this day gives me a cold shudder". Thus, not only is there disagreement over whether imperfections exist, there is also disagreement over their implication. 

Many of the examples offered of imperfections are of the "God wouldn't do that way" theme. Dawkins, in The Blind Watchmaker. describes the development of a young flatfish's skull as growing in a "strange, asymmetrical and twisted fashion". He goes on to say, 

"Its very imperfection is powerful testimony of its ancient history, a history of step-by-step change rather than of deliberate design. No sensible designer would have conceived such a monstrosity if given a free hand to create a flatfish on a clean drawing board.” emp. added 

Dawkins also points out that the photocells of the eye are wired backwards from what would be expected by an engineer. While noting that this would not cause much distortion, he concludes, "but, still, it is the principle of the thing that would offend any tidy-minded engineer!". Dawkins does not offer an evolutionary explanation for the photocells, nor does he explain the flatfish's development. As is typical of this whole category of evidence, the strength of the evidence is in its ridicule of the notion of a perfection creation. 

However, several points should be noted: 

· As we have stated previously, the ways of God are above man, and we cannot expect to have an accurate knowledge of what God would do in creation. 

· Many of the features noted as imperfect or vestigial may be the product of micro-evolution. If so, there is nothing in their nature which should cause us to believe in evolution rather than creation. 

· As noted under comparative anatomy, this type of evidence for evolution cannot be confirmed or denied, as it is simply impossible for man to determine what God would or would not do. 

Conclusion 

The evidence offered in support of evolution, where factual in nature, is easily compatible with the Biblical concept of creation. One's conclusion from the evidence is generally the product of predispositions and one's philosophy of life rather than the compelling nature of the evidence. 

On the Right Side by George V. Caylor                                                   http://www.ontherightside.com/

"The Biologist"

One of the best aspects of my wife JoAnne’s Bed and Breakfast is the chance for a great conversation with an interesting guest. People fascinate me, and the laid-back atmosphere of the bed and breakfast allows me to get to know our guests well. I was with a congressman the moment the Monica Lewinsky story broke, and discussed the possible impeachment. I enjoyed visiting with a Russian attorney who wrote the post-communism Russian Constitution. But all our guests have good stories, and I like to hear them all. I ‘replay’ them later, and I have the ability to remember conversations nearly word for word. That memory skill comes from either thirty years as a financial planner, or six years as a touring musician.

One of the most interesting, and disturbing conversations, was with a molecular biologist working in genetic research. Jeff and his wife were in from New York to celebrate the 2000 New Year. I think they just wanted out of New York City, and Lynchburg is about as "out" as he could get! Jeff described himself as a "secular Jew," which meant that he was not into practicing his religion. (There seems to be a lot of secular Jews and secular Christians around these days.) 

I asked Jeff about his profession and he told me that he was a molecular biologist, specializing in genetic research. He and his team were scientific "detectives" tracking down the cause of disease.

Our conversation went something like this:

G: "Sounds like pretty complicated work."

J: "You can’t imagine how complicated!"

G: "Try me."

J: "I’m a bit like an editor, trying to find a spelling mistake inside a document larger than four complete sets of Encyclopedia Britanica. One hundred volumes, thousands and thousands of pages of small print words."

G: "With the computer, you can just use ‘spell check’!"

J: "There is no ‘spell check’ because we don’t know yet how the words are supposed to be spelled. We don’t even know for sure which language. And it’s not just the ‘spelling error’ we’re looking for. If any of the punctuation is out of place, or a space out of place, or a grammatical error, we have a mutation that will cause a disease."

G: "So how do you do it?"

J: "We are learning as we go. We have already ‘read’ about two articles in that encyclopedia, and located some ‘typo’s’. It should get easier as time goes by." G: "How did all that genetic information get there?" J: "Do you mean, did it just happen? Did it evolve?"

G: "Bingo. Do you believe that the information evolved?"

J: "George, nobody I know in my profession believes it evolved. It was engineered by ‘genius beyond genius,’ and such information could not have been written any other way. The paper and ink did not write the book! Knowing what we know, it is ridiculous to think otherwise."

G: "Have you ever stated that in a public lecture, or in any public writings?"

J: "No. It just evolved."

G: "What? You just told me ---?"

J: "Just stop right there. To be a molecular biologist requires one to hold on to two insanities at all times. One, it would be insane to believe in evolution when you can see the truth for yourself. Two, it would be insane to say you don’t believe in evolution. All government work, research grants, papers, big college lectures - everything would stop. I’d be out of a job, or relegated to the outer fringes where I couldn’t earn a decent living."

G: "I hate to say it, Jeff, but that sounds intellectually dishonest."

J: "The work I do in genetic research is honorable. We will find the cures to many of mankind’s worst diseases. But in the meantime, we have to live with the ‘elephant in the living room’."

G: "What elephant?"

J: "Creation design. It’s like an elephant in the living room. It moves around, takes up an enormous amount of space, loudly trumpets, bumps into us, knocks things over, eats a ton of hay, and smells like an elephant. And yet we have to swear it isn’t there!"

I didn’t use Jeff’s family name, although I doubt many New Yorkers read the "Ledger." After all, Jeff is a good man who deserves to earn a good living. I am just a bit angry that we allow him to be bullied by evolutionists. It makes me yearn for the day when all molecular biologists will be able to say: "Hey, there’s an elephant in our living room! Maybe we can make friends with it!"

Caylor is a syndicated writer with Press Media Group, LLC. 
Page 2 of 7
Prepared by Russ LaGrone, Larry Brown, Bart Cleveland and James Newman July 2002                       Lesson 6

[image: image1.png]