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Ghapter 10 ———

MUTATIONS

Why mutations
cannot produce cross-species change

This chapter is based on pp. 393-459 of Origin of the Life (Vol-
ume Two of our three-volume Evolution Disproved Series). Not
included in this chapter are at least 134 statements by scientists.
You will find them, plus much more, on our website: evolution-
facts.org.

A mutation is damage to a single DNA unit (a gene). If it
occursinasomatic (body) gene, it only injurestheindividual; but if
to agametic (reproductive) gene, it will be passed on to his descen-
dants.

Mutations rank equally with fossils and natural selection
asthethree most important aspects of life evolution.

Fossil evidence inthe sedimentary rock stratais supposed to pro-
videevidencethat speciesevolution has occurred inthe past, and natu-
ral selection and mutations aretheonly means (mechanisms) by which
it could occur.

In the chapter on Fossils and Strata, we will learn that thereis
simply no evidencethat evolution of lifeformshasever occurredin
the past. In the chapter on Natural Selection, we learned that the
accidental genereshuffling (which evolutionistscall “natural selec-
tion”) can indeed produce changes within species—but are totally
incapabl e of producing different species.

So that brings usto mutations. The study of mutationsiscru-
cial! It isall that the evolutionists have left! |f mutations can-
not produce evolution, then nothing can.

In this chapter you will learn that, far from being beneficial,
mutations constitute something terriblethat ruin and destroy
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organisms, either in thefirst generation or soon ther eafter. Not
only isit impossible for mutations to cause the evolutionary
process—they weaken or terminate thelife process! The rea
son we all fear radiation is because they are a powerful means of
producing mutationsthat irreparably damage our bodies.

THE LAST HOPE—It is well-known among many knowl-
edgeable scientiststhat if evolution could possibly occur, mu-
tations would have to accomplish it. There simply is no other
mechanism that can make changeswithinthe DNA. Natural selec-
tion has consistently failed, so mutations are thelast hope of ama-
jority of the evolutioniststoday.

“1t must not be forgotten that mutation is the ultimate source of
all genetic variation found in natural populationsand the only new
material availablefor natural selection towork upon.”—*E. Mayr,
Populations, Species and Evolution (1970), p. 103.

“The process of mutation is the only known source of the new
materials of genetic variability, and hence of evolution.”—*T.
Dobzansky in American Scientist, 45 (1957), p. 385.

Yet they have not been able to provide proof that mutations
actually produce evolution.

“The complete proof of the utilization of mutationsin evolution
under natural conditions has not yet been given.”—>*Julian Huxley,
Evolution, the Modern Synthesis, pp. 183 and 205.

OVERVIEW OF THE SITUATION—M utationsgenerally pro-
duce one of three types of changes within genes or_chromo-
somes: (1) an alteration of DNA letter sequence in the genes, (2)
gross changesin chromosomes (inversion, translocation), or (3) a
changein the number of chromosomes (polyploidy, haploidy). But
whatever the cause, theresult isachangein genetic information.

Herearesomebasic hurdlesthat scientists must overcome
in order to make mutations a success story for evolution: (1)
Mutations must occur quite frequently. (2) Mutations must be ben-
eficial—at |east sometimes. (3) They must effect adramatic enough
change (involving, actudly, millionsof specific, purposive changes)
so that one specieswill betransformed into another. Small changes
will only damage or destroy the organism.

NEO-DARWINISM—(*#1/25 What the Public Is Not Told*)
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When *Charles Darwin wrote Origin of the Species, he based
evolutionary transitions on natural selection. In his book, he
gave many examples of this, but all his examples were merely
changeswithin the species.

Sincethen, scientists have diligently searched for examples—
past or present—of natural selection changes beyond that of basic
plant and animal types, but without success. For example, they cite
several different horses—from miniatures to large workhorses to
zebras,—but all are still horses.

Findingthat so-called “ natural selection” accomplished no
evolutionary changes, moder n evolutionistsmoved away from
Darwinism into neo-Darwinism. This is the revised teaching
that it is mutations plus natural selection (not natural selec-
tion alone) which have produced all lifeformson Planet Earth.

“Evolutionis, toput it simply, theresult of natural selectionwork-
ing on random mutations.”—*M. Ruse, Philosophy of Biology
(1973), p. 96.

Neo-Darwinists speculatethat mutationsaccomplished all
cross-species changes, and then natural selection afterward
refined them. This, of cour se, assumesthat mutationsand natu-
ral selection are positive and purposive.

1 - FOUR SPECIAL PROBLEMS

In reality, mutations have four special qualities that are ru-
inous to the hopes of evolutionists:

(1) RARE EFFECTS—Mutations are very rare. This point
isnot a guess but a scientific fact, observed by expertsin the
field. Their very rarity dooms the possibility of mutational
evolution to oblivion.

“It is probably fair to estimate the frequency of a majority of
mutationsin higher organisms between oneinten thousand and one
inamillion per gene per generation.”—*F.J. Ayala, “Teleological
Explanations in Evolutionary Biology,” in Philosophy of Science,
March 1970, p. 3.

Mutations are simply too rare to have produced all the
necessary traitsof even onelifeform, muchlessall the creatures
that swarm on the earth.

Evolution requires millions upon millions of direct, solid
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changes; vet mutations occur only with great rarity.

“ Although mutation is the ultimate source of all genetic varia-
tion, it is arelatively rare event.”—*F.J. Ayala, “Mechanism of
Evolution,” Scientific American, September 1978, p. 63.

(2 RANDOM EFFECTS—Mutations are always random,
and never purposive or directed. This has repesatedly been ob-
served in actual experimentation with mutations.

“It remains true to say that we know of no way other than ran-
dom mutation by which new hereditary variation comesinto being,
nor any process other than natural selection by which the heredi-
tary constitution of apopulation changesfrom one generationto the
next.”—*C.H. Waddington, The Nature of Life (1962), p. 98.

* Eden declares that the factor of randomnessin mutations ru-
instheir usefulness as ameans of evolution.

“Itisour contention that if ‘random’ is given a serious and cru-
cial interpretation from a probabilistic point of view, the random-
ness postulateis highly implausible and that an adequate scientific
theory of evolution must await the discovery and €l ucidation of new
natural laws.”—*Murray Eden, “Inadequacies of Neo-Darwin-
ian Evolution as Scientific Theory,” in Mathematical Challenges
to the Neo-Darwinian Theory of Evolution (1967), p. 1009.

M utationsarerandom, wild eventsthat aretotally uncon-
trollable. When a mutation occurs, it is a chance occurrence,
totally unexpected and haphazard. The only thing we can pre-
dictisthat it will not go outside the species and produce anew type
of organism. Thiswe can know as aresult of lengthy experiments
that haveinvolved literally hundreds of thousands of mutationson
fruit fliesand other small creatures.

Evolution requirespurposive changes. Mutationsareonly
chance occurrences and cannot accomplish what is needed for
organic evolution.

(3) NOT HEL PFUL—EVolution requiresimprovement. M u-
tationsdo not help or improve; they only weaken and injure.
“But mutations are found to be of a random nature, so far as
their utility is concerned. Accordingly, the great majority of muta-
tions, certainly well over 99%, are harmful in someway, asisto be
expected of the effects of accidental occurrences.”—*H.J. Muller,
“Radiation Damage to the Genetic Material,”” in American Sci-
entist, January 1950, p. 35.
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WHAT MUTATIONS ARE LIKE—Tossing a single mutation
into a living organism is like a speeding automobile that
has just collided with a tree. Accidents can be dangerous,
and mutations are accidents which are always dangerous
and frequently lethal.

WHAT MUTATIONS ARE NOT LIKE—Sub-species changes
in animals, plants, and microbes are not mutations. In ani-
mals, each is a different breed of the same animal species.
In plants, each is a different variety or hybrid of the same
plant species. In microbes, each is a variant of the same
microbe species. True mutations are different—and always
damage and shorten the life of the creature or his posterity.

§
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(4) HARMFUL EFFECTS—(*#2/21 Mutations are Always
Harmful*) Nearly all mutationsareharmful. In most instances,
mutations weaken or damage the organism in some way, so
that it (or its offspring if it is able to have any) will not long
survive.

As mentioned earlier, scientists turned to neo-Darwinism in
the hope that it could do that which Darwinism could not do. The
man more responsible than any other for getting scientists on the
neo-Darwinian bandwagon was * Julian Huxley. But in his writ-
ings, even he knew hewason thinice:

“A proportion of favorable mutations of onein athousand does
not sound much, but isprobably generous, since so many mutations
arelethal, preventing the organism from living at al, and the great
majority of the rest throw the machinery slightly out of gear.” —
*Julian Huxley, Evolution in Action, p. 41.

Elsewherein the same book, he admitted this:

“One would expect that any interference with such a compli-
cated piece of chemical machinery asthe genetic constitution would
result in damage. And, intact, thisis so: the great mgjority of mu-
tant genes are harmful in their effects on the organism.”—* Julian
Huxley, op. cit., p. 137.

So there you have it: four specia facts about mutations that
demolish any possibility that they could mutate even one species
into another, much less produce all the speciesin theworld.

Mutationsarerare, random, almost never animprovement,
alwaysweakening or har mful, and often fatal to the organism
or itsoffspring.

MILLIONSOF MUTATIONAL EXPERIMENTS—ALt thispoint,
you might ask, “How can we be certain of such facts about
mutationsif they aresorare?” That isagood question.

The answer is this: Although mutations only occur with ex-
treme infrequence in nature, in thelabor atory resear chershave
lear ned how to produce mutationsat will. Theusual method is
radiation, but certain chemicals can accomplish it also. A suf-
ficient amount of X-raysapplied to the genes of thegerm cellsof an
organism will produce mutations in its offspring. As aresult, re-
search geneticists have had the opportunity to study the ef-
fects of hundreds of thousands of mutations, on millions of
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gener ations of certain creatures. Moreon thislater in this chap-
ter.

BASISOF EVOL UTION—Modern evolutionary theory, fromthe
mid-twentieth century onward, is based on the idea that muta-
tions plusnatural selection, plustime can produce most won-
derful changes in all living creatures. And this has been re-
sponsible for all the astounding faculties and complicated organs
that we seein plantsand animals.

Since DNA inthecell isthe blueprint of the form that life will
take, it doesat first seem reasonable to assumethat if the blueprint
could be changed, thelifeform might greatly improve.

Capitalizing onthetheme, evolutionistsexplain in their text-
booksthat it ismutationsthat have provided uswith the mil-
lions of beneficial featuresin every species in the world. All
that isneeded istime and lots of random, mutational changes
in the DNA code, and soon myriads of outstanding life forms
will emerge.

Evolutionistsa so tell usthat mutationswill wonderfully adapt
usto our environmental needs. * Carl Sagan, aleading scientist and
science fiction writer, says that we have no creatures that move
about on wheels on Planet Earth only because it is too bumpy!

“We can very well imagine another planet with enormous long
stretches of smooth lavafieldsin which wheeled organismsare abun-
dant.”—* Carl Sagan, The Cosmic Connection, p. 42.

Sagan’s idea of people sprouting wheels instead of legs be-
cause they live on flat ground is about as humorous as lava fields
that are generally smooth and level.

We have aready mentioned four factsabout mutations: (1) They
are extremely rare. (2) They are only random in what they do.
(3) They are never really beneficial. (4) They are harmful or
lethal. But now the situation getsworse.

2 - TWENTY-EIGHT REASONS
Here are 28 reasons why it is not possible for mutations to
roduce species evolution:

1- NOT ONCE—Hundreds of thousands of mutation experi-
ments have been done, in adetermined effort to prove the possibil -
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ity of evolution by mutation. And thisis what they learned: NOT

ONCE hasthere ever been arecorded instance of atruly ben-
eficial mutation (onewhichisaknown mutation, and not merely a
reshuffling of latent characteristicsin the genes), nor such amuta-
tion that was permanent, passing on from one generation to
another!

Read the above paragraph over a couple times. If, after mil-
lions of fruit-fly mutation experiments, scientists have never
found one helpful and non-weakening mutation that had per-
manent effectsin offspring—then how could mutationsresult
in worthwhileevolution?

“Mutations are more than just sudden changesin heredity; they
also affect viability [ability to keep living], and, to the best of our
knowledgeinvariably affect it adversely [they tend to resultin harm
or death]. Does not thisfact show that mutationsarereally assaults
on the organism’s central being, its basic capacity to be a living
thing?'—*C.P. Martin, “A Non-Geneticist Looks at Evolution,”
in American Scientist, p. 102.

2- ONLY HARM—The problem hereis that those or ganisms
which mutations do not kill outright are generally so weak-
ened that they or their offspring tend to die out. Mutations,
then, work the opposite of evolution. Given enough mutations, life
on earth would not be strengthened and hel ped; it would be extin-
guished.

Thisgradual buildup of harmful mutationsin thegenesis
called genetic load.

“Thelarge majority of mutations, however, are harmful or even
lethal to theindividual inwhom they are expressed. Such mutations
can beregarded asintroducing a‘load,” or genetic burden, into the
[DNA] pool. Theterm ‘genetic load’ wasfirst used by thelate H.J.
Muller, who recognized that the rate of mutationsisincreased by
numerous agents man hasintroduced into hisenvironment, notably
ionizing radiation and mutagenic chemicals.”—*Christopher Wills,
“Genetic Load,” in Scientific American, March 1970, p. 98.

3-USUALLY ELIMINATE—Because of their intrinsic nature,
mutations greatly weaken the organism; so much so that if that
or ganism survives, its descendantswill tend to die out.

Theresult isaweeding-out process. Contrary to the hopes of
the neo-Darwinians, natural selection does not enhancethe effects
of the mutation. Natur al selection eliminates mutationsby Kill-
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ing off the organism bearing them!

“ After agreater or lesser number of generationsthe mutantsare
eliminated.”—*G. Ledyard Stebbins, Processes of Organic Evo-
lution (1971), pp. 24-25.

“If one alows the unquestionably largest experimenter to
speak,—namely nature, one gets a clear and incontrovertible an-
swer to the question about the significance of mutationsfor thefor-
mation of speciesand evolution. They disappear under the competi-
tive conditions of natural selection, as soap bubbles burst in a
breeze.”—*Herbert Nilsson, Synthetische Artbildung, p. 174.

4- MUTAGENS—It isawell-known fact that scientistshave
for decadesbeen urging theremoval of radiation hazardsand
mutagenic chemicals (scientists call them mutagens) because
of the increasing damage mutations are doing to people, an-
imals, and plants.

It is time that the evolutionists, who praise the value of
mutations, admit very real facts. How can such terriblecurses,
which iswhat mutationsare, improveand beautify therace—
and produce by random action all the complex structuresand
actionsof life?

If scientistsreally believed in mutations asthe great improvers
of the race, they would ask that more, not less, mutagenic radia-
tions might be given to plant and animal life! But they well-know
that mutations are extremely dangerous. Who is that confirmed
neo-Darwinist whoiswillingtolet hisown body beirradiated
with X-raysfor minutesat atime, so that his offspring might
wonder fully improve?

“Themost important actionsthat need to be taken, however, are
in the area of minimizing the addition of new mutagens to those
already present in the environment. Any increasein the mutational
load isharmful, if not immediately, then certainly to future genera-
tions.”—* Christopher Wills, ““Genetic Load,” in Scientific Amer-
ican, March 1970, p. 107.

5- DANGEROUSACCIDENTS—How often do accidentshelp
you?What isthelikelihood that the next car accident you have
will make you feel better than you did before?

Because of their random nature and negative effects, mutations
would destroy all lifeon earth, wereit not for thefact that in nature
they rarely occur.
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“ An accident, arandom change, in any delicate mechanism can
hardly be expected to improveit. Poking astick into the machinery
of one's watch or one's radio set will seldom make it work bet-
ter.”—*Theodosius Dobzhansky, Heredity and the Nature of Man
(1964), p. 126. [Dobzhansky is a geneticist.]

Actually, a significant part of the grave danger in muta-
tions is their very randomness! A mutation is a chance acci-
dent to the genes or chromosomes.

“We could still be sure on theoretical groundsthat mutantswould
usualy be detrimental. For a mutation is a random change of a
highly organized, reasonably smooth-functioning human body. A
random change in the highly integrated system of chemical pro-
cesses which constitute life is certain to impair—just as arandom
interchange of connections[wires] inatelevision setisnot likely to
improvethe picture.”—* J.F. Crow, “Genetic Effects of Radiation,”
in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 14 (1958), pp. 19-20.

Referring to the harmful effects of mutations, *Bullock con-
cludes:

“Such resultsareto be expected of accidental changesoccurring
in any complicated organization.”—*Helen Bullock, “Crusade to
Unravel Life’s Mystery,” The Toronto Star, December 19, 1981,
p. Al3.

6- INTERTWINED CATASTROPHE—A new reason why mu-
tationsare so insidious hasonly recently been discovered. Geneti-
cistsdiscovered theanswer inthe genes. I nstead of a certain char-
acteristic being controlled by a certain gene, it isnow known
that each gene affects many char acteristics, and each charac-
teristic is affected by many genes! We have here a complicated
interweaving of genetic-characteristic relationships never before
imagined possible!

Touch such adelicate system with mutationsand you pro-
duceinterlocking havoc.

7-ONLY RANDOM EFFECTS—So far in thischapter, we have
tended to ignore the factor of random results. What if mutations
wer e plentiful and always with positive results, but still ran-
dom asthey now are? They would still be useless.

Even assuming mutations could produce those complex struc-
turescalled feathers, birdswould havewingson their stomachs,
where they could not use them, or the wings would be upside
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down, without lightweight feathers, and under- or oversized.
Most animals would have no eyes, some would have one,
and thosethat had any eyeswould havethem under their arm-
pitsor on the soles of their feet.
The random effects of mutations would annihilate any value
they might otherwise provide.

8- ALL AFFECTED—M utationstend to have a widespread
effect on the genes.

“Moreover, despitethe fact that amutation isadiscrete, discon-
tinuous effect of the cellular, chromosome or gene level, its effects
aremodified by interactionsin the whole genetic system of anindi-
vidual . . Every character of an organism is affected by all genes,
and every gene affects all other characters. It is this interaction
that accountsfor the closely knit functional integration of the geno-
type as a whole.”—*Ernst Mayr, Populations, Species, and Evo-
lution, p. 164 [emphasis his].

Each mutation takes its toll on large numbers—even all
the genes, directly or indirectly; and since 99 percent of the mu-
tations are harmful and appear in totally random areas, they could
not possibly bring about theincrediblelifeformswefind all about
us.

Since each altered characteristic requires the combined
effort of many genes, it isobviousthat many geneswould have
to be mutated in a GOOD way to accomplish anything worth-
while. But almost no mutations are ever helpful.

More generations of fruit flies have been experimented on for
mutational effects than mankind could have lived for millions of
years! Thisisdueto thefact that afruit fly produces“anew genera-
tion” in afew short hours; whereas a human generation requires
18-40 years, and researchersin many locations have been breeding
fruit fliesfor over 90 years.

Thousands and thousands of generations of fruit flieshave been
irradiated inthe hope of producing worthwhile mutations. But only
damage and death has resulted.

“Most mutants which arise in any organism are more or less
disadvantageousto their possessors. The classical mutants obtained
in Drosophila [fruit fly] show deterioration, breakdown, and dis-
appearance of some organs.”—*Dobzhansky, Evolution, Genetics
and Man (1955), p. 105.
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9- LIKE THROWING ROCK S—Trying to accomplish evolu-
tion with random, accidental, harmful mutationsis like trying to
improve atelevision set by throwing rocks at it (although I will
admit that may be one of the best waysto improve the benefit you
receivefromyour television set).

*H.J. Muller won a Nobel prize for hiswork in genetics
and mutations. In histime, he was considered a world leader
in geneticsresearch. Hereishow he describesthe problem:

“Itisentirely inlinewith the accidental nature of mutationsthat
extensive tests have agreed in showing the vast majority of them
detrimental to the organisminitsjob of surviving and reproducing,
just as changes accidentally introduced into any artificial mecha
nism are predominantly harmful to its useful operation . . Good
onesare so rarethat we can consider them al bad.”—*H.J. Muller,

“How Radiation Changes the Genetic Constitution,” in Bulletin
of Atomic Scientists, 11 (1955), p. 331.

10 - MATHEMATICALLY IMPOSSIBLE—(*#3/9 Math on
Mutations*) Fortunately mutationsarerare. They normally oc-
cur on an average of perhapsoncein every ten million dupli-
cations of a DNA molecule.

Even assuming that all mutations were beneficial—in or-
der for evolution tobegin to occur in even asmall way, it would
be necessary to have, not just one, but a SERIES of closely re-
lated and interlocking mutations—all occurring at the same
timein the same organism!

The odds of getting two mutations that are in some slight
manner related to one another is the product of two separate
mutations: ten milliontimesten million, or ahundred trillion. That
isal followed by 14 zeros (in scientific notation written as 1 x
10'). What can two mutations accomplish? Perhaps a honeybee
with awavy edge on abent wing. But heisstill ahoneybee; he has
not changed from one speciesto another.

Morerelated mutationswould be needed. Threemutationsin
a sequence would be abillion trillion (1 with 21 zeros). But that
would not begin to do what would be needed. Four mutations,
that weresimultaneousor sequentially related, would be 1 with
28 zeros after it (1 x 10%). But al the earth could not hold enough
organisms to make that possibility cometrue. And four mutations
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together does not even begin to produce real evolution. Millions
upon millions of harmonious, beneficial characteristicswould
be needed to transfor m one speciesinto another.

But ALL those smultaneous mutations would have to be
beneficial; wheresas, in real life, mutations very rarely occur and
they areamost always harmful.

(By the way, you would need to produce all those multi-
mutationsin amated pair, so they could properly produce young.
Otherwiseit would be like mating adonkey and ahorse—and get-
ting asterile offspring.)

“The mass of evidence showsthat al, or amost all, known mu-
tations are unmistakably pathological and the few remaining ones
arehighly suspect . . All mutations seem to be of the nature of inju-
ries that, to some extent, impair the fertility and viability of the

affected organism.”—*C.P. Martin, “A Non-Geneticist Looks at
Evolution,” in American Scientist, 41 (1953), p. 103.

Evolution cannot succeed without mutations, and evolution

cannot succeed with them. Evolution is an impossibility, and
that’s it.

11- TIME ISNO SOLUTION—But someone will say, “Well, it
can be done—if given enough time.”” Evolutionists offer us5 bil-
lion year sfor mutationstodothejob of producingall thewon-
ders of naturethat you see about you. But 5 billion yearsis, in
seconds, only 1 with 17 zeros (1 X 10%) after it. And the whole
universe only contains 1 X 10 atomic particles. So there is no
possible way that all the universe and all time past could produce
such odds as would be needed for the task! *Julian Huxley, the
leading evolutionary spokesman of the mid-twentieth century, said
it would take 10%» changesto produce just one horse by evolution.
That is 1 with 3000 zeros after it! (*Julian Huxley, Evolution in
Action, p. 46).

Evolution requiresmillions of beneficial mutationsall working
closely together to produce delicateliving systemsfull of fine-tuned
structures, organs, hormones, and all therest. And all those muta-
tionswould haveto be non-random and intelligently planned! Inno
other way could they accomplish the needed task.

But, leaving thefairyland of evolutionary theory, tothereal
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world, which only hasrare, random, and harmful mutations,
we must admit that mutations simply cannot do thejob.

And thereisno other way that life forms could invent and
reinvent themselves by means of that mythical process called
“evolution.”

“A majority of mutations, both those arising in laboratories and
those stored in natural populations produce deteriorations of the
viability, hereditary disease and monstrosities. Such changesit would
seem, can hardly serveasevolutionary building blocks.” —*T. Dob-
zhansky, Genetics and the Origin of Species (1955), p. 73.

12 - GENE STABILITY—It is the very rarity of mutations
that guarantees the stability of the genes. Because of that, the
fossilsof ancient plantsand animalsare ableto look likethoseliv-
ing today.

“Mutationsrarely occur. M ost genes mutate only oncein 100,000
generationsor more.” “ Researchers estimate that ahuman gene may

remain stable for 2,500,000 years.”—*World Book Encyclopedia,
1966 Edition.

“Living things are enormously diverse in form, but formisre-
markably constant within any given line of descent: pigs remain
pigsand oak treesremain oak trees generation after generation.” —
*Edouard Kellenberger, “The Genetic Control of the Shape of a
Virus,” in Scientific American, December 1966, p. 32.

13- AGAINST ALL LAW—ATfter spending years studying mu-
tations, * Michael Denton, an Australian research geneticist, final-
ized on the matter thisway:

“1f complex computer programs cannot be changed by random
mechanisms, then surely the same must apply to the genetic pro-
gramsof living organisms.

“The fact that systems [such as advanced computers], in every
way analogous to living organisms, cannot undergo evolution by
pure trial and error [by mutation and natural selection] and that
their functional distribution invariably conformsto an improbable
discontinuum comes, in my opinion, very closeto aformal disproof
of the whole Darwinian paradigm of nature. By what strange ca-
pacity do living organisms defy the laws of chance which are ap-
parently obeyed by all analogous complex systems?’—*Michael
Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 342.

14 - SYNTROPY—This principlewas mentioned in the chapter
on Natural Selection; it belongs here also. * Albert Szent-Gyorgyi
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is a brilliant Hungarian scientist who has won two Nobel Prizes
(1937 and 1955) for hisresearch. In 1977, he devel oped a theory
which he called syntropy. * Szent-Gyorgyi pointsout that it would
beimpossiblefor any organism to survive even for a moment,
unlessit wasalready completewith all of itsfunctionsand they
were all working perfectly or nearly so. This principle rules
out thepossibility of evolution arising by theaccidental effects
of natural selection or the chance results of mutations. Itisan
important point.

“In postulating his theory of syntropy, Szent-Gyorgyi, perhaps
unintentionally, bringsforth one of the strongest argumentsfor Cre-
ationism—thefact that abody organisuselessuntil itiscompletely
perfected. The hypothesized law of ‘survival of the fittest’ would
generally select against any mutations until alarge number of mu-
tations have already occurred to produce acomplete and functional
structure; after which natural selection would then theoretically se-
lect for the organism with the completed organ.” —Jerry Bergman,
“Albert Szent-Gyorgyi’s Theory of Syntropy,” in Up with Creation
(1978), p. 337.

15- MINOR CHANGES DAMAGE OFFSPRING THE MOST—
With painstaking care, geneticists have studied mutations for de-
cades. Aninteresting feature of these accidentsin the genes, called
mutations, deals a stunning blow to the hopes of neo-Darwinists.
Here, in brief, isthe problem:

(1) Most mutationshavevery small effects; some havelarger
ones. (2) Small mutations cannot accomplish the needed task,
for they cannot produce evolutionary changes. Only major muta-
tional changes, with wide-ranging effectsin an organism, can pos-
sibly hope to effect the needed changes from one species to an-
other.

And now for the new discovery: (3) It isonly the minor mu-
tational changes which harm one's descendants. The major
oneskill theorganism outright or rather quickly annihilateits
offspring!

“One might think that mutants that cause only a minor impair-
ment are unimportant, but thisis not true for the following reason:

A mutant that isvery harmful usually causes early death or senility.

Thus the mutant geneis quickly eliminated from the population . .
Since minor mutations can thus cause as much harmin thelong run
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asmajor ones, and occur much morefrequently, it followsthat most
of themutational damagein apopulationisdueto the accumulation
of minor changes.”—*J.F. Crow, “Genetic Effects of Radiation,”
in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, January 1958, p. 20.

“The probabilities that a mutation will survive or eventually
spread in the course of evolution tend to vary inversely with the
extent of its somatic effects. Most mutations with large effects are
lethal at an early stage for the individual in which they occur and
hence have zero probability of spreading. Mutationswith small ef-
fectsdo have some probability of spreading and asarulethe chances
are better the smaller the effect.”—* George Gaylord Simpson,
“Uniformitarianism: An Inquiry into Principle Theory and Method
in Geohistory and Biohistory,” Chapter 2; in *Max Hecht and
*William C. Steeres, ed., Essays in Evolution and Genetics (1970),
p. 80.

16- WOULDHAVE TO DO T IN ONE GENERATION—NOot even
one major mutation, affecting a large number of organic factors,
could accomplish thetask of taking an organism acrossthe species
barrier. Hundreds of mutations—all positive ones—and all
working together would be needed to produce a new species.
Thereason: Thefor mation of even onenew specieswould have
to bedoneall at once—in a single generation!

“Since Lamarck’s theory [acquired characteristics] has been
provedfalse, itisonly of historical interest. Darwin’stheory [natu-
ral selection] does not satisfactorily explain the origin and in-
heritance of variations. . deVries theory [large mutations, or hope-
ful monsters’’] has been shown to be weak because no single muta-
tion or set of mutations hasever been solargethat it has been known
to start a new speciesin one generation of offspring.”—*Mark A.
Hall and *Milton S. Lesser, Review Text in Biology, (1966), p.
363.

17 - INCONSEQUENTIAL ACCOMPLISHMENTS—A major
problem here is that, on one hand, mutations are damaging and
deadly; but on the other,—aside from the damage—they only di-
rectly change small features.

“Isit redly certain, then, as the neo-Darwinists maintain, that
the problem of evolution is a settled matter? |, personally, do not
think so, and, along with agood many others, | must insist onrais-
ing some banal objectionsto the doctrine of neo-Darwinism . .

“The mutations which we know and which are considered re-
sponsible for the creation of theliving world are, in general, either
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organic deprivations, deficiencies (loss of pigment, loss of an ap-
pendage), or the doubling of the pre-existing organs. In any case,
they never produce anything really new or original in the organic
scheme, nothing which one might consider the basis for anew or-
gan or the priming for a new function.”—* Jean Rostand, The Or-
ion Book of Evolution (1961), p. 79.

*Richard Goldschmidt was the geneticist who first proposed
miraculous multimillion, beneficial mutations asthe only possible
cause of species crossover. (More on this later.) Thisis what he
wrote about the inconsequential nature of individual mutations:

“Such an assumption [that little mutations here and there can
gradually, over several generations, produce anew species] isvio-
lently opposed by the mgjority of geneticists, who claim that the
facts found on the subspecific level must apply also to the higher
categories. Incessant repetition of this unproved claim, glossing
lightly over the difficulties, and the assumption of an arrogant atti-
tude toward those who are not so easily swayed by fashionsin sci-
ence, are considered to afford scientific proof of the doctrine. Itis
truethat nobody thusfar has produced anew speciesor genus, €tc.,
by macromutation. Itisequally truethat nobody has produced even
a species by the selection of micromutations.”—*Richard
Goldschmidt, in American Scientist (1952), p. 94.

Later in this chapter, we will briefly discuss * Goldschmidt’'s

“hopeful monster” theory, sinceit isbased on mutational changes.

18 - TRAITS ARE TOTALLY INTERCONNECTED—EXperi-
enced geneticists are well-aware of the fact that the traits con-
tained within the genes are closely interlocked with one an-
other. That which affectsonetrait will affect many others. They
work together. Because of this, all thetraits, in changed form,
would haveto all betheretogether—instantly,—in order for a
new speciesto form!

Here ishow two scientists describe the problem:

“Each mutation occurring alone would be wiped out before it
could be combined with the others. They are all interdependent.
Thedoctrinethat their coming together was dueto aseriesof blind
coincidencesisan affront not only to common sense but to the basic
principles of scientific explanation.”—*A. Koestler, The Ghost in
the Machine (1975), p. 129.

“Most biological reactions are chain reactions. To interact in a
chain, these precisely built molecules must fit together most pre-
cisely, asthe cogwheels of a Swisswatch do. But if thisis so, then
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“The definition of evolution is
random genetic actions, which we
call ‘natural selection,’ working on
random genetic accidents, which
we call ‘mutations.’

“Now, | want to tell you about the
only beneficial mutation that sci-
ence has ever found. It is sickle-cell
anemia. This wonderful mutation
sometimes prevents malaria in the
person having it. Unfortunately, 25%
of the children die from anemia, and
another 25% from malaria.”
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“| started out trying to turn a fruit
fly into a mouse. But after 30 years
of trying, | can’t even change one
into a house fly!”

“Well, Prof, 'm determined to
prove evolution. At first | was going
to scatter nuts, bolts, sheet steel,
glass, and rubber tires around, and
watch it all evolve into a Mercedes.
But that wouldn’t be sporting, since
that isn’t the way evolution did it. So
now | just have here some iron ore,
sand, and a rubber tree.”
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how can such asystem develop at al? For if any one of the specific
cogwheelsin these chainsis changed, then the whole system must
simply becomeinoperative. Saying it can beimproved by random
mutation of onelink . . [is] like saying you could improve a Swiss
watch by dropping it and thusbending one of itswheelsor axles. To
get abetter watch all thewheels must be changed simultaneously to
make agood fit again.”—* Albert Szent-Gyorgyi, “Drive in Living
Matter to Perfect Itself,”” Synthesis I, Vol. 1, No. 1, p. 18 (1977),
[winner of two Nobel Prizes for scientific research and Director
of Research at the Institute for Muscle Research in Massachu-
setts].

19- TOO MANY RELATED FACTORS—Therearefar too many
factors associated with each trait for a single mutation—or even
several to accomplish the needed task. M athematical probabili-
ties render mutational species changes impossible of attain-

ment.

“Based on probability factors. . any viable DNA strand having
over 84 nucleotides cannot bethe result of haphazard mutations. At
that stage, the probabilities are 1 in 480 x 10%°. Such a number, if
written out, would read

480,000,000,000,000,000,000,-
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000.

“Mathematicians agree that any requisite number beyond 10%
has, statistically, a zero probability of occurrence . . Any species
known to us, including the smallest single-cell bacteria, have enor-
mously larger numbers of nucleotides than 100 or 1000. In fact,
singlecell bacteriadisplay about 3,000,000 nucleotides, alignedin
avery specific sequence. Thismeans, that thereisno mathematical
probability whatever for any known speciesto have been the prod-
uct of a random occurrence; ‘random mutations,” to use the
evolutionist’'s favorite expression.”—*L.L. Cohen, Darwin was
Wrong (1984), p. 205.

20- REPRODUCTIVE CHANGESL OW—Hereisan extremely
IMPORTANT point: M utational changesin thereproductivecells
occur_far more infrequently than in the cells throughout the
rest of the body. Only mutational changeswithin the male or
femalereproductive cells could affect oncoming gener ations.

“The mutation rates for somatic cellsare very much higher than
theratesfor gametic cells.”—*““Biological Mechanisms Underly-
ing the Aging Process,” in Science, August 23, 1963, p. 694.

21- EVOLUTION REQUIRESINCREASING COMPLEXITY—

Thetheorists have decreed that evolution, by itsvery nature,
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must move upwar d into ever-increasing complexity, better struc-
tural organization, and completeness. Indeed, thisisacardinal
dictum of evolutionists. Evolutionists maintain that evolution
can only move upward toward moreinvolved lifefor ms—and
that it can never move backward into previously evolved life
forms.

But, inreality, mutations, by their very nature, tear down, dis-
organize, crumble, confuse, and destroy.

Hereishow one scientist explainsthe problem:

“One should remember that an increase in complexity is what
evolutionisall about. It isnot conceived as causing achangewhich
continuesto maintain the samelevel of complexity, nor doesit mean
a change which might bring about a decrease in complexity. Only
anincrease in complexity qualifies.

“Radiationsfrom natural sources enter the body in ahit-or-miss
fashion. That is, they are completely random in the dispersed fash-
ion with which they strike. Chemical mutagens also behave in an
i ndi scriminate manner in causing chemical change. Itishard to see
how either can cause improvements. With either radiations or mu-
tagens, it would be something like taking a rifle and shooting hap-
hazardly into an automobile and expecting thereby to create a
better performing vehicle, and one that shows an advance in the
state-of-the-art for cars.

“The question is, then, can random sources of energy as repre-
sented by radiations or mutagenic chemicals, upon reacting with
the genes, cause body changes which would result in a new spe-
cies?’—Lester McCann, Blowing the Whistle on Darwinism
(1986), p. 51.

22 - EVOLUTION REQUIRES NEW INFORMATION—In or-
der for a new organism to beformed by evolutionary change,
new infor mation banks must be emplaced. It is something like
using amore advanced computer program; a*“card” of more com-
plicated procedural instructions must be put into the central pro-
cessing unit of that computer. But the haphazard, random re-
sultsof mutationscould never providethisnew, structured in-
formation.

“If evolutionisto occur . . living things must be capable of ac-
quiring new information, or alteration of their stored information.” —
*George Gaylord Simpson, ““The Non-prevalence of Humanoids,”
in Science, 143, (1964), p. 772.

23 - EVOLUTION REQUIRES NEW ORGANS—It is not
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enough for mutations to produce changes,—they must pro-
ducenew organs! Billionsof mutational factorswould berequired
for theinvention of one new organ of anew species, and thismuta-
tionscannot do.

“A fact that has been obvious for many yearsisthat Mendelian
mutations deal only with changesin existing characters. . No ex-
periment has produced progeny that show entirely new functioning
organs. And yet it isthe appearance of new charactersin organisms
which mark the boundaries of the major steps in the evolutionary
scale.”—*H.G. Cannon, The Evolution of Living Things (1958),

p. 87.

24 - EVOLUTION REQUIRES COMPLICATED NETWORK -
ING—A relatively new field of scientific study iscalled “linkage,”
“linkage interconnections,” or “networking.” Thisis an attempt
to analyzethenetwork of interrelated factorsin thebody. | say,
“an attempt,” for there are millions of such linkages. Each struc-
tureor organ isrelated to another—and also to thousands of
others. (A detailed study of thistype of research will befoundin
Creation Research Society Quarterly, for March 1984, pp. 199-
211. Ten diagrams and seven charts are included.)

Our concern here is that each mutation would damage a
multi-link network. Thisis one of the reasons why mutations
are alwaysinjuriousto an organism.

Thekidneysinterconnect with the circul atory system, for they
purify the blood. They also interconnect with the nervous system,
the endocrine system, the digestive system, etc. But such aremerely
major systems. Far moreisincluded. We are ssmply too fearfully
and wonderfully made for random mutationsto accomplish any good
thing within our bodies.

25 - VISIBLE AND INVISIBLE MUTATIONS—"“Visible muta-
tions” are those genetic changesthat are easily detectable, such as
abinism, dwarfism, and hemophilia. * Winchester explains: (1) For
every visible mutation, there are 20 lethal ones which arein-
visible! (2) Even morefreguent than thelethal mutationswould
be the ones that damage but do not kill.

“Lethal mutations outnumber visibles by about 20 to 1. Muta-
tionsthat have small harmful effects, the detrimental mutations, are
even more frequent than the lethal ones.” —* A.M. Winchester, Ge-
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netics, 5th Edition (1977), p. 356.

26-NEVERHIGHERVITALITY THAN PARENT—Geneticists,
who have spent a lifetime studying mutations, tell us that each
mutation only weakens the organism. Never does the mutated
offspring have more strength than the unmutated (or less
mutated) parent.
“Thereisno singleinstance whereit can be maintained that any
of the mutants studied has ahigher vitality than the mother species
.. Itis, therefore, absolutely impossible to build a current evolu-
tion on mutations or on recombinations.”—*N. Herbert Nilsson,
Synthetische Artbildung (Synthetic Speciation) (1953), p. 1157
[italics his].
Evolutionary theory dictatesthat your first ancestor wasami-
crobe. Therefore, you cannot have more characteristicsor strength

than microbes have!

27 - MUTATIONS ARE NOT PRODUCING SPECIES
CHANGE—Theory, theory, lots of theory, but it just isn’t happen-

ing!

“No matter how numerous they may be, mutations do not pro-
duce any kind of evolution.”—*Pierre Paul Grasse, Evolution of
Living Organisms (1977), p. 88.

“It is true that nobody thus far has produced a new species or
genus, etc., by macromutation [acombination of many mutations];
it is equally true that nobody has produced even a species by the
selection of micromutation [one or only afew mutations].” —* Ri-
chard B. Goldschmdt, “Evolution, As Viewed by One Geneticist,”
American Scientist, January 1952, p. 94.

A “nascent organ” is one that is just coming into existence.
None have ever been observed.

“Do we, therefore, ever see mutations going about the business
of producing new structures for selection to work on? No nascent
organ has ever been observed emerging, though their originin pre-
functional form is basic to evolutionary theory. Some should be
visible today, occurring in organisms at various stages up to inte-
gration of afunctiona new system, but wedon’t seethem. Thereis
nosignat al of thiskind of radical novelty. Neither observation nor
controlled experiment has shown natural sel ection mani pul ating mu-
tations so as to produce a new gene, hormone, enzyme system, or
organ.”—*Michael Pitman, Adam and Evolution (1984), pp. 67-
68.

28 - GENE UNIQUENESS FORBIDS SPECIESCHANGE—The
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very fact that each species is so different from the others—
forbids the possibility that random mutations could change
them into new species. Therearemillion of factor swhich make
each speciesdifferent from all theothers. The DNA code barrier
that would have to be crossed issimply too immense.

“If lifereally depends on each gene being asunique asit appears
to be, then it is too unique to come into being by chance muta-
tions.”—*Frank B. Salisbury, “Natural Selection and the Com-
plexity of the Gene,” Nature, October 25, 1969, p. 342.

3 - THE ONE “BENEFICIAL” VMIUTATION

SICKLE-CELL ANEMIA—Evolutionists point to sickle-cell
anemia asthe outstanding example of beneficial evolutionary
changethrough mutation.

A long time ago, amutation occurred in someoneinAfrica. As
do all mutational changes, thisone resulted in damage. In thisin-
stance, the shape of the red blood cells was changed, from its nor-
mal flattened shape, to a quarter-moon shape. Because it tended
to cause serious anemia, instead of killing outright, sickle-cell
anemia passed into therace and became a recessive factor.

The problem was that, although the blood of a per son with
sickle-cell anemiadoesnot properly absorb food and oxygen,—
that person, oddly enough, will be less likely to acquire ma-
laria from the bite of an anopheles mosquito. As a result, the
sickle-cell anemiafactor hasbecomewidespread in Africa. This
isthe best example of a*beneficial” mutation that evolution-
ary scientistsare ableto offer us.

“Actually, only three evolutionists have ever given me an ex-
ample of abeneficial mutation. It was the same example all three
times: sickle-cell anemia . . Sickle-cell anemiais often given asan
example of afavorable mutation, because people carrying sickle-
cell hemoglobinintheir red blood cellsareresistant to malaria. But
the price for this protection is high: 25 percent of the children of
carrierswill probably die of theanemia, and another 25 percent are
subject to malaria.

“The gene will automatically be selected when the death rate
from malariais high, but evolutionists themselves admit that the
short time advantages produce ‘ mischievousresults’ detrimental to
long-term survival.”—Henry Morris and Gary Parker, What is Cre-
ation Science? (1987), pp. 103, 104.
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Actual statistics reveal that the death rate from malaria
for normal peoplein certain partsof Africaisover 30 percent
whileonly 25 percent of carriersof sickle-cell anemiaarelikely
to contract it. But in return for the advantage, 25 percent of
their children will die of this serious anemia.

These carriers have a 50-50 proportion of regular and sickle-
cell red blood cells, but 25 percent of their children will have 100
percent sickle-cell RBCs, and will die as a result. The other 75
percent will also be carriersand have the 50-50 proportion of cells.

In sickle-cell anemia, oneamino acid in a peptideof ninein
astringisfaulty. Valineisthereinstead of glutamic acid. That
one change makes all the difference, changing regular hemo-
globin into sickle-cell hemoglobin.

Thisoutstanding exampleof a*“ beneficial mutant” not only
damagesthosewho haveit, but in the processwould nor mally
eradicate itself. It is only the deaths caused by malaria that
favor it.

“Inregionswhere malariais not an acute problem, the gene does
tend to dieout. InAmerica, theincidence of sickle-cell genesamong
blacks may have started as high as 25 percent. Even allowing for a
reduction to an estimated 15 percent by admixture with non-black
individuals, the present incidence of only 9 percent showsthat the
geneisdwindling away. Inall probability it will continueto do so.
If Africaisfreed of malaria, the genewill presumably dwindlethere,
too.”—* Asimov’s New Guide to Science (1984), p. 619.

DRUG-RESISTANT GERMS—What about strains of bacte-
ria and viruses which are resistant to antibiotics and other
moder n drugs? You will frequently hear inthemediathat “ new
mutations’ of germsaredrug-resistant. Thisisnot true.

We have here a situation much like the peppered moth, dis-
cussed early inthelast chapter. Each bacteriaand virus hasitsown
gene pool, so it can produce anumber of varieties. When acertain
antibioticisrepeatedly given to peoplewith tuberculosis, and those
people do not take the drug long enough to kill the tubercle bacil-
lus,—opportunity isgiven for drug-resistant strains of the bacillus
to reproduce in great numbers while less-resistant strains are re-
duced in number. Only occasionally do mutated strains of germs
occur, and when they do, they soon die out. More on this later in
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THE GREAT FRUIT FLY EXPERIMENTS—For most of the 20th-century, re-
searchers have tried to change fruit flies into different species. Many have
devoted their lives to the task. The sheer immensity of the task was daunt-
ing—yet the goal was keenly anticipated. It would prove that mutations could
produce new species. But not once did it happen. If fact, the multiplied mil-
lions of mutations induced by countless irradiations on millions of genera-
tions of the tiny creatures—more generations of fruit flies than larger crea-
tures could have lived on earth in millions of years—only powerfully disproved
the possibility that mutations could produce evolutionary (cross-species)
changes.

MINIATURE

RUPIMENTARY

* THE GREAT FRUIT FLY EXPERIMENTS
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Few men have been as embittered as the conscientious geneticists who
wasted their lives on this project. All they have produced is variants of the
same fruit fly species (Drosophila melanogaster), with various shapes and
sizes of wings, body lengths, shriveled body parts and, in a few cases, mul-
tiple wings which did not work properly.
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SCUTE CROSSVEINLESS CUT
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this chapter.
4 - MIUTATIONAL RESEARCH

FRUIT FLIES TO THE RESCUE—(*#4/12 Fruit Flies Speak
Up*) In 1904, *Walter S. Sutton, an American cytologist, decided
there might be some connection between Gregor Mendel’s 1860s
research and the newly discovered chromosomeswith their genes.
A major breakthrough came in 1906, when *Thomas Hunt
M organ, a Columbia Univer sity zoologist, conceived the idea
of using fruit flies (Drosophila melanogaster) for genetic re-
search. This was due to the fact that they breed so very rapidly,
require little food, have scores of easily observed characteristics,
and only afew chromosomes per cell.

“Thefly could be bred by the thousands in milk bottles. It cost
nothing but a few bananas to feed all the experimental animals;
their entire life cycle lasts a short time and they have only four
chromosomes.”—*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution (1990),
p. 169.

Later still, fruit flies began to be used in mutational re-
search. What that research revealed—settled the question for
all timeasto whether evolution could successfully result from
mutations. And those little creatures should be able to settle the
matter, for it takes only 12 days for a fruit fly to reach maturity;
after that it steadily reproduces young. Each of its offspring ma-
turesin 12 days, and the generations multiply rapidly. What it would
take mammal stens of thousands of yearsto accomplish, the humble
fruit fliescan do within avery short time.

We have heard about “the stones crying out” (Luke 19:40). The
fossil rockssurely are. Well, thelittlefruit flies had atestimony to
giveaso.

HISTORY OF RESEARCH—Because the mainstay of evolu-
tionary theory is mutations, it would be well if we gave a little
spacetoabrief review of research on mutations. Thiswill show
how thoroughly this matter has been investigated. A number
of individuals have dedicated their lifetime to an analysis of
mutations.

Mutations were first studied by *Hugo deVries, *T.H. Mor-
gan, * Calvin Bridges, and * A.H. Sturtevant. Above the microscopic
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level, fruit flies (Drosophila melanogaster) reproduce faster than
any other creature that is large enough to be effectively worked
with and observed. These men spent year s patiently collecting
infor mation on naturally occurring mutationsin fruit flies. They
studied eye color, wing form, eye structure, bristle arrangement,
and many other features of thissmall fly.

Careful breeding experiments produced information on each of
the four chromosomes, in the fruit fly, and the genes within each
one. The mutant genes were carefully located; and, inside each
mutant chromosome, their exact positionswere determined. Fairly
precise “‘chromosome maps’” were made. Similar mapswere made
of corn, tomatoes, flour beetles, and several grains.

“The fruit fly has long been the favorite object of mutation ex-
periments because of itsfast gestation period (twelve days). X-rays
have been used to increase the mutation ratein thefruit fly by 15,000
percent. All in all, scientists have been able to “catalyze the fruit
fly evolutionary process such that what has been seen to occur in
Drosophila is the equivalent of many millions of years of normal
mutationsand evolution.”—* Jeremy Rifkin, Algeny (1983), p. 134.

After decades of study, without immediately killing or steriliz-
ing them, 400 different mutational features have beenidentifiedin
fruit flies. But none changesthefruit fly into adifferent species.

“Out of 400 mutations that have been provided by Drosophila
melanogaster, thereis not one that can be called a new species. It
does not seem, therefore, that the central problem of evolution can
be solved by mutations.”—*Maurice Caulery, Genetics and He-
redity (1964), p. 119.

Thefina word: A thousand known fr uit-fly mutationsplaced
in oneindividual—would still not produce a new species!

“In the best-known organisms, like Drosophila, innumerable
mutantsare known. If wewere ableto combine athousand or more
of such mutantsin asingleindividual, this still would have no re-
semblance whatsoever to any type known as a [new] species in
nature.”—*Richard B. Goldschmidt, “Evolution, As Viewed by One
Geneticist,” American Scientist, January 1952, p. 94.

The obstinate, stubborn little creatures!

“Fruit flies refuse to become anything but fruit flies under any
circumstances yet devised.”—*Francis Hitching, The Neck of the
Giraffe: Where Darwin Went Wrong (1982), p. 61.

X-RAYSENTER—A maj or breakthrough camein 1928 when
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*H.J. Muller discovered that X-rayscould speed up mutations.
Now a way was available by which the researchers could in-
creasethemutationson amillionfold faster basis. I rradiation of
thelittlefruit fliesin their glassjars enabled the scientiststo cal cu-
|ate the rate at which mutations were beneficial, neutral, or harm-
ful.

“Radiation isin fact the only type of agent yet known to which
human beingsarelikely to be exposed in quantity sufficient to cause
any considerable production of mutationsin them.”—*George W.
Beadle, ““lonizing Radiation and the Citizen,” Scientific Ameri-
can, September 1959, p. 224.

Ignoring thefact that in nature mutations occur only very rarely,
it was now hoped that by speeding up the frequency of mutations,
aninvaluablecollection of statistical evidence could be compiled—
evidence that, it was hoped, would prove that mutations could in-
deed produce al the complicated traitsin the entire plant and ani-
mal kingdoms. But all that the acceler ated research revealed—
wasthetotal har mfulnessof themutations. They alwaysinjure;
they never help.

“There is a reason to believe, however, that exposure to high
energy irradiation of any kind, and at any dosage level, is poten-
tially harmful. Mutations are generally proportional to the dosage
and the effect is cumulative.”—*E.J. Gardner, Principles of Ge-
netics (1964), p. 192.

X-RAYED PLANTS—Then the scientiststurned their X-rayson
plant genes. They were very surprised at what they discovered!
M utations are NOT the source of nearly all varieties of flow-
ers! Instead, they were caused by genetic factorsunrelated to
mutations. Thiswas another crushing blow to the evolutionists.

Flower and plant varietiesare often very positive and quite ben-
eficial, and it was hoped that they were caused by mutations. But
thiswas not the case. Infact, it wasfound that X-raysweregen-
erally not very effectivein inducing variationsin plants.

(Even if mutations had been the cause of the many varieties of
flowers, for example, those varietieswould still involve only changes
within kinds and not acrosskinds.)

Aswith animal life, so with plants; it wasfound that most
mutations resulted in harmful effects and semi-sterile life
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“All evolution has been pro-
duced by mutations, with only
slight modification by natural se-
lection. They have brought about
all the wonderful things of nature
we see around us.”

“Never, never use the X-ray and
other radiation-producing equip-
ment without careful instruction! It
can produce mutations in your
body—and they are always harm-
ful, and frequently fatal.”

“The outstanding way to produce
mutations in experimental plants
and animals is with X-rays and other
radiation. They produce large num-
bers. Without them, mutations are
always extremely rare.”
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“Well, that’s strange. Those
facts mean that there’s no way we
can get mutations to produce new
species! I'm stumped.”
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forms. M any of the plant mutationsinvolved splitting and re-
attaching chromosomes, and most wer e found to be lethal.

NATURAL CONDITIONS—Next, population geneticists stud-
ied the actual way mutations occurred under natural field condi-
tions. Simultaneoudly, other studieswere made of radiation-caused
mutations by gamma rays, neutron rays, and various mutagenic
chemicals. Large numbers of expensive research projects were
funded.

A breakthrough, in causingadramaticincreasein mutated
plants, camewith thediscovery that irradiated “budding eyes”
of roseswould dramatically increase mutational productionin
roses. Now much faster, more thorough work on plant mutations
could be obtained.

Of the few mutation-induced changes considered “useful”
(changein petal number, loss of color, etc.), all of the plantshav-
ing them wereweaker than their unirradiated parents. In the
end, all of the “useful ones’ failed commercially, since they
wer enot vigor ousenough under varying garden conditions. In
every instance, even the best of the mutated plant formswere sig-
nificantly weaker, or had areduced fertility. The only exceptions
were those few that could be given special care throughout their
lifetime, such as certain sheltered, in-house ornamental plants.

It became obvious that induced-mutation plant varieties
were not able to demonstrate evolution in action, or even in
possibility.

THE BAND STUDIES—SYill another setback camewith there-
lease of the *H.T. Band conclusionsin the early 1960s. Band did
studies from 1947 to 1962 among naturally occurring fruit flies
living outside of laboratories.

Oneimportant discovery that she made wasthat nor mal natu-
ral selection wasnot eliminating genetic load, or thegradually
increasing negative effect of even thedightest mutations. Natu-
ral selection did not, as hopefully predicted by the neo-Dar-
winian theory, weed out the cumulative bad effects of muta-
tions. Thismeant that, if it werepossiblefor a speciesto evolve
by natural selection alone—or by natural selection plusmuta-
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tions,—the genetic load of harmful mutations would eventu-
ally become so high in afew hundred generations, asto result in
all offspring having defects.

But the fact that thisis not happening among plants, animals,
and man—arguesfor aspecial creation of the species unit, and for
its existence for arelatively short period of time instead of hun-
dreds of thousands of years.

RESISTANT STRAINS—But soon hopesran high again. It was
discovered that strains of bacteria resistant to penicillin,
aureomycin, or chloromycetin appeared when thesedrugswere
given for variousdiseases. Could it bethat herewerethe" ben-
eficial mutations’ that science had been searching for, which
natural selection wasfavoring?

These hopes were dashed when it was discovered that those
variationsdid not arise because of exposureto antibiotics, but
instead occurred spontaneously at a constant rate—regard-
less of whether or not antibiotics were present.

“Certain strains of bacteriaand flies seemed to beinduced which
wereresistant to penicillinand DDT, after exposureto these chemi-
cals. Aswill beshown |ater they already existed and it only seemed
that the fittest were surviving.”—Walter E. Larnmerts, book re-
view, in Creation Research Society Quarterly, June 1977, p. 75.

Most resistant strains were actually natural unmutated
varieties. They had always been there, but as the unresistant
strains were reduced, the naturally resistant types increased
in number for atime.

But then came even worse news. A few resistant strains
were found to, indeed, be mutants. But it was obvious that
these were always weaker and soon died out from natural
causes other than the antibiotics.

In regard to the mutated form: Doses of antibiotic reduce the
number of the natural strain, and the mutated form takes over. Then
when the antibiotic treatment is stopped, the natural strainincreases
and theresistant strain soon dies out—because, as amutated form
it never was strong.

So both normal variants and occasional mutated forms can be
involved. * Georghiou explains the resistance of houseflies to
DDT and certain other chemicals, aresistancewhichisparallel to
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that of resistant bacteria. He says it is due to normal variant
strains, not mutated forms:

“It is now well established that the development of increased
ability ininsectsto survive exposureis not induced directly by the
insecticides themselves. These chemicals do not cause the genetic
changesininsects[thereforethey are not mutation-inducing agents];
they serve only as selective agents, eliminating the more suscep-
tible insects and enabling the more tolerant survivors to increase
and fill the void created by the destruction of susceptibleindividu-
als.”—*C.P. Georghiou, et al., “Housefly Resistance to Insec-
ticides,” in California Agriculture, 19:8-10.

Theresistance of certain strains of bacteria, flies, Indian
meal moths, and Anopheles (malaria) mosquitoesto DDT and
other pesticidesis not evolution, any more than the breeding
of new varieties of dogsand catsisevolution.

THE BENZAR STUDIES—Thenin theearly 1960s, * Seymour
Benzer discovered a chemical way toimmensely increase mu-
tations, so genetic data could more quickly be obtained. Thisen-
abled scientiststo do more accurate and in-depth studies of muta-
tions in genes. Using a certain chemical (5-bromouracil), ge-
neticists were ableto increase mutations ten-thousand-fold!

This gavethe scientists so much statistical datathat they were
at last able to confirm what they had suspected all along: M uta-
tionswer e not 99 percent harmful to the DNA and the organ-
ism; they were 100 percent har mful!

It wasdiscovered that in EVERY instance, mutations caused
some kind of damage—always! The researcherslearned that
DNA codingin thegenessimply will not toler ate much change.
Morethan just theslightest amount will ruin the codeand the
organism will be greatly weakened.

Itisliketossing astoneinto the delicate gears of ahigh-quality
machine. Even the simplest organism, with the smallest amount of
DNA asitsinherent coding, cannot cope successfully with muta-
tions.

DISPROVED BY FOSSIL EVIDENCE—Neo-Darwiniststheo-
rized that evolution occurred by many littlechangesin thegenes
that gradually changed one species into something ever so
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“All mutations are extremely “All mutations are extremely
rare, so there is no chance of harmful, so most of them are le-
getting enough together to thal within one or two generations.
change even one organ, much The rest are still very damaging.”

less an entire species.”
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“Species change occurs when
millions of positive, only beneficial,

“All mutations are totally random, highly coordinated mutations sud-
so they are totally uncoordinated. denly occur in identically the same
Because of this, even if several could way in two creastures—a male and
occur at the same time, they would female—born near each other. This

only work against one another.” is called punctuated equilibrium.”
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slightly different, and then that specieschanged into something
slightly different, and on and on,—until after many transitional
species had lived and died, another of the species we have to-
day cameinto existence.

But there is no evidence in the fossil record of all those
transitional speciesthat mutations are supposed to have very
gradually produced! Thefossil record disprovesthe mutation
theory. (See chapter 12, Fossils and Strata.)

“In rapid evolutionary changesin animal linesthe process may
have been atypically neo-Darwinian one of the accumulation of
numerous small adaptive mutations, but an accumulation at an un-
usualy rapid rate. Unfortunately thereisin general little evidence
onthispointinthefossil record, for intermediate evolutionary forms
representative of this phenomenon are extremely rare. ‘Links' are
missing just where we most fervently desire them, and it isall too
probable that many ‘links’ will continue to be missing.”—*A.S.
Romer, chapter in Genetics, Paleontology and Evolution (1963),
p. 114.

SEARCHING FOR A WAY—It seems that there is no causal
agency for evolution, now that mutations have been shown to be
impossible asameans by which it could occur.

First, *Charles Darwin’s theory that evolution resulted
from natural selection had to be abandoned. By the early 20th
century, it was obvious that scientific evidence did not exist for
species change by natural selection. But, in those first decades of
the century, the new science of mutation research had begun. So
upon the ashes of the theory known as “Darwinism,” arose
“neo-Darwinism”—uwhich proclaimed that evolutionary change
from one kind to another was accomplished through muta-
tions, with later refinementseffected by natural selection. But, within
afew decades of mutation research on millions of generations of
fruit flies, competent geneticists began abandoningiit.

Publicly, most evolutionary scientists call themselves neo-
Darwinists, but privately they arein aquandary. Theevidence
that you arereadingin thisand the previouschapter (on natu-
ral selection), which so thoroughly destroysthe basisfor evo-
lution, is already known to a majority of confirmed ev-
olutionists.

The future indeed looks bleak for their theory, but they con-
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tinueto makeabravefront; and, through various national organiza-
tions, they continue to demand that evolution alone be taught in
public schoolsand accredited collegesand universities.
(Clarification: Even though amgjority of evolutionary scien-
tiststoday |ean toward saltation [discussed below], yet it tooisbased
on mutations. Thereforethey can al becalled “ neo-Darwinists.”)

But some have come up with alternate suggestions that bor-
der on the ridiculous:

5 - MIAMIVMIOTH VIUTATION THEORY

GOLDSCHMIDT’' SHOPEFUL MONSTERS—(*#6/29 Monster
Mutations*) *Richard Goldschmidt, of the University of Cali-
fornia, had spent most of his adult life trying to prove that
fruit flies could change into new species, but without success.

“After observing mutations in fruit flies for many years,
Goldschmidt fell into despair. The changes, he lamented, were so
hopelessly micro [small] that if a thousand mutations were com-
bined in one specimen, there would still be no new species.” —
*Norman Macbeth, Darwin Retried (1971), p. 33.

So, in desperation, *Goldschmidt proposed his “saltation
theory,” inwhich no transitional formswould be necessary. (““Sal-
tation” means “sudden leap” in German.)

Accordingtothistheory, all evolution occurred by immense
mutational leaps from one life form to another. The strange
theory goes something like this:

Every so often a mammoth collection of billions of random
mutations occurred all at once—and produced atotally new spe-
cies. For example, two rabbits produced a male baby skunk
and, coincidentally, just over thehill two other rabbits(or some
other kind of creature) produced a female skunk! Both baby
skunks were able to get enough milk from their mother rab-
bitssothat they grew to maturity and produced all the skunks
intheworld. That ishow the skunksgot their start in life.

According to * Goldschmidt thisistheway it worked for every
other speciesin theworld!

Popularly referred to as the “hopeful monster theory,” it
taught that one day areptilelaid an egg and a“ brown furry thing”
hatched out of it. Chance would haveit that, when it grew up, this
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mammal found a mate that had also suddenly by chance hatched
out of another reptile egg—and the result was a new species of
animal.

Isthis science-fiction, Greek myth, or Anderson’sfairy tales?
At any rate, it is believed by a number of modern scientists as a
solutionto the evolutionary problem. Thisistruly desperationin
the extreme.

“Some scientists are proposing even more rapid evolutionary
changesand are now dealing quite seriously with ideas once popu-
larized only in fiction.”—* John Gliedman, “Miracle Mutations,”
Science Digest, February 1982, p. 92.

One of the reasons these men can be so bold to invent those
impossible storiesisbecause they are dealing with something they
know so little about: living tissue, structural networkings, and ge-
netic factors.

“Speculation is free. We know nothing about these regulatory
master genes.”—*John Gliedman, “Miracle Mutations,” Science
Digest, February 1982, p. 92 [quoting British zoologist, Colin
Patterson].

“Many biologists think new species may be produced by sud-
den, drastic changes in genes.”—*World Book Encyclopedia, Vol.
6, p. 335 (1982 edition).

*Richard Goldschmidt wasaveteran geneticsresearcher, and the
fruit flies taught him enough lessons that * Goldschmidt totally
gaveup on the possibility that one-by-one mutations could ac-
complish thetask of evolution. But the truth is that there are no
other kinds of mutations!

No mammoth mutationscan or would occur. None occurred
at Hiroshima, Nagasaki, or Chernobyl. Yet, inregard toanum-
ber of mutations suddenly occurring, they are the monster
mutation capitals of theworld. They did not occur in theirra-
diated budding eyes of research roses or thethousands of labo-
ratory fruit fly jars. If they had occurred, we would have seen
new species form. The 20th century, with all its laboratory and
nuclear radiation, has been the century—above all others—for new
speciesto arise. But it has not happened.

STEPHEN GOULD’'S PUNCTUATED EQUILIBRIUM—(Also
*#4/7*) In 1972, * Sephen Gould of Harvard Univer sity, wor k-
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THE DESIGN OF A FEATHER

Here is yet another creative wonder. The feather is a most amazing structure, designed for maximum
wind resistance combined with lowest weight. The various parts, discussed in the text, are labeled here.
Note the hooks and barbules which fasten and unfasten.
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ingwith *NilesEldredge, expanded on * Goldschmidt’sidea—
and called it “punctuated equilibrium.” The May 1977 issue of
Natural History carried an article with his position and hisreasons
forit.

* Goldschmidt wasalifelong geneticist—and found no evi-
dence that mutations could produce evolution.

*Gould wasalifelong paleontologist, and found that there
was no fossil evidence for _evolution from one species to an-
other.

All the fossils were distinct species, with no halfway species
included. All the evidence from theworld around us, and thefossil
record from the past, points to separate, distinct species, with no
transitional specieslinking them.

In his May 1977 article, * Gould opened up this entire prob-
lem—and said that “hopeful monsters™ are the only possible an-
swer: entirely new species, which were suddenly born from to-
tally different creatures! One day alizard laid an egg and a
beaver hatched out of it.

Declaring that “we never see the processes we profess to
study,” *Gould announced hisnew position, which he described
by an awesome new name: “punctuated equilibrium.” By thisterm
he means that for 50,000 years or so, there will be no change
(an ““equilibrium” without any evolution). And then, suddenly (in
a very rare “punctuation”) and by total chance, two totall
different life formswill emerge.

By sheerest chance, one will always be amale and the other a
female. Coincidentally, they will always appear at the sametimein
history, and lessthan afew miles apart, so they can continue onthe
new species. Although both multibillion mutational accidents
will have occurred by random chance, and (according to
*Gould) about 50,000 yearswill have elapsed since the previ-
ous massive mutated creature—yet (1) both will be the same
new species, (2) one will be male and other female, and (3)
both will be born a short distance from one another. And we
might add a fourth point: (4) Therefore it is not happening
now. (That iswhy *Gould added the “ 50,000 years’ item.)

*Richard Goldschmidt called them “hopeful monsters.”
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* Stephan Gould later named the process “punctuated equilibrium.”
Shortly after that, hisfriend *Steven Stanley gaveit thename, “guan-
tum speciation.”

All this makes for interesting reading—and laughter and
backroom debates by scientists,—but all these efforts by
*Goldschmidt, *Gould, *Eldredge, * Stanley, and others to urge
sudden multibillion positive mutational festuresisreally no solution
tothecrisisthat evolution findsitself in. Thevery theory reveals
the depth of desperation on the part of men who know of no
other way to prove theimpossible.

Therearehundredsof thousands of plant and animal spe-
cieson the earth; yet Gould says each new twofold one could
only occur 50,000 years after the preceding one. All eternity
itself could not hope to wait around for all these creaturesto
spring forth.

Everything in nature teaches us that plant and animal lifeis
totally interrelated. Every lifeform survives because of many
other lifeforms. Waiting for a 20th of a million year sbetween
each monster springing forth istoo long. Yet—and catch this
point—Gould has to stay with lengthy time periods of “equilib-
rium” while nothing happened—in order to explain why it doesnot
happen today!

Each “new speciation” had to arise on the basis of
multimillionsof POSITIVE mutations; yet wetoday cannot even
find ONE positive mutation in millions of observed plant and
animal mutations!

Actual “monsters’ (which are always hidious) may occa-
sionally occur, but they die out within one generation. *Mayr,
another well-known evolutionist, calls these monsters not “hope-
ful,” but “ hopeless.”

“The occurrence of genetic monstrosities by mutation . . iswell
substantiated, but they are such evident freaks that these monsters
can be designated only as ‘hopeless.” They are so utterly unbal-
anced that ‘they would not have the slightest chance of escaping
elimination through selection.” Giving a thrush the wings of afal-
con doesnot makeit abetter flyer. Indeed, having all the equipment
of athrush, it would probably hardly be able to fly at al . . To
believe that such a drastic mutation would ‘ produce a viable new
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type, capable of occupying a new adaptive zone, ‘is equivalent to
believing in miracles.” —*E. Mayr, ““Populations” in Species and
Evolution (1970), p. 253.

Scientists recognize that * Steven Jay Gould’s massive muta-
tional changeideawould be animpossibility.

It has been said that *Goldschmidt and *Gould’s wild
theory has the advantage of being unable to be proven or
disproven by thefossil evidence. But that isnot correct. Care-
ful examination of the evidence in the sedimentary strata re-
veals an enormous variety of thousands of different types of
fossilized plantsand animals—all suddenly there. So even the
fossil evidence disprovestheir theory.

CONCLUSION —(*#7/22 Mutations Cannot Produce Species
Evolution / #8/8 More Facts about Mutations*) Natural selection
and mutations are the only possible means by which primitivelife
could evolveinto al our present species. But, for many reasons, we
have observed that both aretotally impossible.

“Obvioudly, such a process [ species change through mutations]

has played no part whatever in evolution.”—* Julian Huxley, Ma-
jor Features of Evolution, p. 7.

“Asagenerative principle, providing the raw material for natu-
ral selection, random mutation isinadequate, both in scope and theo-
retical grounding.”—* Jeffrey S. Wicken, “The Generation of Com-
plexity in Evolution: A Thermodynamic and Information-Theo-
retical Discussion,” Journal of Theoretical Biology, April 1979,
p. 349.

“Inthree crucial areas where [the modern evolution theory] can
betested, it hasfailed: the fossil record reveas a pattern of evolu-
tionary leapsrather than gradual change. Genes are apowerful sta-
bilizing mechanism whose main function is to prevent new forms
evolving. Random step-by-step mutations at the molecular level
cannot explain the organized and growing complexity of life.”—
*Francis Hitching, The Neck of the Giraffe (1982), pp. 103, 107.

“One is rather amazed that a mechanism [a living animal] of
suchintricacy could ever function properly at al. All thisdemands
aplanner and sustainer of infinite intelligence. The simplest man-
made mechanism requires a planner and maker. How amechanism
ten thousand times more invol ved and intricate can be conceived of
assalf-constructed and self-devel oped is compl etely beyond me.” —
E.C. Kornfield, in John Clover Monsma (ed.), The Evidence of
God in an Expanding Universe (1958), p. 176.
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“Itisgoodtokeepinmind . . that nobody hasever succeededin
producing even one new species by the accumulation of micro-mu-
tations. Darwin’stheory of natural selection hasnever had any proof,
yet it hasbeen universally accepted.”—*Richard Goldschmidt, Ma-
terial Basis of Evolution.

“1f mutation alone cannot explain the evolutionary process—the
origin of life—why is natural selection—[which is] the elimina-
tion of the worst mutations, a negative and external agency—the
only conceivable aternative?’—Marjorie Grene, “The Faith of
Darwinism,” Encounter, November 1959, p. 50 [italics ours].

The occasional mutationswhich occur always produce serious

problems. But these are so weakening, that the organism or its off-

spring are soon weeded out. | f mutations only produce negative

effects, and natural selection only removes negative effects—
how can evolution result?

THE ASTOUNDING THINGS OF NATURE—(*#9 Mutations
in Action: The Hummingbird*) This present chapter on Mutations
deserves a brief mention of the awesome planning to be found in
nature. The car eful design and craftsmanship, found in nature,
stand in stark contrast with the 100 per cent random and harm-
ful nature of mutations.

Here are but two simple examples, which could never be
produced by mutations—with or without the help of so-called
“natural selection,” which isnothing morethan random varia-
tionswithin a species:

“The bombardier beetle does appear to be unique in the animal
kingdom. Itsdefense system isextraordinarily intricate, acrossbe-
tween tear gasand atommy gun.

“When the beetle senses danger, it internally mixesenzymes con-
tained in one body chamber with concentrated solutions of some
rather harmless compounds, hydrogen peroxide and hydroquinones,
confined to a second chamber. This generates a noxious spray of
caustic benzoquinones, which explodes from its body at a boiling
212 F.

“What is more, the fluid is pumped through twin rear nozzles,
which can berotated, likeaB-17'sgunturret, to hit ahungry ant or
frog with a bull’'s eye accuracy.”—* Time, February 25, 1985, p.
70.

“The yucca moth is specifically adapted to the yucca plant and
depends on it throughout its life cycle. The yucca plant in turnis
adapted to be fertilized by thisinsect and by no other. The female
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METAMORPHOSIS

Here are the four stages in the development
of a typical butterfly. Whatever is inside the egg
changes into a caterpillar. The caterpiller then
forms itself into a pupa. What comes out is as
dramatically different as the caterpillar which
comes out of the egg laid by the butterfly! (The
egg has been scaled up for shape clarification.)
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moth collects a ball of pollen from several flowers, then finds a
flower suitablefor ovipositing. After depositing her egg in the soft
tissue of the ovary, by means of alance-like ovipositor, she polli-
nates the flower by pushing the pollen to the bottom of the funnel-
shaped opening of the pistil. Thispermitsthelarvato feed on some
of the developing seedsin the non-parasitized sectors of thefruit to
permit the yucca plant abundant reproduction. This perfection of
the nuptial adaptation of flower and mothisindeed admirable. Yet,
in addition to this pollination and egg-laying relationship, thereare
numerous other adaptations, such asthe emergence of the mothsin
early summer someten months after pupation, precisely at thetime
when the yucca plants are in flower. Could blind chance have
achieved such perfection?’—*Ernst Mayr, “Accident or Design,
The Paradox of Evolution,” in The Evolution of Living Organ-
isms (1962), pp. 1, 3.

“Itisaconsiderable strain on one's credulity to assume that the
famous yucca moth case could result from random mutations.” —
*Ernst Mayr, Systematics and the Origin of Species (1942), p.
296.

6 - AN EVOLUTIONIST'S PARADISE

WHERE THE EVOLUTIONISTS CAN FIND ALL THE MUTA-
TIONS THEY WANT—(*#5/5 An Evolutionist’s Paradise*) It is pos-
siblein our world today, for evolutioniststoresearch mammoth quan-
tities of mutations on animals, plants—and humans too! We have
had one such research center since 1945; another since 1986.

Some might say that there has not been enough time for such para-
disesto propagate new species, but it iswell-known among thinking sci-
entiststhat new specieswould haveto berapidly produced or they would
die. Living organismsarefar too complicated to live long with only part
of their revised organsin place. So there definitely has been enough time!

HIROSHIMA—Here is an outstanding resear ch laboratory, in
which to examinethe noble and uplifting consequences of radiation
on human genetic tissue.

It was abeautiful morning with not acloud in the sky. The date was August
6, 1945, the time 8:00 am. A single plane was in the sky. Then its bomb-bay
doors opened.

When the bomb reached 1850 feet, aradar echo set off an ordinary explo-
sioninside. Thisdrove awedge of U-235into alarger piece of U-235, setting off
ablast with the force of 13,000 tons[11,794 mt] of TNT. Asaresult, more than
414 square miles[11.7 km?] of the city were destroyed. The “Little Boy™” atomic
bomb exploded only 800 feet from on-target, and essentially destroyed the city.
Over 92,000 persons were dead or missing.
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The living were worse off than the dead, for radiation poured into
their bodies from the explosion and the after-radiation cloud. The name
the Japanese gave to the miserable survivorswas hibakusha. These poor
creatures struggled with radiation-damaged bodies through there-
mainder of their shortened lives. Resear chers studied them for de-
cades; not one of them evolved into a different species or a new su-

per race.

CHERNOBYL—In the case of Chernobyl, we have an exceed-
ingly broad area that wasirradiated. Thisevolutionist’s paradiseis
much larger!

At 1:24 am., local time, on April 26, 1986, one or two explosions rocked
the plant and blew apart reactor No. 4—and produced the worst nuclear plant
accident in modern history. Theblast(s) tore off athousand-tonlid resting on the
reactor core and tore a hole in the building’s side and roof. Several tons of ura-
nium dioxide fuel and fision products, such as cesium 137 and iodine 131, were
hurled into the air. The explosion and heat sent up a 3-mile (5-km) plume of
smoke laden with contaminants.

By Soviet accounts, 50 megacuries of the most dangerous radionuclides
were released into the atmosphere, plus 50 megacuries of chemically inert ra-
dioactive gases. (In comparison, 17 curies were released in the Three Mile Is-
land accident in Pennsylvaniain 1979.)

With four working reactors and two more being built, Chernobyl was des-
tined to be one of the most powerful nuclear power stationsin the Soviet Union.
Located in the heart of some of the best agricultura regions of the nation, a
sizeable population lived in towns, cities, and communes on all sides of it.

Within ten days, clouds of deadly irradiated dust traveled northwest over
Poland and into Scandinavia, and thence south to Greece, spreading contami-
nates throughout Eastern Europe. Then it blew eastward over the length of the
Soviet Union, and asmall amount of it even reached California (*““Chernobyl:
One Year After,”” National Geographic, May 1987).

Soon after the Chernobyl meltdown in 1986, Soviet officialsordered
the permanent evacuation of all villageswithin 19 miles[30.6 km] of the
power plant. What they did not immediately recognize was that heavy
nuclear fallout covered amuch broader area. In some parts of Narodichi,
aUkrainian agricultural district whose boundaries|ie some 37 miles[59.5
km] from thereactor, levelsof radioactivity are still ninetimesashigh as
the acceptable limits.

April 27, 1990, news report: Three years and one day after the
nuclear meltdown at Chernobyl, 800,000 children in the Byelorussian
Province of the Soviet Union, located north of Chernoby!, urgently need
medical treatment asaresult of the radiation received from that accident.

What about the plants and animals? A spring 1990 study, done three
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years after the meltdown by the chief economist of a Soviet government
institute, cal culated that the cost of Chernobyl, including the price of the
cleanup and the value of lost farmland and production, could run ashigh
as $358 hillion—20 times as much as earlier official estimates.

Did thismutational paradise help the plants? No fabulously new
crops have been produced. Instead, the entire farm crop situation was
terribly worsened. Plants sickened and died. Plants continue to sicken
and die.

Did this mutational paradise help thelivestock? Because the ra-
diation cloud fromthe 1987 meltdown went into the very soil, every passing
year brings more and more birth defectsamong farm animals. Coltswith
eight limbs, deformed lower jaws, and disointed spinal columns have
been born. The Yun Gagarin collective farm in Vyazovka has produced
197 freak calves. Some of the animals had no eyes, deformed skulls, and
distorted mouths. At afarm in Malinovka, about 200 pigs, damaged in
oneway or another, have been born sincethe accident. Weareviewing an
evolutionist’'sparadisein action!

But not only externally observed changes have occurred, internal
organs are, on an ongoing basis, being damaged also. Thisis regularly
producing fetal abortions, stillbirths, and infant deaths among the ani-
mals.

What about the people? From Fall 1988 to Spring 1999, there has
begun adramatic rise in thyroid disease, anemia, and cancer. Residents
are complaining of fatigue, as well as loss of vision and appetite. An
astounding drop in the immunity level of the entire population in that
region has occurred. People have a difficult time recovering from the
simplest infection, and children are affected even more than grownups.

The poisoning of the land by radiation has caused dire health prob-
lems. The radiation affects non-genetic tissue; and within reproductive
cellsit causes mutations in the DNA, which produce deformed or dead
offspring.

And what about those new species? Not one has occurred. No
new species have come into existence. No furry creatures have
hatched from eggs. The species there are the same ones that have
always been there; only now they are damaged and dying.

Ironically, we know so much about this because of the dedicated ef-
forts of Igor Kostin, the first man to photograph the Chernoby! accident
from the air. Since 1987, he returned to the reactor six times and has
spent hundreds of hoursin the Chernobyl area, and traveled extensively
throughout the regions surrounding it, documenting the ongoing tragedy
on film for the world. But his heroic efforts to make that information
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available damaged hisown body. Exposed to 5 timesthe acceptable level
of radiation, he became constantly tired and sometimes had trouble wal k-
ing. But he kept leaving hishome, in Kiev, and journeying to Chernobyl,
so theworld can know what is happening there. He died in the 1990s.
News report, April 1991: A Soviet government ministry announced
that instead of an official “37 people” who have died as a result of the
Chernoby! accident, the figure approximates 10,000 deaths to date.

7 - SUVIMIARIZING EVOLUTION

THREE TYPESOF EVOLUTIONIST S—Because natural selec-
tion and mutations are the only two means by which evolution could pos-
sibly take place, it seems appropriate at the conclusion of these two chap-
tersto discuss certain under lying teachings of evolutionary thinking.
When you buy the theory, you get the whole package.

Darwinists adhere to *Darwin's idea that natural selection is the
sole mechanism (although in alater book, * Darwin rejected it—and re-
turned to Lamarckism, the inheritance of acquired characteristics).

Neo-Darwinists declare that the mechanisms by which evolution
occurred and are now occurring are mutations, which are then refined by
natural selection.

Hopeful monster advocates pin their hopes on sudden, massive
mutations, producing anew speciesall at once. Their view isthat a bil-
lion-billion beneficial mutations occur every 50,000 years in two new-
borns—amale and afemale—located a short distance apart.

Until the 1930s, the Darwinists werein the majority; thereafter
theneo-Darwinists held sway until theearly 1980s, when many turned
to the hopeful monster view.

Although they hideit from the general public, the evolutionists
feel rather hopeless about the situation.

EIGHT STRANGE TEACHINGS OF EVOLUTION—EVvolu-
tionary theory isfounded on eight pillars of foolishness. The three
types of evolutionists accept the following eight points as absolute
truth:

(1) Evolution operates in a purposeless manner. The mechanisms
must be purposeless. Otherwise they would indicate an Intelligence at

work, and evolutionistsfear to consider this possibility.

(2) Evolution operates in a random manner. Anything can happen,
and in any possibleway. Once again, there must be no intimation of I ntel-

ligence at work.
On the basis of the two mechanisms (mutations and natural se-
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lection) and the two modes (purposelessness and randomness), only
confusion; disorientation; randomness; and ever-failing uselessre-
sults could occur.

But evolutionistsfiercely maintain that thetwo mechanismsand
two modes oper ate specifically in six ways. The following six sub-

hypotheses of evolution run totally contrary to the above two hypoth-
eses.

(3) Evolution operates upward. never downward. Although they
do not say it that bluntly very often, by thisthey mean that evolutionary
processes always produce positive results—outcomesthat are always
improvements on what the organismwaslike previously.

“Natural selection allows the successes, but ‘rubs out’ the fail-
ures. Thus, selection creates complex order, without the need for a
designing mind. All of the fancy arguments about a number of im-
probabilities, having to be swallowed at one gulp, are irrelevant.
Selection makes the improbable, actual.”—*Michael Ruse, Dar-
winism Defended (1982), p. 308.

(4) Evolution operates irreversibly. By this they mean that evolu-
tion can only “goin onedirection,” asthey cal it. A frog, for example,

may evolve into a bird; but, by some strange quirky “law” of evolu-
tion, the process cannot reverse! A bird will never evolve into afrog,
nor will avertebrate evolve into aworm. A monkey can produce human
children, but peoplewill never produce monkeys. It isindeed strange how
the evolutionists' random actions can only go in acertain direction!

“Thestill moreremarkablefact isthat thisevolutionary driveto
greater and greater order alsoisirreversible. Evolution does not go
backward.”—*J.H. Rush, The Dawn of Life (1962), p. 35.

This theory of irreversibility is known as Dollo’s Law. *Dollo
first stated it in 1893 in thisway:
“An organism is unable to return, even partially, to a previous

stageaready redlized intheranksof itsancestors.”—*Dollo, quoted
in “Ammonites Indicate Reversal,”” in Nature, March 21, 1970.

*Gerald Smith of the University of Michigan has reported finding
“reversals’ inthefossil record of Idaho fishes. In hisarticle, he suggests
there are many such cases of reversalsin the fossil record, but that they
areconsidered “anomalies’ and not reported (*Gerald R. Smith, “Fishes
of the Pliocene Glenns Ferry Formation, Southwest Idaho,”” Papers on
Paleontology, No. 14, 1975, published by the University of Michigan
Museum of Paleontology).

*Bjom Kurten, a Finnish paleontologist, writes about fossil lynxes,
which lost atooth, and then regained it. (We are el sewhere told that some
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lynxestoday haveit and some do not.) In commenting on the discovery,

Kurten says:

“Even more astonishing isthe fact that this seemsto be coupled
with the re-appearance of M?, astructure unknown in Felidae since
the Miocene. All of this, of course, is completely at variance with
one of the most cherished principles of evolutionary paleontol ogy,
namely Dollo’s Law. Thiswould then be an example of astructure
totally lost and then regained in similar form,—which is something
that simply cannot happen according to Dollo’s Law.”—*Bjorn
Kurten, ““Return of a Lost Structure in the Evolution of the Felid
Dentition,”” in Societas Scientiarum Fennica, Commentationes
Biologicae, XXVI(4):3 (1963).

Whether or not the tooth disappeared for atime, the speciesit wasin
never changed.

Random mutations modified by random actions (“ natural se-
lection” isnothing morethan random action) do not operatein one
direction only. If you take adeck of cards or apile of dominos and kick
them around awhile, they will not gradually work themselvesinto a bet-
ter and still better numerical sequence. Random actions just do not pro-
duce suchresults.

(5) Evolution operates from smaller to bigger. This particular
point iscalled Cope’s law by the evolutionists. We are here dealing with
size. Small creatures are said to always evolve into larger ones, but
never into smaller ones. Onthisbasis, evolutionists came up with their
“horse series,” whichwewill discussin chapter 17, Evolutionary Show-
case.

But any paleontologist can tell you that fossilswere often much larger
in the past than they are today. For example, sharks; but, of course, they
were till sharks.

“To whatever extent Cope's‘Law’ may have applied during the
formation of fossiliferous strata, it appears that its trend is now
reversed. Practically all modern plantsand animals, including man,
are represented in the fossil record by larger specimens than are
now living (e.g., giant beaver, saber-tooth tiger, mammoth, cave
bear, giant bison, etc.).” —John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Mor-
ris, Genesis Flood (1961), p. 285.

“Since man lived at least 11 times longer before the Flood, the
mammals, birds, insects, fish and reptileslived longer than they do
today. Therefore, they were getting larger, heavier, and changing in
various ways. Compare a 50 year-old elephant to a 200 year-old
wooly mammoth. They differ primarily in size, weight, length of
tusks and amount of hair.”—Bany Busfield, “Where are the Dino-
saurs Now?”” in Creation Research Society Quarterly, March 1982,
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p. 234.

(6) Evolution operates from less complex to more complex. Be-
cause of this hypothesis, evolutionists are particularly devastated by the
statements of scientists, that the forms of life in the Cambrian (the
lowest) sedimentary level are very complex.

“For years evol utionists have been constructing phylogenetic or
evolutionary ‘family trees’ on the basis of the supposed ‘ one way’
character of thefossil record. Using present day specialized forms,
they have gone back into thefossil record looking for more general-
ized ancestors of the present day forms.”—Marvin L. Lubenow,
“Reversals in the Fossil Record,” in Creation Research Society
Quarterly, March 1977, p. 186.

We will learn later that in the lowest layer of strata (the Cambrian),
laid down by the Flood, was buried awide variety of complex creatures.
Below the Cambrian, there are no lifeforms.

Thescience of random action and random numerical order and
operationsis known as “probabilities.” Any mathematician or stu-
dent of probabilities will tell you that randomness never (1) works
exclusively from less complex ordered designs to more complex or-
dered designs, and (2) in fact, randomness never producesany com-
plex order of any kind! Random actions only result in disarray and
confusion. Randomnessruins, crumbles, and scatters. [t never builds,
produces better organization, or more involved complexity.

(7) Evolution operates from less perfect to more perfect. This
teaching directly clashes with another theory of Darwinists, that evolu-
tion produces useless organs or ““vestiges” (see chapter 16, “Vestiges
and Recapitulation™).

(8) Evolution is not repeatable. * Patterson declaresthat evolution-
ary theory is safe from the prying eye of scientific analysis, for it deals
with events “which are unrepeatable.”

“If we accept Popper’s distinction between science and non-sci-
ence, we must ask first whether the theory of evolution by natural
selection is scientific or pseudo-scientific (metaphysical). Taking the
first part of the theory, that evolution has occurred, it says that the
history of life is a simple process of species-splitting and progres-
sion. This process must be unique and unrepeatable, like the history
of England. This part of the theory is therefore a historical theory,
about unique events, and unique events are, by definition, not part of
science, for they are unrepeatabl e, and so not subject to test.”—*Colin
Patterson, Evolution (1978), pp. 145-146.

*Dobzhansky, another resolute evolutionist, agreed:
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“The evolutionary happenings. . of paleontology and pal eobiology
are unique, unrepeatable, and irreversible.” —*T. Dobzhansky, “On
Methods of Evolutionary Biology and Anthropology,” in American
Scientist 45 (1957), p. 388.

SCIENTISTS SAY IT IS NOT SCIENTIFIC—Elsewhere,
* Patterson again reiterated the past occurrence of evolution, and
agreed with * Karl Popper (theleading evolutionary philosopher of
the twentieth century) that the theory was“ metaphysical” and not
“scientific.” They tell the public that evolution is* scientific,”
but among themselves, they admit it issomething quitediffer-
ent.

“ S0, at present, we areleft with neo-Darwinian theory: that evolu-
tion has occurred, and has been directed mainly by natural selection,
with random contributions from genetic drift, and perhaps the occa-
sional hopeful monster. In this form, the theory is not scientific by
Popper’s standards. Indeed, Popper calls the theory of evolution not
a scientific theory but ‘a metaphysical research programme.” ”—
*Colin Patterson, Evolution (1978), p. 149.

Thus, theexpertstell usthat thereisno evidencefor evolu-
tion. Yet, if any evidence could befound in defense of thetheory,
you can beassured the evolutionistswould bequick tobringit
forward and triumphantly declare their theory to now rank in the
category of “science.”

According to their theory, evolution is “not repeatable.”
By that, they mean that each specieswas made only onetime.
—But if evolution did not repeat itself at least twice, making
male and female, how then did the new species reproduce?

Evolution reminds us of a giant puzzle, which keeps getting
bigger the more we work at it. The more we try to solve the prob-
lem, the more thereisto solve. It isanever-ending task.

Of coursethereisasimple solution: Just trash the whole
theory.

“Throughout the past century there has always existed asignifi-
cant minority of first-rate biologists who have never been able to
bring themsel vesto accept the validity of Darwinian claims. Infact,
the number of biologistswho have expressed some degree of disil-

lusionment is practically endless.”—*Michael Denton, Evolution:
A Theory in Crisis (1986), p. 327.
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CHAPTER 10 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS

MUTATIONS
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - A good definition of natural selection would be “random
action.” Why would “ harmful genetic change” be agood definition
of amutation?

2 - Explain each of the four primary qualities of mutations. If
mutations only had one of those four qualities, could they still pro-
duce cross-speciesevolution?

3 - Thereisalot of hopeful talk in evolutionary circles about
“good mutations.” Have scientistsfound asinglereally beneficial
mutation?

4 - Why are mutationslikened to automobile accidents?

5- Briefly explain the difference between Darwinian evolution
and neo-Darwinian evolution.

6 - Mutations are accidents that are random. Can the random
aspect hel p the accidentsimprove the organism receiving the muta-
tion?

7 - A human body is acomplicated mechanism, soisatelevi-
sion set. From the standpoint of delicate interrelationships, all of
which must work efficiently for the entire system to function prop-
erly, why isinserting a mutation into a person similar to hitting a
TV set with ahammer or changing one of itswires?

8 - Do random mutations provide the proper additional infor-
mation for the DNA to effectively usethem?

9 - Write abrief report on the sickle-cell anemia problem and
why itisnot really beneficial.

10 - Why do the decades of fruit fly research clearly show that
mutations could not produce beneficial improvements, much less
new species?

11- Why did the Benzar discovery definitely establish the 100
percent harmful ness of mutations?

12 - Write areport on why the hopeful monster theory could
not be correct. Explain several specific problems confronting the
theory.

13 - Select two of the six strange teachings of evolution, and
explain why they are so amazingly imaginative and could not suc-
ceedinredlity.





