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SEX AND VIOLETS — PART 2

We continue to explore the problem that sexual reproduction poses for
evolutionists, especially when it comes to flowers.

Last month we started looking at some of the
problems that evolutionists have trying to explain
the origin of sexual reproduction, but ran out of
space before we could get to flowers.

The origin and rapid diversification of
flowering plants has puzzled evolutionary
biologists, dating back to Charles Darwin. *

So, let’s continue from where we left off.

WHERE WE LEFT OFF

We ended last month’s essay addressing the
issue of why asexual creatures would lose the
ability to reproduce without a partner and become
strictly sexual creatures.

Some evolutionists postulate that the first
sexual creatures must have had the option to
reproduce sexually or asexually. Then, at some
point in their evolutionary history, sexual creatures
lost the ability to reproduce asexually. What's the
advantage in that? Last month we saw that the
best explanation the evolutionists could come up
with was,

If sex started out as an optional way to
reproduce, then a new question emerges: How
did sex later become mandatory in many
species, including our own? Hadany suspects
that the answer has to do with sexiness—that is,
with the preference sexually reproducing
organisms often have to mate with some
individuals over others. 2

No matter how enjoyable sex may be, it
doesn't really explain the advantage of losing the

L Williams, PNAS, August 12, 2008, “Novelties of the
flowering plant pollen tube underlie diversification of a
key life history stage”, pp. 11259-63

2 Zimmer, Science, 5 June 2009, “Origins: On the
Origin of Sexual Reproduction”, pp. 1254 - 1256

less exciting ability to reproduce without a partner
if the need arises. Furthermore, the argument
really doesn’t work for plants which, as far as we
know, derive no pleasure from sex.

FossiLs VERSUsS DNA

In a previous newsletter, we told you about a
two-minute winning video by Stephen Anderson
about evolution titled 120 Seconds. ° In it,
Anderson claimed that there are, “literally millions
of separate facts from fields as diverse as
paleontology, embryology, comparative anatomy,
and genetics that support the theory.” That's the
propaganda that is taught in American public
schools.

But if you read the peer-reviewed scientific
literature, you find that simply isn’t true. Data from
different scientific fields often don’t suggest the
same evolutionary history. This is especially true
when it comes to paleontology versus genetics.
Species that appear to be closely related based
on the physical appearance of their fossils often
are declared not to be closely related by
geneticists.

Before DNA analysis, paleontologists told one
story about the origin of flowering plants. Now the
geneticists are telling us a contradictory one.

Studies of fossil flowers showed that
bisexual and unisexual flowers both occurred in
the earliest fossil flower floras, so it was still
possible that plants with unisexual flowers
consisting of a single stamen or a single carpel
(resembling  extant  Ceratophyllum or
Hedyosmum) might reflect the ancestral
angiosperm condition. Other analyses supported

® Disclosure, January 2010, “Evolution Video
Finalists”,
http://scienceagainstevolution.org/v14i4f.htm#120



the directly opposite view: the overall
organization of the bisexual angiosperm flower
(flat  structures surrounding male organs
surrounding central female organs) had been

inherited directly from gymnosperm ancestors.
4

Molecular phylogenetic analyses of seed
plants now indicate that living gymnosperms
are monophyletic, with Gnetales related to
conifers, although this remains controversial.
Palaeobotanists are increasingly willing to
consider extant gymnosperm monophyly, but
with varying levels of surprise and disquiet over
the implications. In the two most recent
morphological analyses, placing Gnetales with
conifers made trees one step longer or forcing
extant gymnosperm monophyly cost four
additional steps, showing that the signal against
extant gymnosperm monophyly is not especially
strong. °

These two quotes come from a geneticist, so
he naturally takes the position that his
interpretation of the DNA is right, and the
paleontologists’ interpretations of the fossils are
wrong.

When the fossils and DNA do agree, it is
because the evolutionists have looked hard for
ways to make them agree.

The ‘anthophyte theory', the dominant
concept of the 1980s and 1990s, has been
eclipsed; Gnetales, previously thought to be
closest to the angiosperms, are related instead to
other extant gymnosperms, probably most
closely to conifers. Finally, new theories of
flower origins have been proposed based on
gene function, duplication and loss, as well as
on morphology. Further studies of genetic
mechanisms  that  control  reproductive
development in seed plants provide a most
promising avenue for further research,
including tests of these recent theories.
Identification of fossils with morphologies that
convincingly place them close to angiosperms
could still revolutionize understanding of
angiosperm origins. °

Let’s try to explain this in plain English. Before
DNA analysis became common, there was a
presumed evolutionary relationship between the
various kinds of flowers and trees based on the
paleontologists’ interpretations of fossil imprints of
leaves and fossilized pollen. These interpretations

* Frohlich & Chase, Nature, 20 December 2007, “After
a dozen years of progress the origin of angiosperms is
still a great mystery”, pp. 1184-1189
> ibid.
¢ ibid.
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were based on “morphology” (that is, their
shapes). But when geneticists started studying
the DNA of trees and flowers, they found that the
DNA of “closely related” plants didn’t confirm the
conclusions they reached using the old fossil
data. Arguments ensued, and the geneticists won
(at least, according to geneticists) causing
paleontologists to suffer “surprise and disquiet
over the implications.” But the geneticist says, the
problem will be solved if the paleontologists can
find some new fossils that agree with the
geneticists’ new theory (or if the paleontologists
can figure out a diplomatic way to reinterpret the
fossil plants they have already discovered).

COMPLEX, VARIED SEX

The reason why the genetic argument trumps
the fossil argument is the radical difference in the
complexity of plant reproduction at the genetic
level. We will demonstrate how complex and
confusing the genetic argument is by quoting a
few paragraphs. We don't really expect you to
understand the argument. We merely want to
impress upon you that it is a complex argument
involving the number of cells and nuclei that isn’t
completely understood, even by the experts.
Don't worry; there won't be a test on this! ©

Until quite recently, Amborella and
members  of the  Nymphaeales and
Austrobaileyales were generally thought to
exhibit a standard seven-celled, eight-nucleate
Polygonum-type female gametophyte.
However, earlier reports of Polygonum-type
female gametophytes in Nymphaeales and
Austrobaileyales have now been shown to be
erroneous, as is also clearly the case for
Amborella. Ironically, it is now evident that
none of the most ancient lineages of flowering
plants produces a seven-celled, eight-nucleate
female gametophyte, a stark reminder that much
remains to be discovered or correctly
circumscribed for the earliest angiosperms. The
mature female gametophytes of members of the
Nymphaeales and Austrobaileyales contain four
cells and four nuclei at maturity: a haploid
uninucleate central cell, an egg cell and two
synergids. The mature female gametophyte of
Amborella contains eight cells and nine nuclei
at maturity.

The issue of whether the eight-celled, nine-
nucleate female gametophyte of Amborella
represents an autapomorphy of the Amborella
clade or is a plesiomorphic characteristic for all
angiosperms cannot be resolved at this time.

" Friedman, Nature,18 May 2006, “Embryological
evidence for developmental lability during early
angiosperm evolution”, pp. 337-340



However, two (among several) evolutionary
developmental explanations are particularly
intriguing. One possibility is that the
Amborella-type  female  gametophyte s
peramorphic and derived from a late
developmental modification of a standard
Polygonum-type female gametophyte. As such,
this would suggest that the Polygonum-type
might be plesiomorphic for angiosperms, even
though a seven-celled, eight-nucleate female
gametophyte is not present in any of the most
ancient extant lineages of flowering plants.
According to this hypothesis, a terminal
addition (a single cell division to create the egg
and an additional synergid) to the ontogenetic
sequence of the Polygonum-type would have
led to the creation of the novel Amborella-type
female gametophyte. Within the precepts of this
hypothesis, the four-nucleate and four-celled
female gametophytes of Nymphaeales and
Austrobaileyales would be viewed as derived
(and not plesiomorphic) within angiosperms, a
conclusion at odds with that recently articulated
by Williams and Friedman and Friedman and
Williams.

Alternatively, the unique four-celled egg
apparatus in Amborella could represent a
critical  link  between angiosperms and
gymnosperms. An important difference between
female gametogenesis in gymnosperms and
angiosperms  relates to the fact that
gymnosperms never directly form an egg cell;
rather they form a mother cell (‘central cell
sensu gymnosperms) within an archegonium
that later divides to yield a ventral canal cell (or
nucleus, if no cytokinesis occurs) and an egg
cell. In all flowering plants, with the exception
of Amborella, egg cells are always directly
produced at the time of cellularization of the
syncytial female gametophyte. One way to
account for the four-celled egg apparatus in
Amborella is that the mother cell that divides to
give rise to the egg cell and third synergid is the
homologue of the egg mother cell (central cell
sensu gymnosperms) within the archegonium of
a non-flowering seed plant. In this
interpretation, the third synergid cell can be
viewed as homologous to the ventral canal cell
of a gymnosperm archegonium. Ultimately, if it
can be shown that Amborella contains vestiges
of the basic archegonium of non-flowering
plants, this discovery will certainly rise to the
standard of a 'missing link'. ®

We apologize for that long, boring quote; but
the devils (evolutionists) made us do it We can
claim that the geneticists and paleontologists
come to opposing opinions about the origin and

% ibid.

relationships between flowering and non-flowering
plants, but if we did nothing more than that, you
would have to take our word for it. Ideally, you
would read the peer-reviewed scientific literature
and discover that for yourselves. But, since many
people don’t have access to that literature, we
have to give you samples so that you can read for
yourselves what scientists really say to each
other.

RAPID REPRODUCTION

Flowering plants, or angiosperms, are
thought to have originated in an environment
where rapid reproduction was advantageous.
Virtually all of their most defining features,
including the flower, closed carpel, highly
reduced male and female gametophytes, double
fertilization, sexually formed  polyploid
endosperm, and an exceptionally short
pollination-to-fertilization interval (progamic
phase), are thought to have evolved under
selection for a faster reproductive cycle. °

Is rapid reproduction advantageous? You
could argue that either way. Rapid reproduction
is advantageous because it produces more
offspring quicker. Clearly that's a survival
advantage—except when it isn’t. If a creature has
too many offspring too soon, the parents won't be
able to take care of them, and all will die. How do
you know which argument is correct? It's simple.
In all those creatures which have rapid
reproduction, it is an evolutionary advantage. In
all those creatures which have slow reproduction
(elephants, etc.), it is an evolutionary advantage.
Rapid reproduction rates and slow reproduction
rates are both evidence that natural selection
works! ©

RAPID EVOLUTION

Rapid reproduction is necessary for rapid
evolution. That is, the more generations there are
in a given period of time, the more opportunities
there are for change. Evolutionists emphasize
rapid reproduction because the earliest flowers
are so different from each other. Let's call it the
Carnation Explosion—maybe the term will catch
on. ©

Recent advances in angiosperm phylogeny
reconstruction, palaeobotany and comparative
organismic biology have provided the impetus
for a major re-evaluation of the earliest phases
of the diversification of flowering plants. We
now know that within the first fifteen million
years of angiosperm history, three major

 Williams, PNAS, August 12, 2008, “Novelties of the
flowering plant pollen tube underlie diversification of a
key life history stage”, pp. 11259-63
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lineages of flowering plants—monocotyledons,
eumagnoliids  and  eudicotyledons—were
established, and that within this window of
time, tremendous variation in vegetative and
floral characteristics evolved. Here | report on a
novel type of embryo sac (angiosperm female
gametophyte  or  haploid  egg-producing
structure) in Amborella trichopoda, the sole
member of the most ancient extant angiosperm
lineage. This is the first new pattern of embryo
sac structure to be discovered among
angiosperms in well over half a century. This
discovery also supports the emerging view that
the earliest phases of angiosperm evolution
were characterized by an extensive degree of
developmental experimentation and structural
lability, and may provide evidence of a critical
link to the gymnospermous ancestors of
flowering plants. *°

In other words, the fossils and genetics both
agree that the “earliest flowers” are radically
different. Therefore, there must have been a
tremendous burst of evolution right at the start for
so many different kinds of flowers to have come
into being so quickly. There must have been a
Carnation Explosion similar to the Cambrian
Explosion (which supposedly caused so many
diverse life forms to appear suddenly in the
Cambrian rocks).

MOBILITY

Another problem that plants have, when it
comes to sex, is their lack of mobility. It's hard to
find a mate when you are rooted in one place.
Remember, the primary advantage of sexual
reproduction is that it allows the combination of
genes from different individuals to produce
variations which are better suited for survival in
the current environment. Plants need to
exchange pollen with other plants to achieve that
benefit.

Some plants can self-pollinate, but what's the
advantage in that? Why break your own sex cells
in half and separate them, just to put them back
together again? Even those plants that self-
pollinate have to find some way to move the
pollen from the stamen to the ovule.

There are two methods of moving pollen—
wind and insects. Wind just blows. It just blows
the pollen anywhere and everywhere. It is very
inefficient.  But, since bees need flowers to
survive, flowers presumably evolved before bees
evolved, wind must have been the original
pollinating method. Inefficient as it is, it must have

19 Friedman, Nature,18 May 2006, “Embryological
evidence for developmental lability during early
angiosperm evolution”, pp. 337-340
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been efficient enough, if plants truly evolved
before insects evolved to pollinate them. If wind
pollination was good enough, there wasn’t any
need to evolve ways to attract insects.

Here's where things get dicey for the
evolutionists. They insist that evolution has no
goal or purpose. It all happens by chance.
Therefore, it is simply very good luck that flowers
and insects coevolved in a way that helped each
other. Clearly, flowers don’'t make any conscious
decisions to attract insects to help them
propagate. Even if they could make a conscious
decision to attract insects, flowers could not
simply wish hard enough to make it happen.

So, evolutionists have to believe that it was
simply by chance that flowers attract bees exactly
the same way as women attract men (with food
and fantasy); and sometimes they don't deliver
the goods.

Although most insect-pollinated plants pay
their pollinators in energy-rich nectar, about a
third of orchids offer no rewards. Roughly
10,000 species deceive their pollinators by
mimicking plants that do provide nectar. And,
unique among plants, another 400, including the
early spider orchid, mimic females and promise
their pollinators sex. **

Hundreds of orchid species lure their
pollinators with the promise of sex, only to send
them away unfulfilled. **

It was purely by luck that some flowers
produce nectar, which is of no direct benefit to the
flower itself, but is indirectly beneficial because
the nectar attracts insects, which happened to
evolve the sense of smell to detect the nectar, and
happened to evolve the instinct to eat things that
smell like that. Furthermore, insects also evolved
sexual urges triggered by sight or smell, and
some flowers happened to evolve in such a way
that they looked (or smelled) like they were in
heat (even though they weren’t). If that wasn't
lucky enough, some flowers evolved, purely by
chance, to look or smell like flowers that produce
nectar and some insects turned out to be stupid
enough to fall for them.

It doesn’'t make sense; but evolutionists are
highly skilled at inventing fanciful stories to make
the absurd seem plausible. Here's how one
evolutionist explains it.

At first glance, dishonesty seems to be a bad
policy for orchids. Non-rewarding flowers have
low pollination rates, and produce only half as

1 |_edford, Nature, 22 February 2007, “Plant biology:
The flower of seduction”, pp. 816-7
2 ibid.



much fruit as rewarding flowers. Add nectar to
a non-rewarding plant and pollination rates
shoot up. If reproductive success was measured
by seed production alone, then deceptive
orchids would have lost the evolutionary race
long ago.

But deception may be worthwhile because it
prevents inbreeding and so boosts the quality,
rather than quantity, of seeds. Deceived
pollinators are more likely to go off in a huff
after realizing they've been tricked: they'll take
their package of pollen and fly to a more distant
patch of flowers, reducing the chance of landing
on a close relative of the original plant. "To be
deceptive means that the orchids have less sex,
but the sex is better because it's not with a close
relative," says Salvatore Cozzolino, an
evolutionary biologist at the University of
Naples in Italy.

Stop laughing. The story gets better!

And what of the insects in this web of
deception? Both orchid and insect enter into the
encounter in the hope of better sex — but only
the flower comes away with it. This apparent
inequality is such that Charles Darwin refused
to believe that pollinators would waste their
efforts on orchids that offer no reward. He
expected the insects to figure out the ruse and
save energy by avoiding the flowers and forcing
the orchid into extinction.

But evolutionary biologists now know that
young insects gain more by enthusiastic but
indiscriminate mating than they would by being
more choosy. Females are often in short supply
and there is intense competition among males to
find a mate — so it is better for males to try and
fail than not to try at all. "The males aren't too
picky," Peakall says, "Their strategy is 'Hey, I
will go for anything that looks like a female

because | can't afford not to'." **

CONCLUSION

The origin of sex in general, and in flowers in
particular, just doesn't make sense from an
evolutionary point of view. It never has, and never
will, because sex didn’t originate by mutation and
natural selection. But as long as evolutionists
believe that it did, they will continue to waste
valuable scientific resources trying to find an
explanation that doesn't exist.

Nearly 130 years after Darwin proclaimed
the origin and early evolution of flowering
plants an "abominable mystery" (Charles
Darwin's letter to Joseph Dalton Hooker, 23
July 1879), reconstructing the biological

3 ibid.
“ibid.

features of the first angiosperms and linking
them to non-flowering seed plant ancestors
continue to challenge evolutionary biologists.
Because flowering plants are distinguished from
all other plants by diverse aspects of their
reproductive  biology, the importance of
understanding the embryological features of
early angiosperm lineages cannot be overstated.
For more than a century, the presence of a
highly reduced female gametophyte, within
which a process of double fertilization initiates
an embryo and a sexually formed embryo-
nourishing tissue called endosperm, has been
viewed as one of a suite of key characters
integrally associated with the ‘success' of
angiosperms. Nevertheless, the origin and early
evolutionary diversification of the angiosperm
female gametophyte has remained enigmatic. *°

Evolution in the (News

BLACK HISTORY

Racism still exists in the
evolutionary community.

February is Black History Month in the United
States. It is based on the premise that Americans
have received a biased education that excludes
the contributions of the Black race to the
advancement of society.

Apparently the evolutionists in Britain (Darwin’s
homeland) don’t celebrate Black History Month
the same way Americans do. Here are the first
two sentences of the abstract for the cover story
of the February 18, 2010, issue of Nature
magazine. (Nature is one of the most respected,
peer-reviewed scientific journals in the world.)

The genetic structure of the indigenous
hunter-gatherer peoples of southern Africa, the
oldest known lineage of modern human, is
important for understanding human diversity.
Studies based on mitochondrial and small sets
of nuclear markers have shown that these
hunter-gatherers, known as Khoisan, San, or
Bushmen, are genetically divergent from other
humans. *®

Why would anyone think that Bushmen are
“the oldest known lineage of modern human[s]?”
What makes them older than Scandinavians, for

> Friedman, Nature,18 May 2006, “Embryological
evidence for developmental lability during early
angiosperm evolution”, pp. 337-340
16 Schuster, et al., Nature, 18 February 2010,
“Complete Khoisan and Bantu genomes from southern
Africa”, pages 943-947
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example? We don't have to tell you; but we will
anyway. Evolutionists think Bushmen are less
highly evolved than “other humans.” The whole
notion of an “oldest lineage” is exclusively an
evolutionary idea. It is based on the idea that
some human lineages evolved earlier than others,
and then stopped evolving. Their prejudice is
evident from the introduction to the article.

As the genomes of our study participants
were expected to diverge more from the human
reference genome than do the publicly
accessible Yoruban, European and Asian
genomes, we aimed to generate a genome
sequence that would provide sufficient quality
for both mapping against the human reference
and de novo assembly. *

They are saying that most of the genetic
research done so far has been done on the more
highly evolved European and Asian races, and
some more civilized blacks (Yourbans), so one
would naturally expect the genome of more
primitive Negroes to be less highly evolved, and
therefore different.

You may (as we do) find this attitude extremely
offensive. But evolutionists don’t see this as
racism—they see it as science. These racial
differences are important to them because it helps
them understand how savages evolved into
civilized men (to use Darwin’s terminology).

As the Bushmen hunter-gatherers have
never adopted agricultural practices throughout
their cultural history, the sequence variants
found in their genomes may reflect an ancient
adaptation to a foraging lifestyle. In the case of
the Kalahari Bushmen, adaptation to life in arid
climates must have occurred as well, as several
phenotypic traits have been noted that are
absent in other human groups, such as the
ability to store water and lipid metabolites in
body tissues. These physiological and genetic
differences may guide future studies into the
much debated question of whether population
replacement, rather than cultural exchange, has
driven the expansion of agriculture in the
southern regions of Africa, as was observed for
late Stone Age populations in Europe. 8

You may think that all the differences they
have found in the DNA of various individuals
simply reflect the normal diversity of genetic
material in any given species. If so, you must just
be an ignorant creationist. © Once you get your
mind right, you will realize that these Bushmen
simply aren’t as highly evolved as the rest of us.

" ibid.
** ibid.
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Evolution in the (News

NATURAL SELECTION
SHOCKER

Brave evolutionists dare to question
natural selection.

We were gratefully shocked when New
Scientist ran a four-page article by two serious
evolutionists questioning the power of natural
selection. The subheading of the article is

Darwin was only half-right about evolution:
evidence against natural selection is mounting
up, argue Jerry Fodor and Massimo Piattelli-
Palmarini. *°

We know from passing comments in the
professional literature that many scientists
question the power of natural selection to be
responsible for all the variety seen in all the
various forms of life. Survival of the fittest might
not be any more significant than survival of the
luckiest. It isn't necessarily the slowest gazelle in
the herd that unfortunately wanders past the lion
crouching in the tall grass; but it certainly is the
unluckiest. Nevertheless, it was surprising to us
that two evolutionists would devote an entire book
2% to exposing the inadequacy of natural selection
to do all that the theory of evolution requires it to
do.

The only thing more surprising to us than the
fact that two “real” scientists would write a
bookexposing the weakness of natural selection is
the fact that New Scientist would give those two
authors four pages in which to promote their book!
That took a lot of courage, too.

We feel it is high time that Darwinists take
this evidence seriously, or offer some reason
why it should be discounted. Our book about
what Darwin got wrong reviews in detail some
of these objections to natural selection and the
evidence for them; this article is a brief
summary. 2

We have, from time to time, said that teaching
the theory of evolution uncritically in the public
schools is harmful to science. It teaches students
that opinions can have the same status as facts, if

% Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini, New Scientist, 6
February 2010, “Survival of the fittest theory”, pages
28-31

2 Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini, What Darwin Got
Wrong, 2010, Profile Books Ltd

2! Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini, New Scientist, 6
February 2010, “Survival of the fittest theory”, pages
29




the opinion comes from a scientist. In particular,
we recently argued that mindless acceptance of
evolution encourages mindless acceptance of the
opinions of scientists on other topics, such as
global warming. ?* The tactic of smearing anyone
who doesn’t believe in evolution as being anti-
science led to the tactic of smearing anyone who
doesn'’t believe in global warming as being anti-
science. The same justification for presenting
only facts supporting evolution while censoring
facts disproving evolution can be used for
presenting only facts supporting global warming
while censoring facts disproving global warming.

Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini also believe that
teaching natural selection uncritically is bad, but
for a slightly different reason.

"All right,” you may say, "but why should
anybody care?" Nobody sensible doubts that
evolution occurs - we certainly don't. Isn't this a
parochial issue for professional biologists, with
nothing cosmic turning on it? Here's why we
think that is not so.

Natural selection has shown insidious
imperialistic tendencies. The offering of post-
hoc explanations of phenotypic traits by
reference to their hypothetical effects on fitness
in their hypothetical environments of selection
has spread from evolutionary theory to a host of
other traditional disciplines:  philosophy,
psychology, anthropology, sociology, and even
to aesthetics and theology. Some people really
do seem to think that natural selection is a
universal acid, and that nothing can resist its
powers of dissolution.

However, the internal evidence to back this
imperialistic selectionism strikes us as very thin.
Its credibility depends largely on the reflected
glamour of natural selection which biology
proper is said to legitimise. Accordingly, if
natural selection disappears from biology, its
offshoots in other fields seem likely to
disappear as well. This is an outcome much to
be desired since, more often than not, these
offshoots have proved to be not just post hoc
but ad hoc, crude, reductionist, scientistic rather
than scientific, shamelessly self-congratulatory,
and so wanting in detail that they are bound to
accommodate the data, however that data may
turn out. So it really does matter whether
natural selection is true.

That's why we wrote our book. %

New Scientist included a profile of the authors

22 Disclosure, January 2010, “Climategate and
Evolution”,
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.org/v14ide.htm

2 Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini, New Scientist, 6
February 2010, “Survival of the fittest theory”, page 31

which said,

Jerry Fodor is a philosopher and cognitive
scientist at Rutgers University, New Jersey.
Massimo Piattelli-Palmarini is a cognitive
gi:ientist at the University of Arizona, Tucson.

They consider themselves experts on
evolution because they are experts in philosophy!
Evolution really is a philosophical explanation for
the origin and diversity of life—not a scientific one.

Darwin’s theory of evolution is a philosophical
conclusion drawn from logical analysis of certain
facts. Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini don’t argue
the facts—they argue that the reasoning used to
draw that conclusion from those facts is flawed.
This justifies their approach of examining the
theory of evolution from a primarily philosophical,
rather than primarily biological, point of view.

Comparing evolution to psychologist B. F.
Skinner's once-accepted but now-rejected theory
of learning, they say,

In our book, we argue in some detail that
much the same is true of Darwin's treatment of
evolution: it overestimates the contribution the
environment makes in shaping the phenotype of
a species and correspondingly underestimates
the effects of endogenous variables. %

They don’t argue about what fossils have been
found, or what similarities and differences there
are between living and extinct species. Instead,
they argue about what one can really conclude
from the data. Their conclusion is that the data
doesn’t logically support the conclusion that
evolution is the result of natural selection.
Furthermore, the acceptance of natural selection
as the mechanism of evolution leads to other
faulty conclusions.

We are glad to note that some scientists are
finally willing to take an objective look at the
theory of evolution. It will be interesting to see
what sort of backlash they will suffer simply from
being honest.

You are permitted (even encouraged)
to copy and distribute this newsletter.

You are also permitted (even
encouraged) to send a donation of
$15/year to Science Against Evolution,
P.O. Box 923, Ridgecrest, CA 93556-0923,
to help us in our work. ©

 New Scientist, 6 February 2010, page 28

% Fodor and Piattelli-Palmarini, New Scientist, 6

February 2010, “Survival of the fittest theory”, page 30
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Web Site of the YNonth — YNarch 2010

by Lothar Janetzko
OBVIOUSTRUTHS

www.obvioustruths.com

Discover truth using simple everyday logic

This month’s web site review looks at a site that discusses Creation vs. Evolution and Intelligent Design
issues. The home page is organized into three zones, a left, middle and right zone. The left zone provides
links to Home, Articles, About Us, Contact Us, Free Updates, Tell Others, Creatures That Defy Evolution,
Debate Creation and Evolution, and Debate Forums. The middle zone is the largest and provides the
detailed information about any link that you select from the left zone or right zone. On the home page the
middle zone has a discussion about “Debating the Origins of Life”. The right zone provides links to Archives,
eXtreme evolution — outlandish stories on the logic of origins, and Video on Demand.

Following the link to Articles you will find that the middle zone changes to Article Archives and links to
Evidence for Intelligent Design and General Articles. The articles are organized into the following categories:
1) Design, 2) Evolution, 3) Origins and 4) Social Issues. The Design category has links to 24 different
articles.

Following one of the Debate links you will arrive at the www.controversialforums.com website. This site is
“The place to discuss controversial issues and have debates about life’'s most controversial topics!” On this
site you will find Controversial Forums, Online DEBATE of the HOTTEST Topics. One of the Forums is the
Science forum which contains discussions regarding scientific developments and subforums including topics
such as 1) The Big Bang Theory, 2) Cloning, 3) Creation Vs. Evolution, 4) Gender Selection, 5) Genetic
Engineering, 6) Global Warming and many others.

There is a lot of content to explore on these sites so just follow links that you find interesting. You can
also sign-up to receive monthly email updates to receive notifications whenever new articles are added to
the Obvious Truths site.
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