Debunking Evolution:

problems between the theory and reality;
the false science of evolution

"Evolution" mixes two things together, one real, one imaginary. Variation (microevolution) is the real

part. The types of bird beaks, the colors of moths, leg sizes, etc. are variation. Each type and length of beak
a finch can have is already in the gene pool and adaptive mechanisms of finches. Creationists have always
agreed that there is variation within species. What evolutionists do not want you to know is that there are
strict limits to variation that are never crossed, something every breeder of animals or plants is aware

of. Whenever variation is pushed to extremes by selective breeding (to get the most milk from cows, sugar
from beets, bristles on fruit flies, or any other characteristic), the line becomes sterile and dies out. And as
one characteristic increases, others diminish. But evolutionists want you to believe that changes continue,
merging gradually into new kinds of creatures. This is where the imaginary part of the theory of evolution
comes in. It says that new information is added to the gene pool by mutation and natural selection to create
frogs from fish, reptiles from frogs, and mammals from reptiles, to name a few.

Do these big changes (macroevolution) really happen? Evolutionists tell us we cannot see evolution taking
place because it happens too slowly. A human generation takes about 20 years from birth to

parenthood. They say it took tens of thousands of generations to form man from a common ancestor with the
ape, from populations of only hundreds or thousands. We do not have these problems with bacteria. A new
generation of bacteria grows in as short as 12 minutes or up to 24 hours or more, depending on the type of
bacteria and the environment, but typically 20 minutes to a few hours. There are more bacteria in the world
than there are grains of sand on all of the beaches of the world (and many grains of sand are covered with
bacteria). They exist in just about any environment: hot, cold, dry, wet, high pressure, low pressure, small
groups, large colonies, isolated, much food, little food, much oxygen, no oxygen, in toxic chemicals,

etc. There is much variation in bacteria. There are many mutations (in fact, evolutionists say that smaller
organisms have a faster mutation rate than larger ones'®). But they never turn into anything new. They
always remain bacteria. Fruit flies are much more complex than already complex single-cell

bacteria. Scientists like to study them because a generation (from egg to adult) takes only 9 days. In the lab,
fruit flies are studied under every conceivable condition. There is much variation in fruit flies. There are
many mutations. But they never turn into anything new. They always remain fruit flies. Many years of
study of countless generations of bacteria and fruit flies all over the world shows that evolution is not
happening today.

Mutation - natural selection

Here is how the imaginary part is supposed to happen: On rare occasions a mutation in DNA improves a
creature's ability to survive, so it is more likely to reproduce (natural selection). That is evolution's only tool
for making new creatures. It might even work if it took just one gene to make and control one part. But parts
of living creatures are constructed of intricate components with connections that all need to be in place for the
thing to work, controlled by many genes that have to act in the proper sequence. Natural selection would
not choose parts that did not have all their components existing, in place, connected, and regulated
because the parts would not work. Thus all the right mutations (and none of the destructive ones) must
happen at the same time by pure chance. That is physically impossible. To illustrate just how hopeless it is,
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imagine this: on the ground are all the materials needed to build a house (nails, boards, shingles, windows,
etc.). We tie a hammer to the wagging tail of a dog and let him wander about the work site for as long as you
please, even millions of years. The swinging hammer on the dog is as likely to build a house as mutation-
natural selection is to make a single new working part in an animal, let alone a new creature.

Only mutations in the reproductive (germ) cells of an animal or plant would be passed on. Mutations in the
eye or skin of an animal would not matter. Mutations in DNA happen fairly often, but most are repaired or
destroyed by mechanisms in animals and plants. All known mutations in animal and plant germ cells are
neutral, harmful, or fatal. But evolutionists are eternally optimistic. They believe that millions of beneficial
mutations built every type of creature that ever existed.

Believing in beneficial mutations is like believing a short-circuit in the motherboard of your computer could
improve its performance. To make any lasting change, a beneficial mutation would have to spread ("sweep")
through a population and stay (become "fixed"). To evolutionists, this idea has been essential for so long that
it is called a "classic sweep", "in which a new, strongly beneficial mutation increases in frequency to fixation
in the population.” Some evolutionist researchers went looking for classic sweeps in humans, and reported
their findings in the journal Science. "To evaluate the importance of classic sweeps in shaping human
diversity, we analyzed resequencing data for 179 human genomes from four populations”. "In humans, the
effects of sweeps are expected to persist for approximately 10,000 generations or about 250,000

years." Evolutionists had identified "more than 2000 genes as potential targets of positive selection in the
human genome", and they expected that "diversity patterns in about 10% of the human genome have been
affected by linkage to recent sweeps.” So what did they find? "In contrast to expectation,” their test detected
nothing, but they could not quite bring themselves to say it. They said there was a "paucity of classic sweeps
revealed by our findings". Sweeps "were too infrequent within the past 250,000 years to have had
discernible effects on genomic diversity." "Classic sweeps were not a dominant mode of human adaptation
over the past 250,000 years." --Hernandez, Ryan D., Joanna L. Kelley, Eyal Elyashiv, S. Cord Melton, Adam Auton,
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Gilean McVean, 1000 Genomes Project, Guy Sella, Molly Przeworski. 18 February 2011. Classic Selective Sweeps
Were Rare in Recent Human Evolution. Science, Vol. 331, no. 6019, pp. 920-924.

A 35-year experiment by evolutionists shows how things really work. Instead of waiting for natural selection,
researchers forced selection on hundreds of generations of fruit flies. They used variation to breed fruit flies
that develop from egg to adult 20% faster than normal. But, as usual when breeding plants and animals,
there was a down side. In this case the fruit flies weighed less, lived shorter lives, and were less resistant to
starvation. There were many mutations, but none caught on, and the experiment ran into the limits of
variation. They wrote that "forward experimental evolution can often be completely reversed with these
populations”. "Despite decades of sustained selection in relatively small, sexually reproducing laboratory
populations, selection did not lead to the fixation of newly arising unconditionally advantageous alleles.” "The
probability of fixation in wild populations should be even lower than its likelihood in these experiments.” --
Burke, Molly K., Joseph P. Dunham, Parvin Shahrestani, Kevin R. Thornton, Michael R. Rose, Anthony D. Long. 30
September 2010. Genome-wide analysis of a long-term evolution experiment with Drosophila. Nature, Vol. 467, pp.
587-590.

Microevolution - Macroevolution

This candid admission is from the evolutionist journal Nature: "Darwin anticipated that microevolution would
be a process of continuous and gradual change. The term macroevolution, by contrast, refers to the origin of
new species and divisions of the taxonomic hierarchy above the species level, and also to the origin of
complex adaptations, such as the vertebrate eye. Macroevolution posed a problem to Darwin because his
principle of descent with modification predicts gradual transitions between small-scale adaptive changes in
populations and these larger-scale phenomena, yet there is little evidence for such transitions in

nature. Instead, the natural world is often characterized by gaps, or discontinuities. One type of gap relates
to the existence of 'organs of extreme perfection’, such as the eye, or morphological innovations, such as
wings, both of which are found fully formed in present-day organisms without leaving evidence of how they
evolved."-- Reznick, David N., Robert E. Ricklefs. 12 February 2009. Darwin's bridge between microevolution and
macroevolution. Nature, Vol. 457, pp. 837-842.

Gradual change versus leaps
There are two versions of evolution theory. The main version proposes that many tiny changes over millions
of years made new creatures. It is called the Modern Synthesis or Neo-Darwinian evolution.

But "major transitions in biological evolution show the same pattern of sudden emergence of diverse forms at
a new level of complexity.” "The principal 'types' seem to appear rapidly and fully equipped with the
signature features of the respective new level of biological organization. No intermediate 'grades' or
intermediate forms between different types are detectable."*

Since the fossil record does not show tiny changes between one type of creature and another, a few
evolutionists proposed a modification to evolution theory. It says that change occurred by occasional leaps
(punctuated equilibrium), not gradually. However, each hypothetical beneficial mutation could only make a
slight change. Any more than that would be so disruptive as to cause death. So punctuated equilibrium is
not really about big leaps. It envisions a lot of slight changes over thousands of years, then nothing happens
for millions of years. Evolutionists say with a straight face that no fossils have been found from a leap
because thousands of years is too fast in the billions of years of "geologic time" to leave any. On the other
hand, without fossils there is no evidence that any leaps ever happened, and of course there is no evidence



that leaps or gradual changes beyond variation are happening today in any of the millions of species that still
exist.

Fossil record

Evolution is all about constant change, whether gradual or in leaps. Consider a cloud in the sky: it is
constantly changing shape due to natural forces. It might look like, say, a rabbit now, and a few minutes later
appear to be, say, a horse. In between, the whole mass is shifting about. In a few more minutes it may look
like a bird. The problem for evolution is that we never see the shifting between shapes in the fossil

record. All fossils are of complete animals and plants, not works in progress "under

construction”. That is why we can give each distinct plant or animal a name. If evolution's continuous
morphing were really going on, every fossil would show change underway throughout the creature, with parts
in various stages of completion. For every successful change there should be many more that lead to
nothing. The whole process is random trial and error, without direction. So every plant and animal, living or
fossil, should be covered inside and out with useless growths and have parts under construction. Itis a
grotesque image, and just what the theory of evolution really predicts. Even Charles Darwin had a glimpse of
the problem in his day. He wrote in his book On the Origin of Species: "The number of intermediate
varieties which have formerly existed on Earth must be truly enormous. Why then is not every
geological formation and every stratum full of such intermediate links? Geology assuredly does not
reveal any such finely graduated organic chain; and this, perhaps, is the most obvious and gravest
objection which can be urged against my theory.” The more fossils that are found, the better sense we
have of what lived in the past. Since Darwin's day, the number of fossils that have been collected has grown
tremendously, so we now have a pretty accurate picture. The gradual morphing of one type of creature to
another that evolution predicts is nowhere to be found. There should have been millions of transitional
creatures if evolution was true. In the "tree of life" that evolutionists have dreamed up, gaps in the fossil
record are especially huge between single-cell creatures, complex invertebrates (such as snails, jellyfish,
trilobites, clams, and sponges), and what evolutionists claim were the first vertebrates, fish. In fact, there are
no fossil ancestors at all for complex invertebrates or fish. That alone is fatal to the theory of

evolution. The fossil record shows that evolution never happened.

This tiny fish (a little over an inch long, or 3 cm) is

N _ Haikouichthys. lts fossils have been found in the
ﬁ\x\‘\\ | Lower Cambrian, where the first complex creatures
& et T L suddenly appear in the fossil record. This "first fish"

— has a spine and spinal cord, eyes, gills, fins, scales,

mouth, etc., though no jaw, like a lamprey. About
500 were found buried together.*



This is Guiyu, a fossil fish that "represents the oldest
near-complete gnathostome (jawed vertebrate)."*® It
measures about 15 inches long, or 37 cm. Clearly, the
earliest fish were as much fish as today's fish. Guiyu is "a
representative of modern fishes" from the Silurian, before
the so-called "age of fishes" (Devonian).® In the
evolutionist's mind, "a whole series of major branching
events... must have taken place well before the end of the
Silurian.” "A significant part of early vertebrate evolution
is unknown."®

Coelacanth disappeared from the fossil record
with the last of the dinosaurs. That was
supposedly 65 million years ago. In the early
1900s, evolutionists touted it as the first
walking fish, the transition between fish and
tetrapods. That is, until 1938 when one was
found alive and unable to walk. Evolution
theory says that pressures from competition
and the environment force changes over

time. In chapter 9 of his book, Darwin wrote of
ancestor species in general: "If, moreover,
they had been the progenitors of these orders,
they would almost certainly have been long
ago supplanted and exterminated by their
numerous and improved descendants.” Here
is a coelacanth today, alive and unchanged
like many "living fossils". Where is the
evolution?



Fossil compound eyes from the Lower Cambrian, where
the first complex creatures suddenly appear in the fossil
record, have been found in the Emu Bay Shale of South
Australia. The fossils are supposedly about 515 million
years old. They may be corneas that were shed during
molting. The lenses are packed tighter than Lower
Cambrian trilobite eyes, "which are often assumed to be
the most powerful visual organs of their time." Notice that
the lenses in the picture are different sizes. It is the same
in the fossils. Each eye has "over 3,000 large ommatidial
lenses”. "The arrangement and size-gradient of lenses
creates a distinct [forward] 'bright zone'... where the visual
field is sampled with higher light sensitivity (due to larger
ommatidia) and possibly higher accuity”. This indicates
"that these eyes belonged to an active predator that was
capable of seeing in low light." "The eyes are more
complex than those known from contemporaneous
trilobites and are as advanced as those of many living
forms" today, such as the fly in this picture, "revealing that
some of the earliest arthropods possessed highly
advanced compound eyes".?? When the earliest form is
the most complex, there is no evolution.

Evolutionists tell us this dragonfly has not shown up
in the fossil record for 250-300 million

years! Dozens of the Ancient Greenling Damselfly
live near Melbourne, Australia. "The damselfly, part
of the dragonfly group Odonata, is the only living
representative of the family Hemiphlebiidae. Its
ancient predecessors are found solely in 250-300
million-year-old fossil records from Brazil to
Russia." --Smith, Bridie. January 5, 2010. Found: fossil-
linked, listed damselfly. www.theage.com.au
(newspaper website)



This is a drawing of a supposed predecessor,
Protozygoptera. With a wingspan of under 6 cm, it is
the earliest damselfly-like insect ever found and "the
origin of modern dragonflies”. Its fossil wing was
found in rocks of the Upper Carboniferous which
evolutionists think are about 300 million years old. As

’ , with many creatures, dragonflies appear suddenly in
P B A the fossil record, fully formed. Damselflies living today
@ =) look like Protozygoptera; there are no transitional

NIl intermediates and there was no evolution. --
Jarzembowski, E.A., A. Nel. 2002. The earliest damselfly-
like insect and the origin of modern dragonflies (Insecta:
Odonatoptera: Protozygoptera). Proceedings of the
Geologists' Association, Vol. 113, pp. 165-169.

Evolutionists always point to Archaeopteryx as
the great example of a transitional creature,
appearing to be part dinosaur and part

bird. However, it is a fully formed, complete
animal with no half-finished components or
useless growths. Most people know "the
stereotypical ideal of Archaeopteryx as a
physiologically modern bird with a long tail and
teeth". Research now "shows incontrovertibly
that these animals were very

primitive". "Archaeopteryx was simply a
feathered and presumably volant [flying]
dinosaur. Theories regarding the subsequent
steps that led to the modern avian condition
need to be reevaluated." --Erickson, Gregory, et
al. October 2009. Was Dinosaurian Physiology
Inherited by Birds? Reconciling Slow Growth in
Archaeopteryx. PLoS ONE, Vol. 4, Issue 10, e7390.

"Archaeopteryx has long been considered the iconic first bird." "The first Archaeopteryx skeleton was found
in Germany about the same time Darwin's Origin of Species was published. This was a fortuituously-timed
discovery: because the fossil combined bird-like (feathers and a wishbone) and reptilian (teeth, three fingers
on hands, and a long bony tail) traits, it helped convince many about the veracity of evolutionary

theory." "Ten skeletons and an isolated feather have been found." "Archaeopteryx is the poster child for
evolution." But "bird features like feathers and wishbones have recently been found in many non-avian
dinosaurs". "Microscopic imaging of bone structure... shows that this famously feathered fossil grew much



slower than living birds and more like non-avian dinosaurs.” "Living birds mature very quickly and grow
really, really fast", researchers say. "Dinosaurs had a very different metabolism from today's birds. It would
take years for individuals to mature, and we found evidence for this same pattern in Archaeopteryx and its
closest relatives". "The team outlines a growth curve that indicates that Archaeopteryx reached adult size in
about 970 days, that none of the known Archaeopteryx specimens are adults (confirming previous
speculation), and that adult Archaeopteryx were probably the size of a raven, much larger than previously
thought." "We now know that the transition into true birds -- physiologically and metabolically -- happened
well after Archaeopteryx." --October 2009. Archaeopteryx Lacked Rapid Bone Growth, the Hallmark of Birds.
American Museum of Natural History, funded science online news release.

What evolutionists now know for sure is that their celebrity superstar was not a transitional creature after

all. Wow! OMG. They better find a new one fast...

How about the Platypus? They could call it a
transitional creature between ducks and
mammals. The furry platypus has a duck-like
bill, swims with webbed feet, and lays eggs.




As for the birds in the evolutionary tree, evolutionists just placed living and extinct species next to each other
to make the bird series.

Mark A, Kiingler / CMNH



The same is true for the famous horse series. Looks
great, doesn't it? But each of the supposed
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Rather than play the evolutionist's game and try to untangle varieties of one animal from another in the horse
bush, let's be clear on what we are talking about. Biologists divide all living things into groups and
subgroups. The basic framework is the Linnaean system of taxonomy, published in Linnaeus' expanded 10th
edition of Systema Naturae in 1758. That was a century before Darwinism, and it was never intended to
show that one creature morphed into another. It just grouped animals with similar characteristics. Once they
seized control of the study of biology, evolutionists took over the Linnaean system and have tinkered with it
ever since to fit their belief that animals transform over time. Birds are at the class level (Aves), which has
23 subgroups below it called orders and 142 subgroups below them called families. All the members of the
evolutionist's horse bush, living and extinct, are in one family, (Equidae). To get up to the class level where
birds are, you pass the order Perissodactyla (browsing and grazing mammals with an odd number of toes) to
the class mammals (Mammalia). Other examples of families include cats (Felidae), dogs (Canidae), deer
(Cervidae), bears (Ursidae), squirrels (Sciuridae), and cattle (Bovidae).

So the level of "evolution" in the horse bush is within a family, which is pretty low and has no relevance to the
main issue, macroevolution. But evolutionists have always used the varieties in the family Equidae to entice
people to imagine that all animals morph from one kind to another. Look at their tree of life for mammals, the
class Mammalia.
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Ungulata

That's right; they want us to believe that elephants and manatees, primates and tree shrews had common
ancestors. They show you three toes changing to one toe, browsing teeth changing to grazing teeth in the
horse bush so that you will believe that reindeer and whales morphed from common ancestors. That is why

the horse series is an evolutionist icon.

12



The "Tree of Life" is falling

New discoveries are bringing down the whole notion of a "tree of life", as passages from an article in the
mainstream magazine New Scientist show:* "The tree-of-life concept was absolutely central to Darwin's
thinking, equal in importance to natural selection, according to biologist W. Ford Doolittle of Dalhousie
University in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada. Without it the theory of evolution would never have

happened.” "For much of the past 150 years, biology has largely concerned itself with filling in the details of
the tree. 'For a long time the holy grail was to build a tree of life,' says Eric Bapteste, an evolutionary
biologist at the Pierre and Marie Curie University in Paris, France. A few years ago it looked as though the
grail was within reach.”

"But today the project lies in tatters, torn to pieces by an onslaught of negative evidence. Many biologists
now argue that the tree concept is obsolete and needs to be discarded. 'We have no evidence at all that the
tree of life is a reality,' says Bapteste. That bombshell has even persuaded some that our fundamental view
of biology needs to change." "The problems began in the early 1990s when it became possible to sequence
actual bacterial and archaeal genes". "As more and more genes were sequenced, it became clear that the
patterns of relatedness could only be explained if bacteria and archaea were routinely swapping genetic
material with other species - often across huge taxonomic distances”. " 'There's promiscuous exchange of
genetic information across diverse groups,' says Michael Rose, an evolutionary biologist at the University of
California, Irvine." "As early as 1993, some were proposing that for bacteria and archaea the tree of life was
more like a web. In 1999, Doolittle made the provocative claim that 'the history of life cannot properly be
represented as a tree'.® 'The tree of life is not something that exists in nature, it's a way that humans classify
nature,' he says."

"Recent research suggests that the evolution of animals and plants isn't exactly tree-like either.” "A team at
the University of Texas at Arlington found a peculiar chunk of DNA in the genomes of eight animals - the
mouse, rat, bushbaby, little brown bat, tenrec, opossum, anole lizard and African clawed frog - but not in 25
others, including humans, elephants, chickens and fish. This patchy distribution suggests that the sequence
must have entered each genome independently by horizontal transfer."* "HGT [horizontal gene transfer] has
been documented in insects, fish and plants, and a few years ago a piece of snake DNA was found in

cows." "Biologist Michael Syvanen of the University of California, Davis... compared 2000 genes that are
common to humans, frogs, sea squirts, sea urchins, fruit flies and nematodes. In theory, he should have
been able to use the gene sequences to construct an evolutionary tree showing the relationships between
the six animals. He failed.”

"The problem was that different genes told contradictory evolutionary stories." " 'We've just annihilated the
tree of life. It's not a tree any more, it's a different topology [design or shape] entirely,’ says Syvanen." "ltis
clear that the Darwinian tree is no longer an adequate description of how evolution in general works." "Rose
goes even further. 'The tree of life is politely buried, we all know that," he says. 'What's less accepted is that
our whole fundamental view of biology needs to change.' Biology is vastly more complex than we thought,
he says." " 'The tree of life was useful,’ says Bapteste. ‘It helped us to understand that evolution was

real. But now we know more about evolution, it's time to move on.' "

Evolutionists write: "The meaning, role in biology, and support in evidence of the universal 'Tree of Life' (TOL)
are currently in dispute. Some evolutionists believe... that we can with available data and methods
reconstruct this tree quite accurately, and that we have in fact done so, at least for the major groups of
organisms. Other evolutionists... do not doubt that some... branching tree can in principle represent the
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history of all life. Still other evolutionists, ourselves included, question even this most fundamental belief, that
there is a single true tree." "Darwin claimed that a unique inclusively hierarchical pattern of relationships
between all organisms based on their similarities and differences was a fact of nature." Yet "the only data
sets from which we might construct a universal hierarchy including prokaryotes, the sequences of genes,
often disagree and can seldom be proven to agree. Hierarchical structure can always be imposed on or
extracted from such data sets by algorithms designed to do so, but at its base the universal TOL
rests on an unproven assumption about pattern that, given what we know about process, is unlikely
to be broadly true." There is "the possibility that hierarchy is imposed by us rather than already being there
in the data."*? "The finding that, on average, only 0.1% to 1% of each genome fits the metaphor of a tree of
life overwhelmingly supports the... argument that a single bifurcating tree is an insufficient model to describe
the microbial evolutionary process.” "When chemists or physicists find that a given null hypothesis can
account for only 1% of their data, they immediately start searching for a better hypothesis. Not so
with microbial evolution, it seems, which is rather worrying. Could it be that many biologists have
their heart set on finding a tree of life, regardless of what the data actually say?"'° "A single,
uninterrupted TOL does not exist, although the evolution of large divisions of life for extended time intervals
can be adequately described by trees." "Tree topology tends to differ for different genes."* The
genomes of all life forms are collections of genes with diverse evolutionary histories." "The TOL concept
must be substantially revised or abandoned because a single tree topology or even congruent topologies of
trees for several highly conserved genes cannot possibly represent the history of all or even the majority of
the genes." "The 'strong' TOL hypothesis, namely, the existence of a 'species tree' for the entire history of
cellular life, is falsified by the results of comparative genomics.”" "So the TOL becomes a network, or perhaps
most appropriately, the Forest of Life that consists of trees, bushes, thickets..., and of course, numerous
dead trunks and branches."*

This is huge. Professional evolutionists spend most of their time adjusting their "tree of life". They have fun
thinking how one type of creature "developed" into another type, how abilities "arose" or "emerged" here and
there, but that is just playing at science. These articles show that, while they still cling to their belief in
evolution, the truth is becoming inescapable to a few evolutionists who dare to look at the facts: Darwin was
wrong; microbes, insects, plants, and animals do not fit a "tree of life" with linear descent. There is no
pattern to their similarities and differences because each one is a uniquely designed, complete creature.
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The big fudge

There were warnings of problems in the very "tree of life" diagrams evolutionists were fabricating. If you
believed these diagrams of new forms arising from old forms, then you believed that parts can be lost from a
creature and then exactly re-invented in the same creature millions of years later. And that might happen
several times! Not only that, the same part might appear independently in unrelated creatures isolated from
each other. For example, wings would have to have evolved completely independently four times: in insects,
flying reptiles, birds, and bats.

When a creature produces light with chemicals it is called
bioluminescence. "A remarkable diversity of marine animals and
microbes are able to produce their own light, and in most of the
volume of the ocean, bioluminescence is the primary source of
light." "On land, fireflies are the most conspicuous examples, but
other luminous taxa include other beetles, insects like flies and
springtails, fungi, centipedes and millipedes, a snail, and
earthworms." Evolutionists think bioluminescence evolved
independently 40 to 50 separate times! --Haddock, Steven H.D.,
Mark A. Moline, James F. Case. 2010. Bioluminescence in the Sea. Annual
Review of Marine Science, Vol. 2, pp. 443-493.

Instead of heeding the warnings and scrapping the diagrams, they solved the problem by giving it a name:
either "convergent" or "parallel" evolution (according to the situation), and it became standard in evolutionist
writings. Now they just casually throw out statements like "convergent evolution is widespread across the

mammal tree of life". --Helgen, Kristofer M. 28 October 2011. The Mammal Family Tree. Science, Vol. 334, pp. 458-
459,

In their sales pitch to the public, evolutionists use the gimmick, "if a million monkeys typed randomly for
millions of years, eventually one would type one of Shakespeare's sonnets”, and people think "well,
maybe...". How about the monkeys typing the same sonnet twice or more? It would be shocking if random
mutation-natural selection produced any working part, let alone the same part twice or more from scratch.
With convergent/parallel evolution, evolutionists could fudge any situation.
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Perhaps the most brazen example of this can be seen in the "parallel evolution” of the two types of
mammals, placental (such as humans) and marsupial (such as kangaroos). Evolutionists tell us that each
group evolved separately, yet many are remarkably similar, including cats, mice, wolves, moles, flying
squirrels, anteaters, and others. This is whole animal duplication, not just an individual part.

A normal person would be embarrassed if their theory of random change made such claims, but you cannot
embarrass a fanatic. The only reason for the "convergent/parallel evolution” maneuver is to force the "tree of
life" framework onto a world of uniquely designed creatures.

Reliving evolution?

An old evolution myth still hanging around is the notion that things that look like gill-slits, tails, etc. in
developing human embryos show the embryo repeating all the stages of evolution. In 1866, Ernst Haeckel
proposed his "biogenetic law" (not to be confused with the law of biogenesis that says life only comes from
life). His idea was that growing vertebrate embryos went through all the forms of their supposed evolutionary
ancestors ("ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny"). He published drawings comparing growing embryos of a
number of animals such as the pig, cat, salamander, etc. to growing human embryos. The similarities that he
said he found helped persuade people to believe the theory of evolution. Scientists eventually discovered
enough about embryology to quietly discard the "biogenetic law", but it was not until a careful photographic
study of growing vertebrate embryos was conducted in 1997 that Haeckel's deceit was fully revealed. They
found that his drawings were so far from reality that they could not have been done from the actual
embryos.** He must have faked them.
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