Chapter 3: Doubts about Darwinism
· Author sets himself up as the skeptic and former atheist (to add credibility to his high-school credulity about Darwinism and his devil’s advocate stance in the narrative) and then finds a scientist (Jonathan Wells
,
) that disavows Evolution.  Then he makes their dialog seem like an adversarial search for the truth.  Clearly it is nothing of the sort.

· Author uses non-scientific arguments to attack evolution.  In arguing against the Miller-Urey experiment that showed that amino acids can be easily created from lightning in an atmosphere of methane he argues that 

· The actual atmosphere at 500 million years ago was not the methane.  
· But, the current scientific consensus is that the actual atmosphere was even more conducive to the production of amino acids than the atmosphere used in the Miller-Urey experiment.

· The possibility of amino acids spontaneously combining to create life forms is exceedingly remote.

· First, regardless of how improbable this is, it’s more probable than a completely fantastic, meta-physical explanation involving G-d.

· Second, you can’t use probability as an argument against the possibility of chance creating life because the universe is unbounded.  For example, suppose the chances of amino acids randomly forming into a protein is  10-24 and that, over the entire surface of the earth, every second, there is a million trials occurring.  So, just on Earth over the course of 300 million years, you would have 106*60*60*24*365*1006 = 1x1022 trials.  Now, assume there are 1010 possible Earths in the 1.4x1010 years since the beginning of the universe (something the author and his experts not only do not dispute but use as a key argument in Chapter 5). That makes 1x1032 trials!  Clearly, by probabilistic arguments alone one would have to conclude that life could, indeed, occur spontaneously.
· The reason people get snookered by this kind of argument is that the human brain simply cannot process a number like 1032.

· Another logical mistake the author makes over and over again is that the proposition that lack of evidence for hypothesis A proves hypothesis B.  In this chapter A = evolution and B  = intelligent design.  In Chapter 5, A = a scientific theory explaining the Big Ban and B = an omni-potent, personal, out-of-time, out-of-space, G-d.  

· First, lack of evidence for A doesn’t even prove ~A.  Second, even ~A doesn’t prove B.
· I suppose later chapters will present direct evidence for B so I will withhold judgment for now.

· The author complains that people believe evolution because of canonical high-school text book images and ideas.  Who cares about the high-school text books?  Whether those are accurate or not is hardly the test case for Evolution.

· In high-school physics they teach Newtonian physics.  Newtonian physics incorrectly predicts the orbit of Mercury.  So is Physics bullshit?

· The author argues against macro-evolution: that species can evolve --- branch into new, incompatible species --- but at least concedes micro-evolution (mutation/adaption within species).  His arguments against macro-evolution:
· Cambrian explosion caused so many life forms too appear faster than evolution would predict.
· Interestingly, this anti-evolution arguments has the side-effect of proving that Genesis is wrong
, so bible cannot be taken literarily.  If bible cannot be taken literally then it can’t be the source for belief for anything including intelligent design.
· Doesn’t disprove evolution.  The author holds evolution up to a very high bar of evidence.  If something is uncertain or unexplained the author claims that as proof that evolution is wrong.  But if the author held religious claims to that standard they would crumble.

· The main issue with the Cambrian explosion is the appearance of so many species over a relatively short period of time (30 million years).  But who says that evolution has to proceed in a linear fashion?  Perhaps the conditions at that point in time (the environment and the genetic state) were ripe for an explosion in new species?

· To disapprove this argument all I need is to show one example of macro-evolution. Right?

· Here’s one: http://evolution.berkeley.edu/evolibrary/article/devitt_01
· A more general presentation: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ring_species
· It’s not that there isn’t plenty of evidence to support macro-evolution; it’s just that the author chooses to ignore that evidence.

· The author also presents some famous frauds from the fossil record and scientific mistakes as proof that evolution is wrong.  Seriously?
· Author’s states the shortcoming of Ernst Haeckel’s drawings of early embryonic development being similar for many species.  He also makes some semantic arguments about “early development”.  But he completely ignores the fact that, for the most part, the similarity in early embryonic development is similar between many species.
· There are inconsistencies in his argument.  For instance, (a) “there are no fossil records showing an intermediate life form,” and (b) the “fossil record is too sparse to prove evolution”.  Well, (b) would explain (a).
· The argument against evolution is similar to the argument against human-induced climate change. The author trots out a handful of dissenting scientists and then claims this shows that evolution is still questioned and not accepted within the scientific community.  
· Science works by having peer-review in which each theory and its evidence is dissected under a microscope.  That’s what makes science so powerful.  The longer a theory holds up to scrutiny the stronger it becomes because the evidence continues to accumulate.   This process allows theories to be perfected over time.  So, by construction, there will always be dissenting scientists.  Is Newton’s theory of gravitation incorrect because it has been superseded by General Relativity?  NO!  Is General Relativity the final word on gravitation?  NO!

· A main argument given against evolution is that all of the data could be equally applied to support the notion of an intelligent designer.  For instance, the fact that mammals share similar structures could be evidence that the designer found those structures useful and therefore re-used them.  At this point, from a logical point of view, you must apply Occam’s razor: which is the more likely and simpler theory that conforms to the evidence?  I think evolution wins.  Even more to the point, if G-d has designed humans how to explain vestigial organs like the appendix?
· Again, the author seems to be accepting a lot science (the Earth is millions of years old and the universe is vast) but rejecting other parts of science (evolution) and substituting in Intelligent Design instead of adhering to strict Creationism.  Well, if Creationism is wrong, why is ID correct?  Maybe the author is going to have to revise his theory again as new evidence contradicts it…the exact complaint he levels at evolutionary theory which advances as new evidence arrives.

· History has shown that science has knocked down religious dogma piece by piece.  The religious continue to adapt their belief system to dodge reality as it’s discovered.  Remember when Christians believed the sun revolved around the earth?  Why would anyone believe such a fragile theory?

� From Wikipedia: Jonathan Wells’ (member of Sun Myung Moon’s Unification Church) best-known book, � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Icons_of_Evolution" \o "Icons of Evolution" �Icons of Evolution: Science or Myth?�, describes a number of examples used to illustrate biology textbooks as being grossly exaggerated, distorting the truth, or patently false; he says that this shows that evolution conflicts with the evidence, and so argues against its teaching in � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Creation_and_evolution_in_public_education" \o "Creation and evolution in public education" �public education�.� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-Icons_intro-4" �[5]�� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-cbs-5" �[6]�� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-6" �[7]� Reviewers of Icons of Evolution have said the Wells � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quote_mining" \o "Quote mining" �misquoted experts� cited as sources and took minor issues out of context, basing his argument on a flawed � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Syllogism" \o "Syllogism" �syllogism�.� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-cbs-5" �[6]�� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-CTH98-7" �[8]� Wells' views on evolution have been rejected by the � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_community" \o "Scientific community" �scientific community�.� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-Forrest-3" �[4]�� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-Icons_intro-4" �[5]�� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jonathan_Wells_(intelligent_design_advocate)" \l "cite_note-wells_PIGDID-8" �[9]�


� The author also lets readers infer that Jonathan Wells is a professor in a field which should make him an authority on evolution.  But neither is Wells a professor nor someone in a field which makes him an authority on evolution.  He is an employee of the Discovery Institute --- an intelligent design think tank.


� (a) there was life before the Cambrian explosion so it implies that G-d created life in more than one six-day event and (b) the Cambrian explosion happened 500 million years ago, not 5000.  If you argue that you can’t take “day” or “year” literally in the Bible, than there’s no way to know which things can or cannot be taken literally and so you can’t use the Bible as a source of absolute Truth.
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