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The Altenberg 16 proposed the Extended Evolutionary Synthesis (EES) to solve 
evolution’s problems.

Five years ago, in February of 2008, Massimo 
Pigliucci started inviting famous evolutionists to a 
July conference at the Konrad Lorenz Institute, 
Altenberg, Austria.  The purpose was to co-write a 
book to be published by MIT in 2009, celebrating 
the 150th anniversary of the publication of 
Darwin’s Origin of Species.  This meeting, called 
“the Woodstock of evolution” by some, attempted 
to come up with an “Extended Evolutionary 
Synthesis” (EES) to solve some of the theory of 
evolution’s problems.  The sixteen attendees 
where nicknamed “the Altenberg 16.” 

Enough time has passed that we can look 
back to see what effect, if any, this meeting (and 
the resulting book) had on the theory of evolution.  
But first, let’s look at how the theory of evolution 
has changed in the last 150 years so we can see 
why this meeting was needed. 

The Modern Synthesis 
When an evolutionist says he believes in 

“Darwinian Evolution” he really means he believes 
in “neo-Darwinian Evolution,” also known as the 
“Modern Synthesis.”  In most cases it is a nit not 
worth picking; but for this discussion it is important 
to make the distinction.  There are no famous 
evolutionists who believe in Darwinian evolution 
because the theory of evolution has evolved from 
what Darwin believed. 

Darwin believed that diet, exercise, and 
climate modified individuals in a way that 
produced an inheritable change because 
scientists of his day didn’t know much about 
genetics.  Modern scientists now recognize there 
is a difference between acquired characteristics 

and inherited characteristics.  A bodybuilder can 
acquire a fit physique by working out; but the son 
of a body builder will be no more sculpted than 
the son of a couch potato.  Whatever potential 
strength the baby is born with has nothing to do 
with how much either parent works out.  Although 
Darwin was correct in his observation that 
individuals do adapt, to some extent, to changes 
in diet, exercise or climate, he was wrong to 
believe that the diet, exercise, or climate 
somehow changed the DNA that is passed on to 
their offspring. 

In 1942, Julian Huxley wrote, Evolution: The 
Modern Synthesis, which may (or may not) be 
given credit for the origin of the current consensus 
of how evolution works.  We don’t want to open 
the door to a red herring argument about who 
really came up with the idea first.  Regardless of 
who gets the credit, we simply want to establish 
the fact that around 1940 scientists generally 
realized that genetic change is not caused by diet, 
exercise, or climate.  They seized upon the notion 
that random mutations produce genetic variability.  
Then, as Darwin believed, natural selection 
filtered the changes, keeping the good changes, 
eliminating the bad ones.  The modern synthesis 
has been the prevailing view of the evolutionary 
community for more than 50 years (give or take a 
few). 

Despite that, there are some evolutionists who 
find the modern synthesis unsatisfying.  There are 
some evolutionary scientists who doubt that 
mutation and random selection really have the 
power necessary to produce the dramatic 
variation evident in the biological world today.  
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They question whether or not survival of the fittest 
is significantly more important than survival of the 
luckiest.  It isn’t necessarily the slowest gazelle in 
the herd that wanders too close to the lion hiding 
in the grass.  Furthermore, they question whether 
or not genetic factors alone can produce the 
innovation necessary for macroevolution. 

Discontent with Modern 
Synthesis 

A child gets half of his DNA from his father, 
and half from his mother.  This means that, on 
average, half of a parent’s children will inherit a 
particular gene.  So, if a man has a beneficial 
mutation, it will be inherited by roughly half of his 
children, one quarter of his grandchildren, and 
one eighth of his great-grandchildren.  The new 
mutation will not establish itself in the population 
unless it provides a significant survival advantage 
(resulting in a high degree of incest).  While it is 
certainly possible that this may happen in a very 
few cases, it just doesn’t seem possible that it 
happens often enough to produce the truly 
amazing diversity of all living things on Earth 
today (not to mention all those that have already 
gone extinct).  There are other problems, too. 

The Missing Heritability 
Problem 

Everybody has a brain (although, in some 
cases it is questionable ☺ ); but some people are 
clearly smarter than others.  Evolutionists 
acknowledge this “cannot be explained by 
association with common genetic variants.” 

Epigenetic mechanisms are also invoked to 
address the ‘missing heritability’ problem in 
genome-wide association studies (GWAS), 
which show that most traits with high 
heritabilities (such as height, intelligence 
quotient, personality traits and many common 
diseases) cannot be explained by association 
with common genetic variants. This could be 
seen as evidence in favour of the inclusive 
inheritance position; however, there are several 
possible explanations for the poor link between 
DNA sequence variants and heritability; 
including imprecise heritability estimates, 
statistical power in GWAS and the ambiguity in 
modern behaviour genetics about the sources of 
non-genetic influence, particularly the concept 
of the ‘non-shared environment’. 1

                                                           
1 Thomas E. Dickins and Qazi Rahman, Proceedings of 
the Royal Society B, 16 May 2012, “The extended 
evolutionary synthesis and the role of soft inheritance 
in evolution”, 
http://rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/early/20
12/05/10/rspb.2012.0273.full 

That’s why they think that there must be 
something in addition to genes that have caused 
advanced traits to evolve. 

Bolhuis et al. note that neuroscientists have 
‘been aware since the 1980s that the human 
brain has too much architectural complexity for 
it to be plausible that genes specify its wiring in 
detail; therefore developmental processes carry 
much of the burden of establishing neural 
connections’ (p. 2). This statement must be true 
in its detail, and it is very much in keeping with 
the general thrust of the soft inheritance 
theorists who think that genes cannot account 
for everything. Exact connections are 
established after exposure to critical inputs from 
the environment, and as a consequence of other 
organizing events downstream. These processes 
would seem to be a consequence of core 
properties of neurons—which might imply an 
evolutionary history. 2

For example, some birds migrate by instinct.  
How does instinct happen?  How does the 
housefly instinctively know to be afraid of the fly 
swatter and fly away as soon as I pick it up?  That 
knowledge could not have been learned by 
experience because after being swatted once, the 
fly dies.  Even if a swatted fly somehow survived 
and learned from experience that fly swatters are 
dangerous things to be avoided, how would that 
experience be genetically passed on to its 
offspring?  How would a fly teach his children to 
flee from a fly swatter?   

As a result, comments appear in the scientific 
literature from time to time questioning the 
sufficiency of genetic variation and the power of 
natural selection.  It was this undercurrent of 
dissatisfaction that led to the July 2008 meeting at 
Altenberg which produced not one, but two books. 

One book was the intended book, Evolution - 
the Extended Synthesis edited by Massimo 
Pigliucci and Gerd B. Müller.  The paperback 
version was published on March 26, 2010.  As of 
January 23, 2013, only 4 people had cared 
enough about it to review it on Amazon.com.  
Four reviews in nearly three years?  That might 
lead you to believe that response to the book has 
been underwhelming—and you would be right.  I 
could find only one mention of the book in the 
professional literature—and it was not favorable.  
(More about that later.)  The “Woodstock of 
evolution” wasn’t anything like the pivotal moment 
that occurred at Yasgur’s farm. 

The other book was, The Altenberg 16: An 
Exposé of the Evolution Industry by Suzan Mazur, 
published on February 9, 2010.  Ten people cared 

                                                           
2 ibid. 
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enough about it to review it on Amazon.com, four 
of whom gave it the lowest possible rating and five 
gave it the highest rating. 

Neither book lived up to its hype. 

Mazur’s Book 
Let’s start with Mazur’s book because it was 

marketed to the general public.  The Amazon 
reviewers either loved it or hated it.  I believe 
that’s more indicative of the bias of the reviewers 
than the quality of the book.  It is a mediocre book 
deserving a neutral rating.  I don’t regret spending 
$16.50 for it; but it certainly wasn’t the best money 
I ever spent. 

It is 343 pages long, which is about 243 pages 
longer than it needs to be.  It is awfully (and I use 
that word intentionally) repetitive.  It’s good that 
she fully documented every word of every 
conversation she had with anyone even remotely 
associated with the conference.  Nothing is taken 
out of context, so there clearly is no attempt to 
distort the evolutionists’ words.  Since she didn’t 
edit the interviews at all, there’s an awful lot of 
boring stuff left in.  I don’t care about what they 
were wearing when they met, what they were 
eating when they had their conversation, or what 
the weather or traffic was like.  All that stuff could 
have been left out. 

Furthermore, since the interviews weren’t 
edited, they weren’t organized.  That is, there is 
no grouping by subject.  A question posed to one 
person is sometimes posed to someone else in 
another interview.  It would be nice to be able to 
compare the two answers to the same question, 
but this is sometimes difficult to do because the 
answers are separated by several pages.  It also 
makes the book seem repetitive because one 
can’t help thinking, “Didn’t she ask that question 
before?”  Reading the book is like going to a 
cocktail party, hearing different people tell the 
same boring stories over and over. 

It is clear from her questions that she really 
understands the issues.  She posed her questions 
intelligently and respectfully.  That, no doubt, is 
why she got intelligent, respectful answers.  As a 
result, it is probably the most honest peek you will 
get at what professional evolutionists think.  They 
all know there are serious problems with the 
modern synthesis; but they believe it anyway, 
usually because they hate creationists.  
Creationists are threats to their reputations and 
funding. 

The subtitle of the book is, “An Exposé of the 
Evolution Industry.”  It is about as shocking as an 
exposé that reveals some great athletes have 
taken performing enhancing drugs.  Yes, the 
theory of evolution is the foundation of a lucrative 

academic industry that must be protected.  Does 
the general public really not know that? 

Maybe the public doesn’t know that.  As a 
member of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science (AAAS), I get lots of 
emails (and snail mail) telling me how much AAAS 
is doing to help me get funding (and how terrible it 
will be if Republicans get elected). 

Maybe it really is a shock to many people that 
we aren’t living in the 18th, 19th, or 20th centuries.  
Science is no longer the hobby of rich white men 
who fund their own research, sincerely searching 
for truth to satisfy their curiosity. 

Twenty-first century academia has become an 
industry dependant upon government funding 
(and private funding funneled through tax-exempt 
organizations).  Scientific research is the way 
universities provide government-funded jobs to 
many people (especially women and minorities) to 
advance a political agenda.   Scientists have to 
provide stories that the customers want, or go out 
of business.  They don’t, however, have to provide 
a working product, so it doesn’t matter if the story 
is true or not.  Does it really take a 343-page book 
to state the obvious? 

For example, astrobiology is the study of life in 
outer space.  It is hard to study something that 
has never been observed, but that doesn’t seem 
to be a problem. 

Suzan Mazur: How fast is astrobiology 
growing? 

Robert Hazen: Astrobiology is growing 
tremendously because there is a stable source of 
funding. 3

Suzan Mazur: Bob Hazen also said that a 
lot of money is being put into astrobiology not 
only from NASA but from other government 
agencies.  I was wondering if you had any 
concerns about academics being co-opted into 
the program because that’s where the money is?  
I mean, even the American Philosophical 
Society is partnering with NASA to provide 
grants. 

Roger Buick:  I don’t think academics ever 
get co-opted into anything.  But they do tend to 
follow the money.  There’s no coercion in it.  
Academics are greedy for cash like anybody 
else. 

… 
Susan Mazur: … Do you think that the 

private sector—scholars for example—should 
be able to share in a piece of the NASA pie? … 

Roger Buick: I’m not in favor of any 

                                                           
3 Mazer, The Altenberg 16: An Exposé of the 
Evolution Industry, 2010, page 153. 
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government subsidy to private industry groups. 
4

Is it shocking to discover that academics think 
themselves incapable of being corrupted by 
money (unlike the greedy private sector)?  If that 
is news to you, you better read the book. 

The Extended Evolutionary 
Synthesis (EES) 

I did not spend $22.22 to buy the official report 
of the Altenberg conference because I am more 
interested in what evolutionists say about the 
book than what the book itself says.  If 
evolutionists had embraced the Extended 
Synthesis, then I would have read it to find out 
what the big deal is.  But evolutionists have 
largely ignored it, so it isn’t relevant, and not worth 
reading. 

The problem with the modern synthesis, 
recognized by some professional evolutionists, is 
that genetic mutations just can’t supply the 
needed variation to affect survival to the extent 
necessary for a new species to drive the existing 
species to extinction.  Furthermore, scientists now 
recognize the fact that pre-natal influences can 
affect offspring.  Perhaps those pre-natal 
influences can be inherited.  So, if the modern 
synthesis can be extended to include pre-natal 
influences (and maybe even post-natal 
environmental factors), then perhaps these extra 
features, combined with random mutations, could 
provide the necessary variation that would make 
natural selection effective enough to produce the 
radically new innovations required for new orders 
and families of creatures to evolve. 

These extra (non-genetic) influences are 
called “soft inheritance,” to distinguish them from 
hard inheritance (the “gene-level hypothesis”) 
which depends entirely on genes. 

Soft inheritance is the term for a largely 
discredited set of theories. It was coined by 
Ernst Mayr to include such ideas as 
Lamarckism, that an organism can pass on 
characteristics that it acquired during its lifetime 
to its offspring. It contrasts with modern ideas 
of inheritance, which Mayr called hard 
inheritance. Since Mendel, modern genetics has 
held that the hereditary material is impervious 
to environmental influences (except, of course, 
mutagenic effects). In soft inheritance "the 
genetic basis of characters could be modified 
either by direct induction by the environment, 
or by use and disuse, or by an intrinsic failure of 
constancy, and that this modified genotype was 
then transmitted to the next generation." 

                                                           
4 ibid. pages 160 – 161. 

Concepts of soft inheritance are usually 
associated with the ideas of Lamarck and 
Geoffroy. The concept of hard inheritance holds 
sway today, as Mayr points out. 5

We quoted Wikipedia because it is a 
popular, though not necessarily accurate, 
source.  It simply reflects the opinion of popular 
culture.  As far as we can tell, soft inheritance 
really does lack support in the scientific 
community. 

Reaction to EES 
As we mentioned before, we could find only 

one paper in the professional literature discussing 
EES.  Here is the abstract of that paper: 

Abstract 
In recent years, a number of researchers 

have advocated extending the modern synthesis 
in evolutionary biology. One of the core 
arguments made in favour of an extension 
comes from work on soft inheritance systems, 
including transgenerational epigenetic effects, 
cultural transmission and niche construction. In 
this study, we outline this claim and then take 
issue with it. We argue that the focus on soft 
inheritance has led to a conflation of proximate 
and ultimate causation, which has in turn 
obscured key questions about biological 
organization and calibration across the life span 
to maximize average lifetime inclusive fitness. 
We illustrate this by presenting hypotheses that 
we believe incorporate the core phenomena of 
soft inheritance and will aid in understanding 
them. 6

From the abstract we get an admission that “a 
number of researchers” aren’t satisfied with the 
modern synthesis.  It isn’t just crackpot 
creationists who recognize the inadequacies of 
modern evolutionary thinking.  The criticisms are 
valid enough that Dickins and Rahman felt they 
had to address them. 

Those seeking an EES, through inclusive 
inheritance, wish to explain changes in 
phenotypic frequency within populations as a 
consequence of epigenetic (and other soft) 
processes. We do not deny those processes, but 
we do claim that any account of evolutionary 
change that relies on them is not the same order 

                                                           
5 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soft_inheritance 
(January 27, 2013) 
6 Thomas E. Dickins and Qazi Rahman, Proceedings of 
the Royal Society B, 16 May 2012, “The extended 
evolutionary synthesis and the role of soft inheritance 
in evolution”, 
http://rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/early/20
12/05/10/rspb.2012.0273.full 
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of account as that of the MS. If the change 
through soft inheritance can be seen to conform 
to the general theory of evolution, then this 
leaves open the possibility of a second special 
theory of evolution, one relying on epigenetic 
processes. 7

The scientists opposing the EES clearly aren’t 
open to any significant changes to the modern 
synthesis.  They will accept only those changes 
that “conform to the general theory of evolution.”  
Radical changes are just too scary. 

If such claims [proposed by proponents of 
the EES] are correct, they potentially cast doubt 
on the theoretical foundations of several areas 
of biology. 8

The theory of evolution is just too foundational 
to be questioned.  They have to stick with the 
status quo. 

The MS is now a commonly agreed 
framework adhered to by many biologists. But 
one might expect a gradual accumulation of 
glitches, of findings that do not quite fit with 
the common framework, and as this 
accumulation increases more suitable theories 
will begin to be sought, theories that might 
encompass the glitches as well as reorganize 
our previously accepted facts. 9

The modern synthesis is the current 
consensus, and “consensus” equals “truth” in their 
world.  Therefore, it can’t be questioned seriously.  
Biologists are well aware that there are “glitches” 
in the theory; but they will continue to be ignored 
unless one can reconcile them with “our 
previously accepted facts.” 

You don’t have to listen to an evolutionist very 
long before he tells you that science is 
progressive, and self-correcting.  We will always 
be learning new things.  That’s true—to a point.  
In real science, new truth is added to known truth.  
My old college electronics textbooks contained a 
lot of information about vacuum tubes, a few 
paragraphs about transistors, and nothing about 
integrated circuits (which hadn’t been invented 
yet).  Despite that, there is nothing wrong in my 
old electronics textbooks.  New electronics 
textbooks just contain more (not contradictory) 
information.  Ohm’s law is still true.  Ohm’s law 
was based on experimental science, not 
consensus.   

Evolution isn’t really science—it is just 
philosophy masquerading as science.  So the 
evolutionary “truth” changes every time 

                                                           
7 ibid. 
8 ibid. 
9 ibid. 

consensus changes.  It takes many “glitches” to 
cause a change in consensus. 

The article concludes, 

6. Summary 
In this study, we have taken issue with a 

core component of recent claims for an EES—
that of soft inheritance—and in particular 
epigenetic inheritance. Specifically, we have 
sought to demonstrate that there is a conflation 
in the EES literature between ultimate and 
proximate causation, and, as a consequence, a 
failure to address the issues of levels of 
organization within biology in ultimate terms. 
Some researchers have discussed the functional 
utility of soft inheritance, seeing epigenetic, 
behavioural and symbolic learning systems as 
means of tailoring organismic response to the 
environment across the lifespan, but at no point 
has an account been provided of how these 
levels of organization might be orchestrated. 
Instead, each inheritance system has been 
afforded equal causality in a general 
evolutionary dynamic—a dynamic that does 
little to account for the apparent design we see 
in biology. 

We have attempted to demonstrate how the 
MS enables such questions to be framed and 
potentially answered. Those seeking to defend 
an extended synthesis would have to find some 
evidence that would undermine the wealth of 
data pointing to a high level of integration 
between development and behavioural 
outcomes. As it stands, the supporters of the 
extended synthesis merely point to soft 
inheritance and trait variation as a consequence 
of this, without fully accounting for why such 
trait variation is patterned and persists. 10

In other words, EES isn’t the answer to the 
“glitches” in the theory of evolution.  The modern 
synthesis “potentially” answers these questions by 
framing the questions in such a way that the 
answers sound somewhat plausible. 

Furthermore, there is “apparent design” in 
nature which cannot be adequately explained by 
EES (or MS, for that matter). 

The modern synthesis does not satisfactorily 
address the failings of the theory of evolution.  
The more one examines the MS, the more 
obvious this becomes.  Evolutionists are content 
to say, “We know there are many problems, and 
we don’t know all the answers—but we will some 
day.”  That’s not science—that’s wishful thinking. 

                                                           
10 ibid. 
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Dialogue with Adults 
Adults don’t resort to name calling. 

In a previous column, 11 we shared Jeff’s sad 
experience with rude evolutionists.  Jim had a 
different experience. 

I was particularly struck by the story you 
have recounted in the last couple of issues 
about Jeff, who unsuccessfully tried to engage 
evolutionists in a civil discussion. I have 
tried to do the same thing myself, but in a 
different way. It has been my experience that 
if you send a polite and sincere email to an 
evolutionary scientist, they will typically 
respond in kind. I emphasize sincere - I would 
have been delighted to get a cogent response 
that challenged my personal beliefs (I 
didn't), and I had no intent to play "gotcha" 
or embarrass them in any way. I think you 
might be interested in some of my 
correspondence; it suggests to me that 
scientists are in genuine denial about even 
the most obvious challenges to evolutionary 
theory. 

Jim 

Jim wrote to professors who had published 
articles on evolution, asking this question: 

On the one hand, evolutionary change must 
arise at the genetic level. Most mutations are 
not advantageous; they are neutral or 
disadvantageous. Moreover, there is a limit to 
how much advantageous change can be caused by 
a single mutated gene, and adaptations that 
depend on the interaction of multiple 
independently mutated genes are statistically 
improbable in the extreme. As a practical 
matter, genetic mutation can only account for 
very small changes, such as making small 
incremental modifications to a primitive 
proto-flagellum. 

On the other hand, these changes must be 
large enough to confer a significant 
reproductive advantage. Small changes at the 
cellular level which do not materially enhance 
that particular specimen’s survivability will 
not be “selected” and passed on at a 
preferential rate. 

 
  He posed basically the problem Suzan Mazur 

asked of the Altenberg 16. Space prevents us 
from printing all their answers.  Suffice it to say 
that he received answers very much like those in 
Suzan Mazur’s book. 12

Jim was corresponding with adult evolutionists 
who actually know what they are talking about—
unlike Jeff who was corresponding with children 
on the Internet who didn’t.  Adults don’t have to 
resort to name calling. Although Jim and I believe 
the evolutionists he wrote to were rationalizing 
their belief, and are wrong, at least they had 
reasons that could be considered to be rational.  
That wasn’t the case for Jeff’s correspondents. 

                                                           
11 Disclosure, December 2012, “Jeff’s Sad Experience” 
12 See The Evolution of Evolution in this newsletter. 

 Email Evolution in the News 

2013 Comparative 
Biology Meeting 

The 2013 Society for Integrative and 
Comparative Biology Annual Meeting 
revealed that eating was tough for early 
tetrapods, and the nervous system may 
have evolved twice. 

Science sent Elizabeth Pennisi to the 2013 
Society for Integrative and Comparative Biology 
Annual Meeting.  She learned two remarkable 
things there. 

Tough to Swallow 
First, she learned that eating was tough for 

early tetrapods. 13  Tetrapods are creatures with 
four limbs, including amphibians, reptiles, birds, 
and mammals.  The first (unknown) tetrapod 
supposedly evolved from an unknown fish. 

While a fin-to-limb transition made possible the 
first steps on land for vertebrates 390 million years 
ago, it took a long time for ancient tetrapods to 
leave behind their aquatic ways and become true 
landlubbers. After that initial landfall, another 80 
million years went by before tetrapods developed 
jaws adapted for terrestrial feeding, according to 
Philip Anderson, an evolutionary paleobiologist at 
the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, who 
presented a survey of fossils from this time period 
at the meeting. 14

Fish don’t eat the same way we do.  Watch 
what happens when you drop some fish food in 
your aquarium.  The fish swim up to the food, and 
then open their mouths quickly.  The vacuum 
created causes water (and food) to rush into their 
mouths.  But air isn’t as thick as water, so 
creatures on land (except teenage boys) can’t 
inhale their food like that. 

With fishlike mouths, early tetrapods would 
have faced a difficult task eating on land. 
Underwater, fish usually rely on suction to draw 
food into their mouths and swallow. To 
generate enough inward force in less dense air, 
a fish—or early tetrapod—would have to 
expand its mouth 28 times faster, Sam Van 
Wassenbergh, a biomechanist at the University 
of Ghent in Belgium, reported at the meeting. 
And even then, because air is so much less 
viscous, the air flow might not be enough to 

                                                           
13 Elizabeth Pennisi, Science, 25 January 2013, “Eating 
Was Tough For Early Tetrapods”, pp. 390-391, 
http://www.sciencemag.org/content/339/6118/390.full 
14 ibid. 
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draw in prey. Moreover, most fish mouths face 
forward to grab food items suspended straight 
ahead in water, not food laying below on the 
ground.  

Many modern terrestrial tetrapods have 
solved their swallowing problem by having 
tongues do the job. 15

Of course, the first tetrapods were supposedly 
amphibious, so they could have gone back into 
the water to eat—but wait!  Isn’t the reason they 
evolved because the ponds they lived in were 
drying up, or short on food? 

Those early tetrapods must have had a hard 
time figuring out how to swallow terrestrial 
food, if another study presented at the meeting 
is any guide. That work described the great 
lengths that some modern fish must go to catch 
and eat prey out of water. "That's something 
that paleontologists have not thought about too 
much," says Alice Gibb, a functional 
morphologist at Northern Arizona University in 
Flagstaff. The combination of paleontology and 
functional morphology evidence shows "that the 
switch [to eating on land] was awfully hard," 
concludes Richard Blob, an evolutionary 
biomechanist at Clemson University in South 
Carolina. 16

There are many things paleontologists have 
not thought about too much.  They like to gloss 
over the glitches in their theories. 

That’s the main difference between a 
paleontologist and an engineer.  An engineer 
can’t gloss over the fact that a bridge made out of 
straw won’t be strong enough to bear the load 
because he actually has to build the bridge.  It 
isn’t enough for an engineer to come up with a 
story good enough to convince his investors that 
the bridge will be strong enough.  If the bridge 
isn’t strong enough, it will fall down, no matter how 
good the engineer’s rhetorical skills are. 

On the other hand, a paleontologist just needs 
to be a good enough story teller to get his story 
published and his research funding renewed.  He 
never has to prove he is right. 

The Nerve of Those Jellyfish! 
Evolutionists believe that the central nervous 

system developed by chance.  Fortunate 
mutations just happened to cause sensors (for 
vision, hearing, touch, and smell) to somehow get 
connected to an accidental brain that just 
happened to be programmed to process that 
sensory data and send signals to muscles (or 
other cells) to respond accordingly to the 
                                                           
15 ibid. 
16  ibid. 

perceived data.  It was such an incredibly good 
stroke of luck that it could be called “miraculous,” 
if one weren’t afraid of the word.  It is hard to 
believe that it happened once; it is even harder to 
believe it happened twice!  But, in order to 
reconcile DNA data with reality, evolutionists now 
have to believe that stars aligned perfectly twice! 

Biologists have long assumed that the 
neuron—with its axon, synapses, long processes 
called dendrites, and a suite of nerve-specific 
proteins—is the epitome of a specialized cell 
and thus likely to have evolved only once in the 
history of life. But a newly sequenced genome 
of a comb jelly, an ocean-going predator 
sometimes confused with traditional jellyfish, 
threatens to upend this view.  

The DNA data put these invertebrates, also 
known as ctenophores, on a different, older 
branch of the tree of life from that of other 
organisms with complex nervous systems. This 
new placement will be controversial, but it 
suggests to some researchers that nervous 
systems arose twice. Indeed, the ctenophore's 
nervous system does appear to be different from 
those of other animals because its genome lacks 
genes for proteins that are considered essential 
to nervous system development and function. 
"All the things that are fundamental to [a 
nervous system] are missing in ctenophores," 
says Casey Dunn, an evolutionary biologist at 
Brown University. 17

Reality Check 
The more scientists discover, the less 

plausible the theory of evolution is.  The dating of 
tetrapod fossils isn’t consistent with the 
evolutionary fairy tale because tetrapods would 
have had to have gone on an 80-million-year diet 
before evolving a mouth that could eat on land.  
DNA analysis shows that two creatures, similar 
enough that some people call them both 
“jellyfish,” have fundamentally different nervous 
systems, so they could not have evolved from a 
close common ancestor. 

When will enough scientific evidence against 
evolution accumulate to cause the theory to be 
abandoned?  That’s a silly, naïve question.  
Scientific evidence has nothing to do with it.  
Every contradiction in the theory is merely an 
opportunity for another research grant to come up 
with another story that can’t be proved.  The 
theory won’t be abandoned until the funding dries 
up.  

                                                           
17 Elizabeth Pennisi, Science, 25 January 2013, 
“Nervous System May Have Evolved Twice”, p. 391, 
http://www.sciencemag.org/content/339/6118/ 
391.1.full 



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – January 2013 

Miracles or Magic? 
http://www.miraclesormagic.com/the-fossil-record-evolution-evidence-creation-science.html  

The Fossil Record: Evolution Evidence or Creation Science? 
This month’s web site review looks at a site that provides a detailed discussion about the fossil record.  

The site begins with the question “Why is the Fossil Record Important?”  In response to this question, the 
web site author states that “The fossil record is widely taught as the primary evidence for evolution in our 
educational system, complete with artist ideas that show progress of molecules to man. But does the fossil 
record actually reveal evolution?”  

The web site article continues by asking the question “What are Fossils, and How are Fossils Made?”  In 
the answer you will find a general description of how and where fossils form. 

The next question that is asked is “What Does the Fossil Record Actually Reveal?” Here you learn that 
over 100 billion fossils have been found and among all these billions “not a single clear ‘transitional form’ 
that Darwin and other evolutionists fully expected to prove evolution was ever found.” [emphasis in 
the original] 

Following this question you will find many quotes from evolutionists under the heading “Professional 
Evolutionists Say the Fossil Record Does Not Show Evolution”.  At the end of the quotes you find the web 
site author’s observation that “the meaning of above quotes by leading evolutionists is obvious.  Our science 
textbooks that state evolution as fact based on the fossil record have lied to us, and continue to lie to 
students.  Billions of fossils have been found, revealing only distinct, functional creatures and no 
transitional forms, so [they] provide powerful evidence for creation of distinct species, and no 
evidence whatsoever for evolution.” [emphasis in the original] 

Next you find a discussion under the heading “No Fossil Evidence, No Problem?” Here you learn about 
the concept called “punctuated equilibrium”. 

Many more topics are covered on this web site such as DNA found in fossils, formation of geologic strata, 
radiometric dating, and scientific evidence for a young earth. 

In the conclusion, the web site author asks the reader to “Free Your Mind.  Both creation and evolution 
models have a ‘story’ to interpret fossils and the other evidence we see, but the creation model fits evidence 
much better.” 
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