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Condor 22 
Evolution depends upon the survival of endangered species. 

Conservationists fear extinction when a 
breeding population is small.  That’s why the 
California condor is a protected species.  I was 
fortunate enough to take this picture of a rare 
condor in the Grand Canyon in 2009. 

Protected species are 
sometimes bred in captivity 
because, when the 
population gets very small, 
it can be hard to find a 
member of the opposite sex 
with which to mate. 
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The Evolutionary 
Difficulty 

Here is the evolutionary 
problem:  For a new 
species to arise, some 
mysterious process 
(presumably mutation) 
must produce individuals 
that are a different species 
from their parents. 

Biologists generally consider individuals to be 
of different species if they can’t mate and produce 
viable offspring capable of reproducing after their 
kind.  If the mutant individual is an only child, 
there is no other individual of that species to mate 
with, so the new species dies when that one 
individual dies. 

Therefore, for a new species to originate, that 
mysterious process must produce a litter of at 
least two mutant offspring, with at least one of 
each sex.  This means the original population of 
mutants is very small.  Certainly it must be smaller 
than the populations of most species on the 
endangered species list today.  Since the survival 
of endangered species today presumably needs 
human intervention, how could so many 

endangered species have survived before 
humans evolved to save them? 

The evolutionists’ answer is that the mutation 
that caused them to be a different species gave 
them such a great survival advantage that they 

drove the original species 
to extinction against all 
odds.  If that is true, the 
mutants must have beaten 
the odds innumerable 
times because every 
species on Earth (living 
and extinct) had to have 
done it (at least for a little 
while) at some time in the 
past. 

The theory of evolution 
depends upon the illogical 
belief that a tiny population 
could drive its well-
established ancestor 
population (which is now a 
missing link) to extinction, 

and that this must have happened quite often. But 
if it happens so often, why haven’t we observed it 
happening in historic times? 

Sexual Selection 
Evolutionists believe that some traits have 

evolved because of sexual selection.  That is, the 
peacocks with the biggest, fanciest tails were 
more attractive to peahens than less well 
endowed peacocks, and had better success 
mating with them, and produced more offspring.  
Size matters.  A similar argument could be made 
for brightly colored parrots. 

There is a problem with this idea.  Although the 
peacock’s big tail might turn on the ladies, it also 
makes it harder to escape from predators.  The 



brightly colored feathers of a parrot will not just 
attract the attention of the ladies; it will also make 
it harder to hide from predators.  Therefore, a 
remarkably beautiful variation of an existing 
species isn’t guaranteed to survive long enough to 
have offspring which will inherit its handsome 
genes. 

When you think about it, this whole idea that 
beauty is the key to reproductive success is 
doubtful for several reasons. 

Look at Condor 22.  Have you ever seen an 
uglier bird?  Yes, beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder, but really … 

Look at yourself in the mirror.  Be honest now.  
This is no time for false modesty.  Aren’t you 
better looking than 90% of the people you see on 
the street?  Why isn’t everyone as good looking 
as you are?  Why hasn’t natural selection whistled 
all the ugly people out of the gene pool?  Sexual 
selection doesn’t seem to be a very good 
lifeguard. 
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Have you ever watched The Batchelor on TV?  
Twenty-five amazingly beautiful women arrive in 
limousines, and your first reaction is probably, 
“How can such a beautiful woman not be able to 
get a man?”  With a couple of notable exceptions, 
the answer to that question becomes apparent in 
just a few episodes. 

Sexual selection is simply another “just so” 
story that evolutionists use to try to make their 
impossible fairy tale seem plausible.  There are 
no laboratory experiments that prove beautiful 
individuals have more children.  Furthermore, 
informal (admittedly unscientific) observational 
evidence seems to indicate that they don’t. 

Overcoming the Odds 
For new species to arise, mutation has to 

produce a litter of offspring of both sexes that can 
mate with each other, but won’t mate with the 
original species.  (If they can mate with the 
original species, they aren’t a new species.  But 
even if they could mate with the original species, 
only ½ of their offspring will inherit the mutation, 
and ¼ of the next generation will have the 
mutation, and after a few generations the mutation 
will disappear from the gene pool.)  The initial 
mutant litter has to be a very small population. 

The fact that so many endangered species 
have gone extinct is evidence that small 
populations just aren’t viable.  

Evolutionists might try to argue that mutations 
can provide a tremendous sexual or survival 
advantage which allows the new endangered 
species to establish itself.  But the power of 
natural selection to shift the odds significantly is a 

matter of some debate in evolutionary circles.  It 
isn’t necessarily the slowest gazelle that wanders 
near the lion hidden in the tall grass.  Sometimes 
it is survival of the luckiest—not survival of the 
fittest. 

We Don’t See It 
The theory of evolution rests on the notion that 

a small population won’t naturally go extinct—
contrary to what we see in nature. 

The theory of evolution includes the notion that 
beauty is more important than other more useful 
traits when it comes to survival—which is 
debatable. 

The more you study the theory of evolution, 
the more you will see that the theory rests upon 
ideas that aren’t observed in nature. 

  
Everybody 

Loves Us 

About Us 

Where Have All the Haters Gone? 
One of the things I learned late in life is the 

importance of keeping track of measurements.  
How can you estimate how much your next 
software project will cost if you don’t know how 
much the last one cost?  How many hours did you 
spend in design?  How many lines of code did you 
write per day on your last project?  How many 
hours were spent debugging, etc. 

I wish we had kept track of how much fan mail, 
and how much hate mail, we received each month 
when we started 21 years ago—but we didn’t.  
The only consolation is that if we had, it would 
have been stored on an 8-inch floppy disk, and 
we could not read it now anyway. ☺  So, we can’t 
provide any exact numbers.  All we can say is that 
initially we received a lot of hate mail and hardly 
any fan mail. 

But that has dramatically (but gradually) 
changed over the years.  We haven’t received any 
hate mail since Sam wrote to tell us, “Man, you 
people sure like to associate with losers and 
scumbags.”  In the 97 days since Sam wrote that 
hate mail to us, we have received 81 pieces of fan 
mail, and not another piece of hate mail. 

Why We Like Hate Mail 
Granted, there are still lots of haters out there 

on various evolutionists’ blogs—but they don’t 
write to us very often.  Perhaps that is because 
they can post any nonsense they like on a blog, 



but we only share things that have some merit.  
Their insults generally don’t merit attention, so we 
have printed just a few representative samples to 
make the point that the evolutionists who write to 
us cannot give scientific reasons for their beliefs.  
They just try to bully us with insults.   When they 
make the accusation that everything on our 
website is a lie, we ask them for a specific 
example, and never hear from them again. 
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We really miss the hate mail because we want 
to know what the uninformed evolutionists believe 
so we can address their misconceptions. 

We don’t post on evolutionists’ blogs for three 
reasons.  First, they aren’t interested in listening 
to anything we say, so it is a waste of our time.  
Second, if we pick a fight on a blog, we have 
selected an issue that we think should be 
important to them.  We would rather let the 
evolutionist pick the subject.  We want to know 
what they think is the best evidence for evolution 
and debunk it.  We don’t want to attack ideas they 
don’t think are important.  Third, bloggers rarely 
talk about what is right with evolution.  They just 
want to talk about what is wrong with religion.  
That’s an irrelevant distraction. 

We know from our fan mail that some of our 
readers do go to those blogs.  If you like to argue 
with evolutionists, please encourage them to write 
to us to tell us why they think the theory of 
evolution is right, and why our criticisms of the 
theory are wrong. 

Why We Like Fan Mail 
Fan mail is encouraging, and we appreciate 

the encouragement.  We really do.  The most 
helpful fan mail is that which tells us specifically 
why you find our site helpful.  And we also like to 
get specific questions because they guide us as 
to what topics we should address if there isn’t any 
breaking evolutionary news. 

So (as they used to say when I was young), 
“Keep those cards and letters coming in!” 

  
Evolutionary 
Acceptance 

Do most scientists still believe in 
the theory of evolution? 

This month’s Web Site of the Month describes 
a pro-evolution website that advocates defending 
evolutionism by attacking religion, twisting the 
definition of science, and philosophizing about 

Intelligent Design.  It doesn’t present a scientific 
defense for the theory of evolution, and is largely 
fact-free (unless you count fake facts).   

For example, one recommendation presented 
on that website is to, 

Impress that there is, in fact, near total 
consensus in the scientific community. 
Evolution is accepted by 99% of biologists. 

There is a footnote for that alleged fact, so we 
followed it to find out details about how the survey 
was conducted, and how the question was 
phrased.  The footnote just went to a page of 
alleged misconceptions about evolution posted by 
some guy from Berkeley, none of which had 
anything to do with the percentage of biologists 
who believe in evolution.  The footnote just gave 
the illusion of credibility. 

So, we searched for real data on the Internet.  
We found this passage on the website of a radical 
pro-evolution political action group ironically called 
the National Center for Science Education 
[NCSE]. (In reality, they try to prevent science 
education by censoring the science curriculum.)  

In the article, Brian Alters—a professor of 
science education then at McGill University, 
now at Chapman University, and then a 
member, now president, of NCSE’s board of 
directors—is quoted as saying, “While 99.9 
percent of scientists accept evolution, 40 to 50 
percent of college students do not accept 
evolution and believe it to be ‘just’ a theory.” 

So I asked Alters about the quotation 
attributed to him. Seven years later, he doesn’t 
remember saying it, but he agrees that there was 
no “study” with that finding; the 99.9% figure, 
if he offered it, was just a rhetorical flourish, a 
colorful way of expressing the undoubted 
platitude that the vast majority of scientists 
accept evolution. 

And it is indeed a platitude; Prothero wasn’t 
wrong. But he would have done better to find a 
better source. In 2009, a survey conducted by 
the Pew Research Center for the People & the 
Press found that “[n]early all scientists (97%) 
say humans and other living things have 
evolved over time.” There. Was that so hard? 1

Evolution in the News 

Of course, living things evolve.  We all agree 
with that!  The question they didn’t ask scientists 
was, “Do you believe one species can give birth to 
another species?”  That’s entirely different than 
the question they asked. 

Wikipedia said, 

As reported by Newsweek: "By one count 
                                                           
1 https://ncse.com/blog/2013/08/how-many-
creationists-science-0014996 



there are some 700 scientists with respectable 
academic credentials (out of a total of 480,000 
U.S. earth and life scientists) who give credence 
to creation-science, the general theory that 
complex life forms did not evolve but appeared 
'abruptly'."Martz & McDaniel 1987, p. 23 2

1987 was 30 years ago!  That was nine years 
before we started publishing this newsletter.  
Hardly anybody had even heard of creation 
science back then.  Just because scientists 
believed in evolution 30 years ago doesn’t mean 
they still believe it. 
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The closest thing we could find to a recent 
survey of scientists’ opinions about evolution in a 
peer-reviewed publication was a 2011 poll of 
science teachers.  Granted, science teachers 
aren’t the same as professional biologists; but it is 
all we could find.  Here is the result: 

 
To be eligible for selection, teachers needed 

to be in a public school that included grades 9 
and 10 and had to include “biology,” “life 
sciences,” or “AP biology” among their 1–6 job 
descriptors in the database. 3

The top line of the table tells it all.  13% say 
creation should be advocated, 28% say evolution 
should be advocated, and 60% say neither 
creation nor evolution should be advocated.  If 
99% of biologists believe evolution is true, why did 
72% of science teachers say in 2011 that 
evolutionary biology should not be advocated in 
public schools?  

  
More About 

MacroDEvolution 
Nathan weighs in. 

Nathan shared these thoughts with us 
regarding the email column titled, Catagorizing 
“Evolution”, in our December newsletter:  

Mr. Pogge, 
Thank you again for your work on this 

                                                           
2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 
Level_of_support_for_evolution 
3 http://science.sciencemag.org/content/sci/suppl/ 
2011/01/24/331.6016.404.DC1/Berkman.SOM.pdf 

website. Centuries from now, when humans look 
back on our time and wonder how everyone was 
stupid enough to believe in the mythology of 
evolution, historians will point to your 
website (if these bits of electronic data are 
somehow preserved) as evidence that not 
everyone was on board with this lunacy. 

Great job in answering Greg's email 
regarding macro and micro evolution. I have a 
few thoughts to add: 

-Greg seemed especially interested in 
macroDEvolution. I would speculate that a 
macroDEvolution event (in this case the loss 
of a chromosome) may have been the genetic 
event that made horses and donkeys no longer 
able to produce viable offspring. Maybe the 
same sort of thing happened with lions and 
tigers, or wolves and coyotes. I don't know, 
I'm just speculating and not engaging in real 
science (but if I were an evolutionist I would 
try to get my speculations published and 
accepted as scientific fact:). Like you said 
in your email, none of these separations 
between species or genus have resulted in any 
significant new life forms, but just 
variations within the pre-existing "family". 
Which brings me to my second thought... 

-People need to appreciate that the 
categories of lifeforms (kindom [sic], phylum, 
class.....) are completely arbitrary divisions 
based on the understanding of the people who 
made the categories at the time. Additionally, 
these categories are constantly refined to 
suite [sic] the purposes of the evolutionist 
theory. Those of us who are skeptical of 
evolution can argue that while new species may 
develop from deevolutionary or neutral 
evelutionary [sic] events, no new "families" 
of life are created. This argument is 
compelling and undeniable, however, the 
evolutionist will respond by assigning horses 
and donkeys to different families to "prove" 
how much they have evolved. [Actually, horses and donkeys 
have been assigned to the same family and genus, but different species; but 
Nathan’s point is still valid.] 

-Lastly I want to say a word about neutral 
evolution. I worked in a medical microbiology 
lab, and so I was often exposed to the idea 
that bacteria are "evolving" resistance to 
antibiotics (thank God I was never exposed to 
the bacteria themselves;). This bacterial drug 
resistance is often touted as microevolution, 
but I want to point out that this "evolution" 
is only neutral and would not provide an 
advantage to the bacteria in an environment 
that lacked the selective pressure of the 
antibiotic. Antibiotics often work by binding 
to a bacterial enzyme that is crucial for 
bacterial growth (such as ribosome) and 
thereby inhibiting the enzymatic activity. 
Antibiotic resistance can occur because a 
mutation in the gene can cause a slight 
variation in the enzyme that will make it no 
longer bind to the antibacterial drug, but 
still carry out it's [sic] desired enzymatic 
function. As long as the bacteria are growing 
in the presence of the antibacterial drug, the 
"resistant" bacteria will grow and replicate 
faster than the susceptible (wild type) 
bacteria. However, the enzyme that confers 
resistance, will most likely not carry out 
it's [sic] enzymatic process as efficiently as 
the wild type enzyme if there is no antibiotic 
around to inhibit the wild type enzyme. In 
other words, the wild type enzyme was the way 
it was because in a normal environment, it out 
competed all of the other enzyme variations 
that may have developed in the past. In an 
environment without antibacterial drugs, it 
would not take long for the wild type enzyme 
to once again dominate the bacterial 

Email 
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population. So we see that the apparent micro 
evolutionary story of antibiotic resistance, 
is just a neutral evolutionary event when 
looked at in the wider context. The same can 
be said of antibacterial resistance that 
involves enzymes that "attach" or otherwise 
inhibit the antibacterial drug (beta-
lactamases are an example of this type of 
enzyme). If the bacteria are free to grow in 
an environment free of the antibacterial drug, 
the biochemical cost of continuing to 
replicate the beta-lactamase will make those 
bacteria eventually "loose [sic] out" to the 
bacteria that are not replicating said enzyme. 
Also, it is worth mentioning that the rapid 
spread of bacterial drug resistance is often 
the result of bacteria "sharing" the genes 
that code for things like the beta-lactamase 
enzyme, and not the result of new advantageous 
evolution in the bacteria. No new "ability" is 
being created by random chance, the bacteria 
are just sharing the enzyme that has been 
around for a long time already. 

Thank you for reading my email. Perhaps 
none of my ideas are new to you, but I hope it 
is still enjoyable for like minds to converse. 

btw, you should etch some of your 
newsletters into stone so that our opinion is 
discoverable to future generations. Let's just 
hope the future historians can recognize 
parody or we will be greatly misunderstood:)  

Nathan  

Bacteria 
Evolutionists like to use bacteria as an 

example of evolution because they can make it 
scary.  If we don’t teach about evolution in school, 
they say, we won’t be able to stop the spread of 
disease.  That’s just irrelevant fear mongering. 

It is easy to do evolutionary experiments on 
bacteria because they reproduce so rapidly, and it 
is easy to manipulate them.  No scientist has time 
to study ten generations of elephants because the 
scientist won’t live that long.  But you can get 
many generations of bacteria literally overnight. 

So, there have been lots of evolutionary 
experiments on bacteria.  In those experiments, 
how many times has a bacteria evolved into a 
jellyfish, or any other kind of life other than a 
bacteria?  Zero. 

As Nathan points out bacteria change to a 
certain degree to adapt to their environment—but 
they don’t ever evolve into something else; and it 
isn’t because of lack of trying.  Enough said. 

Etched in Stone 
When Nathan wrote to us, there were 692 

articles on our website.  By the time you read this, 
there will probably be more than 700 of our 
articles that aren’t etched in stone, but will live 
forever in the cloud.  They are on record for all 
people to criticize for all time.  We are proud of the 
fact that we haven’t had to make any major 
retractions.  There were just a few instances when 
we needed to clarify something we wrote because 
it was misinterpreted.  In those few cases we 
inserted the corrections into the HTML versions of 
the articles using a larger font. 

Evolutionists, on the other hand, said there 
was evidence of life on the Martian meteorite, and 
then had to walk that back.  Evolutionists said 
dinosaurs were slow-moving, cold-blooded 
reptiles.  Now they say they were agile, warm-
blooded birds.  DNA analysis has just blown many 
of their previous theories to pieces. 

Science tabloids (Scientific American, 
Discover, Science News, etc.) depend upon the 
fact that the “truth” about evolution keeps 
changing, so they can print new “truth” that 
contradicts their old “truth.”  We depend on the 
same thing because it gives us new nonsense to 
debunk; but we don’t have to retract our old 
articles because we have stuck to scientific facts, 
and not offered wild speculation in the guise of 
“science.”  Our criticisms remain true, even if they 
are sometimes outdated because evolutionists 
don’t believe that any more. 

Parody 
We could say about our parodies, “They were 

the best of articles—they were the worst of 
articles,” but we won’t because so many of our 
readers these days aren’t familiar with the first line 
of Charles Dickens’ classic story, A Tale of Two 
Cities.  If you get the subtle reference, it conveys 
our meaning perfectly.  If you are unfamiliar with 
the reference, it doesn’t make sense. 

Last week, KRSF Christian Radio broadcast 
our Alice in Evolutionland parody 4 as a radio 
drama 5 on The Word With Us. The woman who 
played the part of Alice had never read the book, 
or seen the movie.  She didn’t realize that when 
Alice recited, “You Are Old Father Darwin,” it was 
really “You Are Old Father William,” with just a few 
key words changed.  In fact, most of the dialog in 
that parody was exactly what Lewis Carroll wrote, 
but applied to evolutionary nonsense instead of 
the nonsense of Wonderland.  It highlighted the 
foolishness of the theory of evolution—but only if 
you could connect it to the original story. 

I didn’t see La La Land before the Golden 
Globes, so the Golden Globes opening number 
featuring people dancing on cars stuck on a 
freeway didn’t make any sense to me, and 
seemed stupid.  Now, having seen La La Land, I 
get it.  It was funny. 

So, Nathan has a good point.  Parodies can be 
misunderstood if the song or story being twisted 
isn’t familiar.  (But the parodies are still fun!) 

                                                           
4 Disclosure, April 2006, “Alice in Evolutionland”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v10i7f.htm 
5 The Word With Us, 12 February, 2017, 
“Alice in Evolutionland”, 
http://krsf.net/mp3s/TWWU170212.mp3 



 

 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – February 2017 

How to Defend Evolutionism 
Against Creationism 

http://www.wikihow.com/Defend-Evolutionism-
Against-Creationism 

Wiki How tells you how to do anything. 
This month’s website review looks at an article that describes methods evolutionists should use to defend 

evolutionism against creationism.  From the introduction, you can gain basic insight into how evolutionists 
should deal with issues raised by creationists.  “The idea of evolution has been around since the 1800s and 
is widely accepted around the world.  Still, there are many people who hold religious explanations for the 
origins and growth of life. Some take a literal reading of scripture (called Young Earth Creationists) while 
others use more complex, pseudo-science (Intelligent Design).  If you find yourself in a debate, be sure to 
anticipate these groups’ claims.  Try to reconcile religious arguments while defending the science behind 
evolution.”   What follows in the article are three methods that evolutionists are encouraged to use. 

Method 1: Reconciling Religious Claims  

This method recommends that you should 1) Separate faith and science, 2) Acknowledge evolution’s 
limits, 3) Point to other creation myths and 4) Accept that evolution and God do not have to be contradictory. 

Method 2: Defending Science 

This method suggests that evolutionists 1) Familiarize themselves with creationist claims and how to 
refute them, 2) Urge your friend to understand the philosophy of science, 3) Reiterate that evolution is sound 
science and 4) Calmly and clearly rebut other claims. 

Method 3: Dealing with Intelligent Design 

This final method points out that evolutionists should 1) Note that Intelligent Design (ID) is not science, 2) 
Undercut claims about complexity and function, 3) Deal with the argument from chance and 4) Attack ID’s 
central logical problem. 

The details provided when discussing the three methods make for interesting reading and really show 
how evolutionists are encouraged to try and refute any claims made by creationists regarding the validity of 
the theory of evolution.  

   

 
  

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

Disclosure, the Science Against Evolution newsletter, is edited by R. David Pogge. 

All back issues are on-line at ScienceAgainstEvolution.info. 
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