
 
 
 
 

 

Disclosure 
of things evolutionists don’t want you to know 

Volume 22 Issue 4                                           www.ScienceAgainstEvolution.info   January 2018 

2017 Evolution Review 
It was a bad year for the myth about human evolution.

Every January, the science tabloids print a list 
of what they think were the most important 
science stories from the previous year.  
Technically, myths don’t really belong on a list of 
important science stories, but some evolutionary 
fables get on the list anyway.  In 2017, all the 
cited evolution stories had to do with the 
discrepancies in their previous beliefs about 
human evolution. 
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Jebel Irhoud Excavations 
The analysis of bones found at Jebel Irhoud, 

Morocco, was the second most important science 
story according to Discover magazine, and was 
number 4 on the Science News list.  The title and 
subtitle of the Science News article were, 

The story of humans’ origins 
got a revision in 2017 

Homo sapiens’ emergence pushed back to 
around 300,000 years ago 1

Discover more sensationally proclaimed, 

Human Evolution Timeline 
Topples 

Our ancestors’ origin story is being 
refined.2

The Discover story ends with this sentence: 

                                                           
1 Bruce Bower, Science News, December 13, 2017, 
“The story of humans’ origins got a revision in 2017”, 
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/human-evolution-
top-science-stories-2017-
yir?mode=pick&context=2774&tgt=nr 
2 Gemma Tarlach, Discover, December 29, 2017, 
“Human Evolution Timeline Topples”, 
http://discovermagazine.com/2018/janfeb/2-human-
evolution-timeline-topples 

“The most important thing for a reader to 
take away from this, and also for young 
scientists in general, is that we don’t have all 
the answers,” Holen says. “That’s why we do 
science." 3

We don’t need to say any more—but we will. ☺ 

Discover began their article this way: 

For decades, schoolchildren across the globe 
were taught our origin story went something 
like this: An archaic form of Homo sapiens 
evolved around 200,000 years ago in Africa. By 
about 100,000 years ago, the population had 
become anatomically modern humans who, 
around 50,000 years ago, headed across Eurasia 
and met up with our distant cousins the 
Neanderthals (and the closely related 
Denisovans, not known to science until 2010). 

Like a game of Jenga, however, researchers 
have recently been removing bricks and 
destabilizing that towering timeline. In 2017, a 
few more bricks came out, and the conventional 
chronology of our origins finally toppled. 4

A particularly ironic quote from that article is, 

During a June news conference, shortly 
before the study was published in Nature, 
Hublin noted it’s unlikely the Jebel Irhoud 
individuals, the oldest known Homo sapiens 
fossils by about 100,000 years, are our direct 
ancestors. 

“We are not claiming that Morocco became 
the cradle of modern humankind,” Hublin says, 
“We think early forms of humans were present 
all over Africa.” 5

This makes no sense.  We are Homo sapiens.  
                                                           
3 ibid. 
4 ibid. 
5 ibid. 



How can the oldest Homo sapiens not be our 
direct ancestors?  We are the same species! 
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Of course, there is a reason why Hublin says 
the evidence shows that these individuals were 
the earliest Homo sapiens, but are not the direct 
ancestors of modern Homo sapiens.  The reason 
is that he wants to keep his job. 

He says the evidence shows that the earliest 
humans were in North Africa, but he thinks there 
were earlier forms of humans all over Africa.  
That’s not quite as contradictory as it sounds.  He 
presumably thinks that ape-men, like Homo 
habilis, Homo erectus, and others, evolved first in 
other parts of Africa because that’s what 
evolutionists currently believe.  So, splitting hairs, 
he is saying the first Homo sapiens evolved in 
Morocco, but other, earlier humans evolved 
elsewhere in Africa.  There is no new evidence to 
support that theory, and the Jebel Irhoud bones 
suggests that humans evolved first in Morocco, 
but it would be professional suicide to say so. 

If the Jebel Irhoud bones really are 100,000 
years older than any other Homo sapiens bones 
(which we doubt), the only logical conclusion that 
an evolutionist should reach is that Morocco is 
where Homo sapiens evolved.   Hublin is unwilling 
to come to the logical conclusion because it is too 
different from conventional wisdom.  Therefore, 
he has to spin the new discovery to make it 
politically acceptable. 

The Evidence 

Reconstruction of an early Homo sapiens skull from 
the Jebel Irhoud site. Sarah Freidline/Max planck 
institute EVA Leipzig 

Both magazines used this picture of the skull 
that “toppled” what evolutionists believe about 
human evolution.  Please look carefully at the 
picture.  There are two things you should notice. 

First, only the tan bone fragments are real.  
The blue part of the picture came out of the blue.    
The blue part is just what they think the rest of it 
must have looked like.  Most of it is blue. 

Second, even the tan parts are suspect.  Look 
closely.  The bones are suspiciously symmetrical.  
Even the little pits in the bones match perfectly.  
The left side is a mirror image of the right side.  It 
looks like they only found half as many bones as 
are shown, and used image processing software 
to make mirror images and then put them together 
to create the picture. 

In many cases, evolutionists use reconstruc-
tions such as this one to make the data appear to 
be much more compelling than it is. 

The fact that this little evidence causes 
evolutionists to revise their theories should tell 
you how little evidence their theories are based 
upon. 

Genetic Studies 
Unrelated to the Jebel Irhoud fossils, but 

mentioned in the same Discover story, are some 
genetic studies which also “topple the human 
evolution timeline.” 

And in the journal Science in late Septem-
ber, a separate team offered additional evidence 
of an earlier start date for our species: By 
sequencing the ancient DNA of seven individu-
als from southern Africa, the researchers 
determined modern Homo sapiens emerged up 
to 350,000 years ago. 

For years, paleogenetic studies have been 
turning up hints that our species interbred with 
Neanderthals and Denisovans between 40,000 
and 100,000 years ago. A Nature Communica-
tions study published in July, however, found 
evidence the hook-ups began much earlier: 
roughly 220,000 to 470,000 years ago. 

Researchers extracted maternally inherited 
mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) from a 100,000-
year-old Neanderthal bone found in a German 
cave in the 1930s. The mtDNA is from a Homo 
sapiens female who evolved in Africa — our 
homeland — and mated with a European-
evolved Neanderthal at least 220,000 years ago. 
6

Evolutionists compared DNA from individuals 
living in various places in the world with other 
living individuals, and compared DNA from fossil 

                                                           
6 ibid. 

http://discovermagazine.com/sitefiles/resources/image.aspx?item=%7b8B948410-3404-4092-A5B1-8AD05A466603%7d&mw=900&mh=600
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bones of speculative age with modern DNA, and 
constructed a scenario in which the differences 
can be explained by genetic isolation and/or 
interbreeding.  From this they guessed an 
evolutionary timeline. 

Do they really believe that DNA from a bone 
that they believe is 100,000 years old, and has 
been sitting on a shelf in a museum since the 
1930’s, hasn’t been contaminated in any way?  Is 
a sample size of 7 really significant? They are just 
fooling themselves. 

Other Discrepancies 
Discover goes on to mention other 

discrepancies in the human evolution fable. 

A pair of partial hominin skulls excavated in 
Xuchang, China, are unlike any others.  Dated 
to more than 100,000 years old, the crania have 
a unique blend of features: the internal ear 
structure and back-of-skull depression seen only 
in Neanderthals, which have never been found 
east of Siberia; a low and broad shape 
consistent with earlier East Asian hominins; and 
an enlarged braincase similar to other late 
archaic and modern humans. 

Trinkaus and colleagues, describing the 
partial skulls in March in Science, won’t 
speculate on whether they belonged to Homo 
sapiens transitioning from archaic to modern, 
the elusive Denisovans or an as-yet-unidentified 
hominin species. 7

And, 

The conventional timeline placed our 
species in Australia at no earlier than about 
47,000 years ago, despite some archaeological 
and genomic research hinting at a much earlier 
arrival date. In July, however, a team reported 
in Nature that thousands of artifacts from a 
Northern Australia site were about 65,000 years 
old. 

And in August, also in Nature, a separate 
team reported that they believe teeth found in an 
Indonesian cave belonged to anatomically 
modern humans who had occupied the site 
63,000 to 73,000 years ago. 

That puts modern humans far from home 
tens of millennia before the now-outdated 
human evolution and migration timeline had us 
even leaving Africa. 8

A Nature study published in April made a 
startling claim: Rounded stones found beside 
fractured mastodon bones near San Diego were 
evidence of  someone [emphasis theirs] 
processing the animal’s remains 130,000 years 

                                                           
7 ibid. 
8 ibid. 

ago. 
The current timeline for humans arriving in 

the Americas, however, is a mere 15,000 to 
20,000 years ago, via Siberia and the now-
submerged land bridge Beringia. Many in the 
field are highly skeptical of the Nature paper. 9

So, teeth and stone tools discredit “the now-
outdated human evolution and migration timeline.” 

Science News reveals other puzzling facts 
about the human evolution fable. 

For example, the Jebel Irhoud crowd lived 
during a period when possibly several 
African Homo species acquired unexpected 
mixes of skeletal characteristics reminiscent of 
even earlier Homo species and of people today. 
Witness the patchwork quilt anatomy of Homo 
naledi. This unusual-looking hominid, known 
from fossils from South African caves, lived 
between 335,000 and 236,000 years ago, 
researchers announced in June (SN: 6/10/17, p. 
6). That estimate came as a surprise: H. naledi’s 
orange-sized brain and curved fingers resemble 
those of Homo species from around 2 million 
years ago. But many other features of H. 
naledi — possibly including a brain organized 
for social emotions and advanced 
communication (SN Online: 4/25/17) — could 
pass for those of Neandertals and humans. 10

We didn’t mention these discoveries when 
they were reported because they weren’t worth 
discussing at the time.  The only thing that makes 
them significant now is that they illustrate how 
contradictory all the various human evolution 
theories are. 

It is hard for us to refute these various claims 
because the evolutionists themselves refute the 
claims faster than we can.  (That is supposed to 
make you feel sorry for us. ☺ ) 

Something May be a Foot 
The other human evolution story that was 

eighth on Discover’s 2017 list of top ten science 
stories dealt with some controversial footprints. 

Hominin Trackways in Greece? 
The Game Is Afoot 

Fossilized footprints may change our family 
tree. 11

                                                           
9 ibid. 
10 Bruce Bower, Science News, December 13, 2017, 
“The story of humans’ origins got a revision in 2017”, 
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/human-evolution-
top-science-stories-2017-
yir?mode=pick&context=2774&tgt=nr 
11 Gemma Tarlach, Discover, December 29, 2017, 
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These footprints are newsworthy because, 

And in an analysis published in August, 
researchers concluded — controversially — that 
these footprints at Trachilos, Crete, appear to 
belong to a hominin, walking where none was 
thought to set foot until millions of years later. 
12

Are they human?  Maybe they are bear tracks. 

For example, Harcourt-Smith notes that 
bears, whose hind legs do not typically make 
claw impressions, were present in this region at 
the time, but the team compared the prints with 
only a bear’s forelimb. The lack of claws is one 
of the traits cited by the authors as evidence a 
hominin made the prints. 

 “Bears do rear up and move bipedally on 
occasion,” Harcourt-Smith says. “I’m not 
saying that’s what this is, but it was a major 
omission not to include hind leg bear prints for 
comparison. 13

If they are human footprints, and not bear 
tracks, it should imply (to evolutionists) that 
humans evolved in Greece, which is politically 
unacceptable.  So, it is necessary for them to 
make this disclaimer: 

“Some people have suggested that we are 
driven by a Eurocentrism claim. We are making 
no claim whatsoever,” says Ahlberg. “It’s clear 
modern humans evolved in Africa.” 

Instead, he says, the Trachilos prints show at 
least one branch of early hominins was present 
in Europe, and that members of our family tree 
were walking efficiently on two legs more than 

                                                                                          
“Hominin Trackways in Greece? The Game Is Afoot”, 
http://discovermagazine.com/2018/janfeb/8-hominin-
trackways-in-greece-the-game-is-afoot 
12 ibid. 
13 ibid. 

a million years earlier than we thought. 14

If those really are human footprints, and if they 
really are as old as they claim, evolutionists 
should believe that modern humans originated in 
Europe—but that’s just too racist to be permitted. 

 
 

New Genetic 
Data 

Email 

Information can’t arise by chance. 

This month’s email came from Josh. 
Hello Sir, 
Your website has often helped me 

educate myself.  I was hoping you might 
be able to shed some light on a trend I 
have noticed in the debate over the 
emergence of new genetic data in a 
living thing. 

I was recently shown this website in 
a debate with an evolutionist:  
https://whyevolutionistrue.wordpress.com
/2010/12/21/new-genes-arise-quickly/

There are more than a few assumptions 
in it, but I wonder what the real answer 
is to the statement that gene mutations 
are new data.  It would seem that 
mutations that result in some new trait, 
which that article claims were passed on 
to later generations, would in fact be 
evidence, however slow, of genetic 
evolution.  I suspect the wording is 
wrong or the assumptions invalidate 
their conclusions, but either way I'd 
like to know if their statement is 
true.  Is there strong evidence that new 
genetic information can be obtained and 
that gene mutations support genetic 
evolution? 

Slightly off topic, but as I keep up 
with some evolutionary papers in order 
to monitor trends and new discoveries, 
I've noticed that more and more are 
claiming to have found proof of new 
genetic information coming from random 
mutations or both, and then using that 
to refute the belief that it can't 
actually happen.  This question may be 
more opinion than anything else (so feel 
free to leave unanswered), but do you 
believe this to be true?  Is the claim 
being blown out of proportion in order 
to "prop up" something that isn't really 
there?  

Thank you for your time, 
Josh 

The Link 
Let’s start with the link itself.  It points to an 

article presumably written by Jerry Coyne seven 
years ago.  We say “presumably” because the 
author is not identified.  The page contains ads for 
two books written by Jerry Coyne, and the title at 
the top of the page is the same as the title of one 
of those books.  We wrote a two-part review of 
                                                           
14 ibid. 

http://discovermagazine.com/sitefiles/resources/image.aspx?item=%7b019A2DA3-06F9-4AE8-96AE-D9C86D06C600%7d&mw=900&mh=600
https://whyevolutionistrue.wordpress.com/2010/12/21/new-genes-arise-quickly/
https://whyevolutionistrue.wordpress.com/2010/12/21/new-genes-arise-quickly/
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that book shortly after it was published. 15

As Josh noted, the article contains “more than 
a few assumptions.”  Josh didn’t identify any of 
those assumptions, so we will. 

Assumptions 
Coyne equates “different genes” with “new 

genes” because he assumes the different genes 
are newly evolved genes.  Specifically, he says, 

The divergence between these two lineages 
is 35 million years, but by comparing the 
genomes of other species that branched off 
these two branches, they could estimate how 
often new genes arise over the entire period 
from 3 million to 35 million years ago. 

What do they mean by “new genes”?  These 
are genes in D. melanogaster that aren’t found 
in D. willistoni, but have arisen since their 
divergence by several processes—most often 
the duplication of an ancestral gene or its RNA 
followed by extensive genetic divergence, so 
that the gene acquires a brand new function.  
(This process accounts for about 90% of the 
new genes.  Some genes, however, are so 
different between the species that how they 
arose is a mystery.)   16

He starts from the assumption of evolution.  He 
assumes that new genes can arise by duplication, 
and somehow miraculously naturally change 
function.  He doesn’t know how a gene acquires a 
new function, but somehow it must have because 
he believes it did. 

This implies that the new genes have 
evolved completely different functions.  And, as 
theory suggests, that’s the way these genes 
become essential: at first they do the same thing 
as their ancestral genes (they’re duplicates, after 
all), but as they diverge they assume new 
functions (usually impelled by natural selection) 
that fit them into new developmental pathways. 
17

Actually, the theory of evolution never 
predicted any such thing.  The theory had to be 
revised after the fact to accommodate the 
unexpected facts. 

Suppose it is true that new genes are created 
by duplication and functional modification of 
existing genes.  That premise depends upon the 
existence of genes which can be duplicated and 
                                                           
15 Disclosure, April 2009, “Why Evolution is True”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v13i7b.htm, 
Disclosure, May 2009, “Why Evolution is False”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v13i8f.htm 
16 https://whyevolutionistrue.wordpress.com 
/2010/12/21/new-genes-arise-quickly/ 
17 ibid. 

modified.  Where did the first genes come from?  
The first genes could not have come from 
duplication and modification of existing genes 
because they were the first genes—there were no 
previous genes to duplicate and modify. 

Creationists start from the assumption that fruit 
flies were created about 7,000 years ago, and that 
there may have been multiple varieties of fruit flies 
created at that time.  So, the differences might 
have been there from the beginning—but not 
necessarily. 

It is an observed scientific fact that information 
can be lost through the copying process, so some 
of the differences might be because some genes 
were miscopied in some genetic lines and no 
longer function properly (or no longer function at 
all).  This is devolution—not evolution. 

You either have to believe that accidental 
duplication and modification created different, new 
functional genes out of existing genes—which 
originated naturally from a different unknown 
evolutionary process—(bearing in mind that 
neither process has ever been observed), or that 
faulty duplication of existing genes caused 
different, non-functional genes (which, sadly, has 
been observed, and is the cause of genetic 
diseases).  Which is the more logical, scientific 
choice? We trust we don’t have to tell you. 

The Fundamental Fallacy 
Coyne says, 

The data of Chen et al., then, show that new 
genetic information can arise quickly, at least 
on an evolutionary timescale, and that the new 
genes rapidly assume new functions.  18

The basic fallacy of this argument is the 
unwarranted assumption that differences in genes 
prove that they evolved by duplication and 
modification.  It would be just as fallacious for a 
creationist to claim that the differences in genes 
prove that God created different genes.  The 
existence of differences in genes tells nothing 
about how those differences arose.  

Information, Please 
To answer the question as to whether or not 

information can arise from chance, one has to 
know what information is.  My understanding of 
information is biased by my experience in 
aerospace telemetry, missile guidance, and target 
recognition.  Each of these situations involves 
experimentally verified processing of information.  
That is to say, we actually observed how 
information originated. 

                                                           
18 ibid. 
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Information is the flow of data from a source to 
a destination through a communication channel. 

For example, data from sensors on a missile 
gets transmitted over a radio link to the ground, 
where the data is received and analyzed.  Or, an 
image is conveyed from a sensor to a processor 
which determines where the target is, and guides 
the missile to the target. 

In the same way, in living things, DNA is the 
source of data which is passed through metabolic 
pathways to various biological mechanisms 
(destinations) which produce results (living cells). 

Common Language 
There is more to the story than simple data 

transfer.  Not only does the data have to be 
transmitted, it has to have meaning to the 
receiver.  Вы не знаете, что это говорит.  Unless 
you speak Russian, you don’t know what I told 
you, so that sentence didn’t really tell you 
anything.  I did not transmit any information to you 
because you don’t know what that said. 

Information is transferred only when the 
source and the destination have a common 
understanding of the data. 

If duplication, or random mutation, (or even an 
intelligent process) modified DNA, it would not 
contain any information if the biological processes 
in the cell didn’t know how to process the 
information. 

That fact is often overlooked in discussions 
about the supposed creation of information 
through a random process.  Not only does the 
information have to be created randomly, the 
mechanism for interpreting the information 
correctly has to arise by chance, too.  Two 
different random processes (one that creates the 
source and the other that creates the destination) 
have to accidentally ascribe the same meaning to 
the data tokens passed from the source to the 
destination.  Furthermore, a third random process 
has to create the means by which the data gets 
from the source to the destination. 

We should be so lucky. 

The Way the Fortune Cookie 
Crumbles 

Let’s take another example.  A baker prints 
some “lucky numbers” on a slip of paper and puts 
them inside a fortune cookie.  The fortune cookie 
is conveyed to me in a Chinese restaurant.  I 
break open the fortune cookie and play those 
numbers on a lottery ticket.  (That’s a reasonable 
thing to do.  They are lucky numbers, and I need 
luck to win the lottery, don’t I?) 

So, we have an information source (the baker), 

a communication channel (the cookie) and a 
destination (me).  Let’s continue. 

Suppose I actually win the lottery using those 
numbers.  Did I get information through an 
unguided, random process?  No, for several 
reasons. 

First of all, the baker did not know what 
numbers would win that week’s lottery.  He did not 
have any information to give me. 

Second, it wasn’t an unguided, natural, 
random process.  The baker intentionally wrote 
those numbers on the paper and put them in the 
fortune cookie for me to read. 

Third, he wrote the numbers using Arabic 
numerals which I can read, not Chinese 
characters, which I can’t. 

There actually was an instance when six 
strangers shared a lottery jackpot because many 
cookies contain duplicate fortunes, and those six 
people had all played the same winning “lucky 
numbers” they found in their fortune cookies.  But 
that was dumb luck—not information created by 
chance. 

A clock that has stopped is right twice a day—
but you never get any information from a stopped 
clock.  If the clock tells you the correct time, it is 
luck, not information. 

A Mental Experiment 
Let’s do a mental experiment.  Imagine we 

took the electronic text of this essay and used a 
computer program to change 75% of the letters to 
other, randomly selected letters.  Do you think that 
would increase the amount of information in this 
essay?  We hope not. 

But that experiment wouldn’t really be fair 
because it doesn’t take natural selection into 
account.  To be fair, the computer should 
eliminate all the nonsense words that are created 
and just look at the words which can be found in 
Webster’s dictionary.  If we keep just the 
meaningful words, would the amount of 
information in the modified essay increase?  No. 

But that isn’t fair, either, because Coyne is 
talking about duplicating words, not random 
mutations of letters.  So, let’s imagine the 
computer randomly duplicates words and 
sprinkles them throughout the essay.  Would that 
increase the amount of information?  Still, no. 

Oh, but we forgot.  Coyne doesn’t want just to 
duplicate the words—he wants to change their 
meaning, too, just like Humpty Dumpty does. 

'I don't know what you mean by "glory",' 
Alice said. 

Humpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously. 



'Of course you don't — till I tell you. I meant 
"there's a nice knock-down argument for you!"' 

'But "glory" doesn't mean "a nice knock-
down argument",' Alice objected. 

 7

'When I use a word,' Humpty Dumpty said, 
in rather a scornful tone, 'it means just what I 
choose it to mean — neither more nor less.' 

'The question is,' said Alice, 'whether you 
can make words mean so many different things.' 

'The question is,' said Humpty Dumpty, 
'which is to be master — that's all.' 19   

The real question is, whether chance can 
make genes do so many different useful things. 

Hard to Believe 
You really have to try hard to believe the 

unbelievable—specifically that a random process 
can produce every bit of the information 
necessary for life; but evolutionists like Coyne 
have the skill needed to ignore the obvious. 

 
 

Dinosaur Corpse 
Controversy 

Maybe reason is extinct. 

Tim tipped us off to a Daily Mail article about a 
possible dinosaur corpse found in India.  The 
reaction to the article is more instructive than the 
article itself.  The article began with this title and 
picture. 

Mystery as partially-preserved corpse 
resembling a DINOSAUR is found with flesh 
still on its bones in India 

 
Let us be quick to point out that this was 

published in the Daily Mail which, in the United 
Kingdom, is not much different from the Mean 
Spirited Nothing But Criticism, Counterfeit News 
Networks (MSNBC, CNN) we have here in 
America.  And, they didn’t say it was a dinosaur—
they only said it resembled a dinosaur, which is 
true.  It really does look something like a dinosaur. 
                                                           
19 Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking Glass, Chapter 
6 “Humpty Dumpty”, 
http://sabian.org/looking_glass6.php 

If it really is a dinosaur, it is news—but if it was 
printed just to increase circulation, it is fake news. 

We could find nothing about it in the 
respectable, professional literature to confirm it. 

The Daily Mail said, 

Dr Parag Madhukar Dhakate, a Conservator 
with the Indian Forest Service, said that the 
creature would remain an enigma until scientific 
analysis had been completed. 

He said: 'It looks like a dinosaur, but we 
can't say anything until all the tests are done.' … 
Dr Dhakate said the specimen had now been 
sent to Dr Bahadur Kotlia, a paleontologist at 
Kumaun University, for historical analysis. 20

We will keep searching the professional 
literature for articles containing the names, Dr. 
Parag Madhukar Dhakate and Dr. Bahadur Kotlia, 
and let you know if we find anything.  Don’t hold 
your breath waiting. 

The Daily Mail article ended by saying, 
Evolution in the News One initial suggestion is that it could be a 

genetically distorted animal foetus from within 
the goat family, but for now the mystery 
remains unsolved. 21

Uninformed Comments 
The uninformed comments after the article are 

much more enlightening than the article itself.  By 
the time you read this, the comments may have 
been replaced by more recent comments; but 
here is a sampling of comments that followed the 
article on December 17.  Bear in mind that none 
of these people had any more evidence than the 
picture.  None of them had actually examined the 
dead animal—but they were certain they knew 
what it was. 

Spike58: It’s pretty clear that it’s 
a dead cat. No mystery here. Move along. 

abrennan006: It's [sic] facial 
features are too extended. It can't be a 
cat. 

Stop Scaremongering: It is an Indian 
grey mongoose a common species that 
lives throughout the country, and the 
only mongoose species found in this 
particular area. 

abrennan006: It is not an Indian grey 
mongoose. The eye is too far back, and 
the nasal passageway is on the side, not 
the front. Look up 'mongoose skull' and 
you'll see what I mean. 

Stop Scaremongering: Sorry 
abrennan006 but, yes it is, I had 

                                                           
20 http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-
5182571/Corpse-resembling-DINOSAUR-flesh-
bones.html 
21 ibid. 
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already looked at Indian mongoose skulls 
and skeletons, before I concluded that 
it is a grey mongoose, the desiccated 
skin that is still covering the head is 
obscuring some of the features of the 
skull. The nostrils which are right on 
the end of the muzzle are not really 
visible at all, the hole that I can only 
assume you think for some reason is the 
nose, is the eye socket exactly where it 
should be. What I presume you think is 
the eye socket isn't, it's just an 
illusion, the back of the skull behind 
the eye is very long exactly like a 
mongoose, I am reasonably familiar with 
the mammal fauna of India and have been 
to this particular State, there are 
other small carnivores that are a quite 
similar, but bearing in mind the corpse 
was found in a building and not in the 
jungle and it is the right size and 
shape for a mongoose, I am 100% certain 
that it's a grey mongoose. 

abrennan006: Absolutely right. The 
nasal passage on the side is also the 
big giveaway. This probably is a 
dinosaur. No doubt the evolutionists 
will just try to make some excuse for it 
because it doesn't fit with their 
naturalist paradigm. But this is exactly 
what Biblical creationists have 
predicted would be found for years. 

Stop Scaremongering: OK so now I 
understand abrennan006 you are another 
creationist lackwit, the nasal passages 
are not on the side, the nostrils are on 
the end of the muzzle as with all 
mammalian carnivores, they are not 
visible in the photo, what you're 
looking at on the side of the head you 
idiot is the eye socket. This is just a 
dead Indian grey mongoose, anyone who 
thinks it is a dinosaur is daft, someone 
will no doubt clean up the skeleton, it 
will then be very obvious it's only a 
mongoose, the people who said it could 
be a dinosaur will be left looking like 
the daft fools that they are. This is 
unlikely to be reported as it would also 
make the DiM look rather foolish for 
reporting rubbish like this. Dinosaurs 
didn't die out entirely, as there are 
loads of small feathered ones flying 
around in my garden right now, if this 
actually were some kind of dinosaur, it 
would demonstrate nothing other than 
that birds were not the only dinosaurs 
to have survived, that wouldn't upset 
anyone's paradigm.  

Informed Comments 
I don’t know if it is a “genetically distorted 

animal foetus from within the goat family,” a dead 
cat, dead mongoose, or dead dinosaur.  I’ve 
never seen a mongoose, goat fetus, or dinosaur.  
I once found a dead cat in my back yard; but it 
hadn’t been dead very long, so not only could I tell 
that it was a cat, I recognized it was one of the 
cats I had chased out of my yard on multiple 
occasions. It wasn’t as decayed as the thing in the 
picture.  I don’t know what they found in India. 

The uninformed comments reveal the 
arrogance, prejudice, bigotry, and hatred so often 

exhibited by evolutionists.  As soon as 
abrennan006 pointed out that if it is a dinosaur it 
would confirm the Young Earth Creationist 
position, Stop Scaremongering made a personal 
attack, calling abrennan006 a “lackwit” and a “daft 
fool.”  (We don’t know if those accusations are 
true or not.  The only pertinent information we 
have is that both of them read the Daily Mail.  You 
can draw your own conclusions from that. ☺ ) 

Then Stop Scaremongering fell back on the 
evolutionists’ trick of reclassifying birds as 
dinosaurs as a way of negating the creationists’ 
claim that people and dinosaurs did live at the 
same time. 

Stop Scaremongering also inadvertently 
admitted that whenever data contradicts their 
preconceived evolutionary notions, they find a 
way to reinterpret the data that does not upset 
their paradigm. 

Real Science 
A real scientist would examine the carcass, not 

a picture of the carcass.  A scientist would count 
the number of vertebrae and ribs, examine the 
teeth, and see if it has claws or not.  A real 
scientist would carefully measure the bones and 
compare them to bones known to have come from 
a goat, cat, mongoose, or other animal.  If they fall 
within the normal limits of the bones of known 
species, then they would declare the carcass to 
be a deceased example of that known species.  
That’s how forensic science works. 

New Species 
If the bones don’t match any known species, 

then the bones become a “type specimen” of a 
new species, which the discoverer gets to name.  
That would certainly be a legitimate thing to do in 
this case because there seems to be a complete 
(or nearly complete) skeleton. 

Sometimes the type specimen is just a single 
tooth or part of a bone.  Later a more complete 
skeleton of another species is found to have that 
kind of tooth or bone.  Then the type specimen is 
reclassified.  (For example, Brontosaurus was 
really an Apatosaurus that was misidentified.)  

When the new species is named, the name is 
connected to a biological category.  That is to say, 
if the bones are very similar to dog bones, but not 
exactly like any known dog, the name would be 
“Canis something-or-other” because all dog 
species names begin with Canis. 

This is where scientific convention starts to get 
on shaky ground.  The fact that the bones look 
like they came from an unknown dog (for 
example) doesn’t prove they actually came from a 
new species of dog.  They could have come from 



 9

something else that looks a lot like a dog. 

Classification 
Furthermore, the definitions of species, genus, 

family, et cetera, are completely arbitrary.  Cats 
and dogs look pretty much alike.  They both have 
fur, the same number of legs, the same internal 
organs, similar bodies, and a tail.  Why are they 
different families?  The most distinguishing 
feature is that cats have retractable claws.  Is that 
sufficient grounds to put them in different families?  
Somebody must have thought so. 

Modern biological classification assumes that 
the similarity to other species in the family is due 
to descent from a close common ancestor.  In 
other words, the modern classification is made on 
the assumption of evolution.  Therefore, 
classification cannot be used as proof of 
evolution. 

It is a logical fallacy to lump things together 
because you think they are similar and then say 
the fact that they are lumped together proves they 
are similar.  That fallacy is called, “circular 
reasoning.” 

Revisionist History 
As previously noted, birds were reclassified 

with dinosaurs so as not to upset the evolutionary 
paradigm.  The classification system is supposed 
to be organized in such a way as to group similar 
things together.  Why are a hummingbird and an 
Apatosaurus both considered to be dinosaurs? 

Inferred Characteristics 
When scientists assume behavior based on 

fossil evidence they cease to become scientists.  
A classic example is the notion that Eosimias 
(known only from two bones that look like rice 
kernels) was nocturnal (active at night). 22  

Credibility 
Some people fear that allowing the possibility 

of creation into the science classroom will 
somehow damage the credibility of science.  In 
view of what we have seen in our feature article 
about how notions about human evolution have 
changed so much, and this month’s email about 
how evolutionists believe in the spontaneous 
origin of information, and how evolutionists 
speculate about just about everything else in this 
column, we ask, “What could damage the 
credibility of science more than the theory of 
evolution?”  

 
                                                           
22 Disclosure, September, 2000, “Eosimias”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v4i12n.htm 

 
 

Internet 
Censorship 

About Us 

AOL won’t let us email you. 

If you sent us an email from your AOL account 
and didn’t get a response from us it is because 
AOL won’t let us answer your question.  AOL 
blocks all email originating from 
ScienceAginstEvolution.INFO.  When we try to 
answer your question, we get this notification: 
----- The following addresses had permanent fatal errors ----- 
<your_name@aol.com> 
(reason: 521 5.2.1 :  AOL will not accept delivery of this 
message.) 

AOL isn’t the only Internet service provider that 
protects you from free speech.  Hotmail blocks all 
email from KRSF Christian Radio (KRSF.NET).   
Every February, KRSF responds to Darwin Day 
by broadcasting radio dramas of our parodies, 
“Alice in Evolutionland” 23, “The Wizard of Ooze” 
24, and other anti-evolution programs.  Does 
Hotmail block KRSF emails because of the anit-
evolution programming, or does it block KRSF 
because it is a conservatively Christian radio 
station, or is there another reason?  

A few years ago someone infected some 
Internet browsers. If you tried to go to our website, 
a bogus warning would pop up asking you if you 
really wanted to risk going to our website, which 
supposedly contained dangerous malware.  Our 
website has never contained any malware.  The 
only thing dangerous on our website is the truth. 

In recent years, some universities have 
created “safe spaces” that protect their delicate 
snowflakes from facts that discredit liberal 
ideology.  The evidence against the theory of 
evolution is near the top of their list of dangerous 
ideas. 

In 2017, there were violent riots at universities 
by liberal bullies on those few occasions when a 
university had the audacity to allow a conservative 
to speak. 

We don’t censor anybody.  We give you links 
to what evolutionists say because we have the 
truth on our side.  We trust you to listen to both 
sides and make the intelligent decision. 

                                                           
23 http://krsf.net/mp3s/TWWU170212.mp3 
24 http://krsf.net/mp3s/TWWU120219.mp3 



 

 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – January 2018 

Questioning Evolution:                     
The Push to Change Science Class 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/11/19/us/retro-report-

evolution-science.html 
Raising Doubts about Evolution … in Science Class 

This month’s website review looks at a recent article posted on November 19, 2017 in the New York 
Times.  This article reveals how the mainstream press views the current ongoing controversy regarding 
creation versus evolution, especially as to how various views should be expressed in classrooms. 

The article begins by providing a 10-minute video which has a caption stating, “A growing skepticism of 
science has seeped into the classroom, and its revived attacks on one of the most established principles of 
biology – evolution.” Just watch the video and judge for yourself if there is a bias in how the views of 
creationists and evolutionists are presented. 

The article itself starts out by injecting politics into a discussion of Darwinism.  It states, “Darwinism has 
long been under siege in parts of the United States, even if its critics have practiced their own form of 
evolution, adapting their arguments to accommodate altered legal circumstances.”  As usual, the claim is 
made that some creationists reject broad scientific consensus and even question issues like climate change 
and stem-cell research.  The Seattle-based Discovery Institute is called a science skeptic and is said to feel 
emboldened in the era of President Trump. 

The article continues by talking about the Scopes Monkey Trial of 1925, and the Kitzmiller v. Dover Area 
School District case of 2005 in Pennsylvania. 

What follows is an interesting discussion of the Louisiana Science Education Act of 2008.  “The Louisiana 
law permits public schoolteachers to use materials critical of established scientific thought, with ‘evolution, 
the origins of life, global warming and human cloning’ singled out as targets.  No blatant advocacy of 
creationism or intelligent design is authorized.”  In the views of the New York Post writer, “Those concepts 
make their way into classrooms all the same, as a means of fostering ‘critical thinking skills, logical analysis, 
and open and objective discussion of scientific theories.’ ” In Louisiana it’s O.K. to teach the controversy.   

The claim is made that “as more mainstream scientists see it, Louisiana has disingenuously slipped 
creationism into schools through the back door (with perhaps an added advantage of being able to cast the 
law’s opponents as nothing more than intellectually intolerant of countervailing thought).” 

It is interesting to learn that Tennessee has passed a comparable law in 2012.  Other states including 
Mississippi, Alabama, Indiana, South Dakota, Missouri, Florida and Oklahoma have made similar legislative 
moves. 

 
 
   
  

 

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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