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Thus the superiority of the Creationist approach could
be demonstrated.
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GENETICS FAVORS CREATION
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Received 5 July 1977

While Charles Darwin and the naturalists were speculating about vague tendencies in heredity, Gregor Mendel was
learning from his own research the scientific laws which govern the passing of genes from parent to offspring. This
paper points out how these laws do not agree with the speculations of the evolutionists.

In the last few years much has been written against
evolution, as there should be; but relatively little from
the standpoint of genetics. There is a definiteness, an ob-
jectivity about this science which stands out clearly
against the cloudiness and suppositions of paleontology
and anthropology. Scientists say they accept the find-
ings of genetics, giving lip service to that science, then
go on accepting an armchair speculation which they
want to believe about the nature and formation of liv-
ing things. It was the facts of genetics that made
necessary a reconciliation about fifty years ago in order
to bring peace in the family of science; but this “peace”
is only a patch-work affair.

The Beginning of Genetics

Genetics describes the changes which actually have
occurred in living things and shows that they are small,
or recurrent and not increasing, or of a disadvantage to
the plant or animal. They do not tend toward greater
size or better organization as the generations succeed
one other,

The father of genetics, it is agreed, was Gregor
Mendel, who lived at the same time as Charles Darwin.
However people for a long time listened to the latter in-
stead of to Mendel, who was primarily a teacher and
later administrator. After seven year’s work on the
genetics of peas, he read his report to the Natural
History Society of Brunn, his home town, in 1865.
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Modern scientists agree that his report gave definite
results in an orderly manner, bit the minutes of the
meeting report that there were no comments.’ The
minutes also report that a member of the Society men-
tioned a book written by a certain Englishman named
Darwin six years before, and that is what they talked
about. And that is what all Europe talked about for 35
years while Mendel’s paper lay on a shelf. Now that
paper has become the foundation of genetics.

Different Kinds of Change Distinguished

Charles Darwin lumped all changes together,
whereas we now recognize four definite kinds: acquired
characters, latent genes, groups of diverse genes, and
mutations. Acquired characters arise from the environ-
ment, from use or disuse, and are not inherited by the
next generation if the causative environment has ceas-
ed; evolutionists and creationists agree on this point. J.
B. Lamarck was the great protagonist of acquired
characters; but Darwin also believed they were in-
herited.

Mendel pointed out that a gene may be recessive and,
in the presence of a dominant gene, it becomes latent,
not causing the formation of its trait. In a later genera-
tion it may occur, not accompanied by its dominant
partner, and so produce its characteristic trait. It is
clear that such genetics works toward recurrence rather
than’evolution.

In some plants and animals genes occur in groups

rather than pairs and are accountable for different sizes
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animals, different production of eggs or milk, etcetera.
Experiment and experience have established limits in
such changes by selection.

Evidence for Limitations on Variability

Results of selection were tested by Charles Zeleny
working with a compound eye in Drosophila. The nor-
mal eye is made up of 850 facets, while the mutant type
may have as few as 65. In a white bar race, Zeleny
selected a line having the highest number of facets and
also a line having the least number. Selection caused a
rapid increase in mean facet number during the first
five generations, but after the fifth generation the effec-
tiveness of selection ceased, although flies with the most
facets were selected for 25 more generations.” Similar
limits of effective selection have been found in sugar
beets and corn, showing that while there may be selec-
tion in the types of gene the gene itself rarely changes.

In any case the change brought about by selection
tends to reach a limit, as was shown by sugar beets in
France. These have been developed from ordinary table
beets starting with roots having 6 percent of sugar. By
planting seed from the best i.e. richest in sugar, each
year, after about 100 years, 17 percent of sugar was at-
tained. This, of course, was a good result; but the same
process of selection, continued for 40 years more, gave
no higher percentage of sugar.® This is the situation
found time and again in nature with genes, which do
not increase in effectiveness. If they change, it is
because they become abnormal, i.e. a mutation takes
place. Genetics gives no ground for believing in the bit
changes in the direction of improvement demanded by
evolution.

Charles Darwin, with no observation of such
behavior but his neighbors’ rule of thumb selection,
guessed wrongly that genes change slightly in each
reproduction, in every possible direction, and without
limit,

Mutations Rarely, if Ever, Cause Improvement

The last type of change in living things, mutation,
seldom occurs, but is hereditary. It involves a change in
a gene or a chromosome and is hereditary like other
genes. Some may cause changes which make plants or
animals more useful to man, but very few if any bring a
real improvement; an advanced plant or animal. People
write glibly about harmful and beneficial mutants, but
do not mention the beneficial ones. When a new muta-
tion is discovered, a few tests are made to. see if it is
recessive or dominant and so on, but not to see if it has
greater vigor than the parent type.

CREATION RESEARCH SOCIETY QUARTERLY

The present author raised several generations of
tomatoes which came up with three cotyledons instead
of two. Weighing all the fruits produced by the two
types, I found that an average normal plant produced
119.3 ounces of fruit, while an average mutant plant
produced 92.0 ounces. The normal plants also did bet-
ter in lack of light, in cool temperature and in light
frost. Mutants, even plants that appear improved at
first sight, seem to lack vigor.*

Belief in Evolution Comes from Predilection, not Evidence

Scientists have looked in vain for changed plants or
animals which can live better in natural surroundings
because of the change; many live worse, if at all. Evolu-
tion is what some men wish to happen, not what hap-
pens.

Evolution I say, is not science, it is an arbitrary
world-view which some scientists a hundred years ago
wanted to believe, but which some discriminating scien-
tists of the present reject. The conclusion of this paper is
that genetics does not give evidence for the im-
provements which the theory of evolution needs. As Pro-
fessor Caullery of the Chair of Evolution, University of
Paris, said at Harvard University already in 1916, “It
comes to pass that some biologists of the highest
authority in the study of Mendelian principles of heredi-
ty are led to the expression of ideas which would almost
take us back to creationism.”®

Time and again scholars have pointed out that Dar-
win’s ideas of fundamental principles were influenced
more by what he wanted to believe than by what he
observed.® Such criticisms have commonly been re-
jected by the majority, who seem to be influenced more
by their preferences, even as Darwin was. In truth,
however, genetics accounts well for all the changes
which are actually observed; and it permits, nay en-
courages, a belief that the world of life was planned and
created by a Higher Power.
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