Friend and ‘Frank’

Sorry I’ve not answered some of these emails but I’ve had out of town guests for two nights.  

Friend, there are a few statements you made that I’ll copy, paste, and answer in a bit.  Francois, I’ll answer your statements first.

Mark

François or Frank to Friend.  Mark
1.     Evolution acts unconsciously because it is not conscious.  Correct and the formation of more complex chemical structures from less complex isn’t conscious either.  It happens solely because of the physical structure of those elements.  I'd think that's obvious enough. I am not implying that there is any intelligence to any form of evolution, even the evolution of cars or cities. The *agents* may be conscious, but the process isn't.  The process is one of natural selection pressuring organisms to ‘adapt or die’.  When you combine random mutations with a process of ‘natural’ selection, the mutations (and mutations are both good and bad) that are favored or ensure a better chance of survival to their owners ‘tend’ to be passed on in greater numbers.  There’s nothing fancy or supernatural about that and it’s a logical position that offers more evidence and research than does the Creationist model.     

2. You seem to have missed the point about the eyes. My point was that "Irreducible Complexity" is boorish and irrelevant because neo-Darwinism can easily explain the eyes we observe. Whether you can explain the diversity of eyes with your pet dogma has nothing to do with whether neo-Darwinism can. Need I remind that a squid’s eye is a better model for the eye than is a humans’?  Some will say that ‘it’s better designed for its environment than would be a human eye’ but a squid doesn’t have a blind spot because their optic nerve doesn’t pass thru the retina of the eye.  Human rods/cones are mounted backwards (facing away from the lens) forcing the optic never thru the retina then onto the brain, causing a blind spot the brain fills in.  The squid doesn’t have this issue because they’ve been around longer than humans and so have had time to allow evolution to fix this problem.  Matter of fact, a cuttlefish has better visual acuity than a cat, understandable because of its darker environment and lower light levels.  Natural selection would allow a pathway for favorable mutations to succeed.       

Furthermore, I never, ever mentioned Punctual Equilibrium or even alluded to it, and yet you specifically brought it up. This leads me to believe that you are bringing it up to knock down a straw man that you are in the habit of knocking down. That's rather revealing on your part. 

Punctuated Equilibria, as it’s often called, is mostly misunderstood.  It’s not a sudden dramatic evolutionary ‘jump’ over a short period of time but rather an increased level of evolutionary activity over long geologic periods of time, hence the idea of ‘punctuation’.  Over the course of the evolutionary history of this planet, there have been periods of punctuated phenotypic evolution.  “When phenotypic evolution occurs, it is localized in rare events of branching speciation (called cladogenesis), and occurs relatively quickly compared to the species' full and stable duration on earth.”  

From:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Punctuated_equilibrium  

“Common misconceptions
Punctuated equilibrium is often confused with George Gaylord Simpson's quantum evolution,[10] Richard Goldschmidt's saltationism,[11] pre-Lyellian catastrophism, and the phenomenon of mass extinction. Punctuated equilibrium is therefore mistakenly thought to oppose the concept of gradualism, when it is actually a form of gradualism, in the ecological sense of biological continuity.[3] This is because even though evolutionary change appears instantaneous between geological sediments, change is still occurring incrementally, with no great change from one generation to the next. To this end, Gould later commented that:

Most of our paleontological colleagues missed this insight because they had not studied evolutionary theory (Mark, emphasis mine) and either did not know about allopatric speciation or had not considered its translation to geological time. Our evolutionary colleagues also failed to grasp the implication, primarily because they did not think at geological scales.[5]
The relationship between punctuationism and gradualism can be better appreciated by considering an example. Suppose the average length of a limb in a particular species grows 50 centimeters (20 inches) over 70,000 years—a large amount in a geologically short period of time. If the average generation is seven years, then our given time span corresponds to 10,000 generations. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that if the limb size in our hypothetical population evolved in the most conservative manner, it need only increase at a rate of 0.005 cm per generation (= 50 cm/10,000), despite its abrupt appearance in the geological record.”



3. You are evading the issue. I asked you to show where this barrier was in the _genome_. Not in your classification system: in real life. Show me where in the DNA there is a physical barrier or process that prevents change at a species level. Can you do that, please? 

Friend, it’s ‘special pleading’ to believe in micro but not macro evolution.  Again, good science takes its discoveries and makes projections and good theory is shown by its ability to make predictions that come true, right?  François is spot on regarding the physical barrier for DNA and this issue has to be solved before the idea of ‘micro but not macro’ creationism can be seriously considered.  To test your idea, the hypothesis would state that ‘only micro but not macro evolution can naturally occur without super-natural intervention’.  You’re starting to sound like Duane Gish and his idea that there are limits to how many ‘kinds’ can be produced from chromosomal changes.  

http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/macroevolution.html  

Barriers to macroevolution?

“It is a common claim of antievolutionists that there is a limit to the amount of change that can be made. Creationists like Gish (1979) claim that there is some limitation within "basic kinds", without being able to express exactly what basic kinds might be, or why change is restricted within them. Others such as Johnson (1991:18) claim that the limit lies in the availability of genetic variety, and that when that limit is reached change ceases, and although he does accept that "Darwinists" have "some points to make", he is hardly fair when he says that variation "might conceivably be renewed by mutation, but whether (and how often) this happens is not known" (p19). Of course it is known. We have had experimental evidence of rates of mutations since the 1910s, and modern research both mathematically and empirically confirm that rates of mutation occur at around 0.1-1.5 per zygote, which is to say every embryo has between 1/10th and 1.5 mutations on average, depending on species (Crow 1997). The average mutation rate – that is the average rate of persisting mutations in a population – is 2.2 x 10-9 (Kumar and Subramanian 2002). Further, genes do not have evolutionary histories that match exactly the history of the species in which they exist; a field known as coalescence genetics covers the ability of novel genes to persist across speciation events, so that the variability is "available" when it is selectively advantageous (Hey and Wakeley 1997). Note that this is not to say that variation is maintained in order to be available. It's just that it is available when selective pressures change some of the time.

Creationists often say that species cannot be evolved from each other because chromosome numbers are different. Humans, for example, have 46 chromosomes, while chimpanzees have 48. But the human chromosome 2 is the result of what is called a Robertsonian fusion – the ancestral ape chromosomes 2p and 2q appear to have fused at their ends (telomeres) to form the human chromosome 2 (Williams, not dated), and other species that have large chromosomal differences can still interbreed (Nevo et al. 1994). DNA aligns according to local sequence rather than large-scale chromosome structure, and this is why inversions and translocation in parts of the sequence still allow interbreeding.

There appears to be no single amount of genetic variation common between closely related species that prevents interbreeding. In some, only a few are sufficient. In others, much variation, such as the large chromosomal difference in Nevo's mole rats, fails to prevent interbreeding. Introgression, or the leakage of genes across species boundaries, has been observed in lizards, plants, birds, and fish.”

OK, now some select quotes from Friend’s following statements:

“…so how does evolution do something unconciously? 

(sic)  It does something by connecting elements via chemical bonds which resist, but not defeat, entropy in areas of weak enthropic principle or ‘open systems’.  Friend, I’ve already established the ability of chemical bonds to resist entropy, which they would do in localized areas of decreased entropy such as the earth w/ all its energy absorbing features such as large oceans.  Like pieces of a moving jig saw puzzle, chemical bonds ‘happen’ due to their shapes or physical properties.  Genetic drift happens all the time, hence the differences between ‘humans’.  New novel combinations of particles and elements are constantly happening, whether between gasses in the interstellar medium or in the human genome.  Micro-evolution if you will, on a cosmic scale.  

It's also "begging the question" assuming that evolution, that is particles to people or even simpler life forms to more complex life is a fact.  

We’ve been over this ground before Friend…

http://www.markmythos.com/debates/Debate%20RNA%20World.doc  

“Astronomers, using infrared spectroscopy, have identified a variety of organic molecules in interstellar space, including 

· methane (CH4), 

· methanol (CH3OH), 

· formaldehyde (HCHO), 

· cyanoacetylene (HC3N) (which in spark-discharge experiments is a precursor to the pyrimidine cytosine). 

· polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (Mark;  PAH's from my last post on this issue) 

· as well as such inorganic building blocks as carbon dioxide (CO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ammonia (NH3), hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and hydrogen cyanide (HCN).”  

Enough said?  Me thinks…

Ratio ante Fides

Mark

On 8/21/07, Friend  wrote: 

I say the analogy doesn't fit, not because I find it inconvenient, It's because it's a false analogy. The analogy may show change but not in the manner that supports evolution. Then to go on and say that it is irrelevant is to ignore the fact that the analogy doesn't fit. Also to say that "What man does consciously, evolution does unconsciously" is actually a projection,  attributing intelligence to a process that is the supposed to be the culmination of random, natural forces acting together in concert to create life, so how does evolution do something unconciously? It's also "begging the question" assuming that evolution, that is particles to people or even simpler life forms to more complex life is a fact
The fact that life is irreducibly complex isn't boorish or irrelevant or lame. Comparing the eyes of different creatures doesn't prove evolution. We can attribute how the eye functions in less complex creatures as well as in man, to either, evolution or Intelligent Design. By that, we can attribute it to a process of gradual development over a long period of time through evolution by natural selection, or it can by described by intelligent design. The science is the same in both, evolutionists use the evidence of science to support the belief we've evolved, while creationists use the very same evidence to say we were designed. Punctuated Equilibrium is just another method to explain the lack of evidence that supports macro-evolution. It's just science of the gaps. What should be called scientism. They just use it to explain things, in the same manner they claim creationists us God... to fill in the gaps that can't be explained.
Now for the Hoary Chestnut of Micro-evolution there are obvious boundries that can be clearly drawn. The classification system shows that there are means of making distinctions between every form of live. Dogs and wolves are genetically the same... I'm not certain of the Coyote, dingo and fox, I'm not certain that they can all interbreed but I do know dogs and wolves do. But there must be some limitations or there wouldn't be separate species. We'd have cat's and dogs co-mingling with rabbits etc..  and there is no need to remind  Evolutionists that they can't show that there is a common line of descent in the first place without resorting to assertians that aren't verifiable or falsible.  
[Friend ] 
