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Natural Selection’s Early Beginnings
In the debate Wieland vs.Willis, Dr. Wieland stated: “In fact, Natural Selection, which was thought of incidentally by Edward Blythe, who was a Christian and a Creationist, quite a few years before Darwin claimed the idea was his, is actually an important part of the creationist model.” Upon hearing this, I recalled seeing the idea of natural selection in my various readings in authors much older than Blythe’s 1835 article in the Magazine of Natural History. In the course of my investigation, squirreled away in the bowels of Trinity University library, I found a cute compendium on the history of natural selection by Carl Bajema (Hutchinson Ross Publishing Company, 1983). For anyone wishing more than the summary presented here, I refer my readers to that work. 

The ideas of the Greek author Empidocles, and Aristotle who expanded them, which the eighteenth century philosopher James Harris repeats in his Philosophical Arrangementsi, scarcely deserve the term ideas, but may be better styled speculations. In his Physics (4th century B.C.), Aristotle writes in chapter 8 of Book II,

Wherever then all the parts came about just what they would have been if they had come to be for an end, such things survived, being organized spontaneously in a fitting way; whereas those which grew otherwise perished and continue to perish, as Empidocles says his ‘man-faced ox-progeny’ did.

For to say in vague ways that organs, limbs, or characteristics appeared from chance, the strong then surviving and the weak passing away, without strengthening the speculation with evidence or incorporating the notion, as Blythe was the first to do, into the larger idea of the progress of varieties within present populations, conveys very little usefulness to the subject beyond novelty. The progress of naturalism was forced to wait until the nineteenth century before Lamarck and Blythe took the idea to its next step of progression, that of varieties, which Blythe further examines and divides into simple, acquired, breeds, and true varieties. (Bajema, 41) Unlike the blunders of Lamarck’s acquired characteristicsii, however, Blythe assiduously sidesteps the mystery of how different traits are acquired:

…and, as the sexual passions excite to rivalry and conflict, and the stronger must always prevail over the weaker, the latter, in a state of nature, is allowed but few opportunities of continuing its race. In a large herd of cattle, the strongest bull drives from him all the younger and weaker individuals of his own sex, and remains sole master of the herd; so that all the young which are produced must have had their origin from one which possessed  the maximum of power and physical strength; and which, consequently, in the struggle for existence, was the best able to maintain his round, and defend himself from every enemy. In like manner…the one best organized must always obtain the greatest quantity [of food]; and must, therefore, become physically the strongest, and be thus enabled, by routing its opponents, to transmit its superior qualities to a greater number of offspring.” (Reprinted in Bajema, 46)

Here the idea of natural selection stood for decades; and, perhaps, the creationist model needs little more to understand the speciation and varieties branching from those species of the creation or flood. But the work of two nineteenth century men, the economist Thomas Malthus, and the geologist Charles Lyell, excited the imagination of a naturalist named Alfred Wallace in the early 1850’s. From the exponential population growth that Malthus theorized, and the long ages of the earth that Lyell affected to prove, Wallace formed the rudiments of a complete theory of evolution between species incorporating natural selection, which is now called macroevolution, and he immediately wrote of them to Mr. Darwin. Recognizing the superior depth of work that Darwin had already accomplished, Wallace gave him supremacy to publish, and Origin of Species, a book whose mistaken conclusions we combat to this day, appeared in 1859. 

Natural selection as a theory is still actively taught in college biology and ecology courses, and as it is one of the few parts of the theory of evolution that is directly provable, it is used in the support of that theory as much as is allowed (or the student can bear)iii. But, as Dr. Wieland pointed out in the debate, natural selection is a force that acts to remove information from the gene pool. It is a limiting factor in the evolution of species, not a driving one; and if the evolutionist wishes to strengthen his arguments, he would do better to concentrate on the great impediment to his happiness, that of proving the origin of new information. 

Footnotes - 

i “The ancient system of Atheism supposed the organs to come first, before any thing farther was thought of; which organs, being all of them formed fortuitously, some of them luckily answered an end, and others answered none: those that answered, for a while subsisted; those that failed, immediately perished.” (James Harris, Esq. First Printed, 1775 Garland Publishing, NY. 1970, p122. facsimile of Yale Copy K8 H24 d775 Lib of Congress # 70-112139.)

ii Lamarck, whose statue the French still proudly display in their museums, propounded the notion of acquired characteristics, as if by a giraffe stretching its neck it can cause its progeny to have stretched necks.

iii After progressing three years in a Biology major at the University of Texas at San Antonio, I have found very little true macroevolution is actually taught, though much is assumed. 


BAN THAT AWFUL STUFF!

On June 8, 2004, at the SABBSA Meeting, early in the meeting, during informal conversation and mealtime, I (Dr. Daniel H. Harris) briefly interrupted conversation at the table and received permission to read aloud a brief humorous except by Steve Mirsky from the current issue of Scientific American [Volume 290, #6, June 2004, p113].   

“Out in Aliso Viejo, California, in March, the City Councilors … “scheduled a vote on banning foam cups at city events, because the dangerous compound dihydrogen monoxide [DHMO] is used in their manufacture.  DHMO is, of course, a clever chemi-calumnious way to say “water.”  The council members were probably all steamed up by a subtly satirical Web site [www,dhmo.org] that lists some of the dangers associated with DHMO and points out that it is used in the production of Styrofoam.  The Web site also includes warnings such as a danger of “death due to accidental inhalation of DHMO, even in small quantities”; “prolonged exposure to solid DHMO causes severe tissue damage”; and DHMO “is a major component of acid rain. “   That’s drowning, frostbite, and the rain part, for those keeping score at home. 

“The Web site also states that “research conducted by award-winning U.S. scientist Nathan Zohner concluded that roughly 86% of the population supports a ban on dihydrogen monoxide.”  In 1997 Zohner was a 14 year-old high school student in Idaho who won a science fair with a survey about DHMO.  He sited the potential negatives, as on the Web site, and 43 of 50 people he asked thought the compound should be banned.”

Those present at the SABBSA meeting all had a good laugh at this bizarre turn of vents.  


Please join us for SABBSA’s monthly meeting Tuesday, August 10th, 2004 from 7 to 9pm.  We meet at Jim’s Restaurant located at Ramsey and San Pedro; approximately 1 mile north of Loop 410.   














































