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Introduction


The idea of evolution suggests that all natural species1 have one common ancestor, or a few of them, and that over very many generations a continuous gradual change produced the diversity of all biological species observed today. It suggests a development from simpler life forms to more complex ones, introducing a multitude of new organs and functional structures which did not exist in the beginning. According to this concept, purely natural processes, mainly mutation and natural selection, are the driving forces that bring about a gradual evolution towards more complex life.
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Fig. 1. Charles Darwin's “tree of life”





In order to be scientific, a process has to be observable and reproducible. Since the publication of Darwin's book “On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection or The Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life” in 1859, intensive efforts have been made in different areas of research to find a proof that the concept of evolution is true. Many claims have been reported that evidences for evolution in history or even observable evolution in action were found.





1 Here, natural species is defined as the group of all individual plants or animals that can potentially breed fertile offspring.




Molecular Genetics


One famous example offered as proof for evolution is the statement that chimpanzees and humans have 99 % of their genes in common. However, there are four objections to this: First, one cannot explain mental properties as a result of DNA expression since thoughts and feelings cannot by explained by chemical reactions.


Secondly, similarity in the DNA or in the outer appearance of two different kinds of organisms does not prove common descent. It can equally be explained by analogous functional or constructional needs. There are, for example, non-related animals like the ant-eater and the woodpecker which have one very similar complex organ: a tongue which can be extended to pick up insects which are difficult to reach in their holes. This is a clear case where similarity is not due to descent. On the DNA level, this is confirmed by the reported similarity between man and mouse of 97,5 %2.


Thirdly, the originally assumed 99 % similarity between chimpanzee and man was based on comparing only a very small fraction of the DNA (ca. 3 %)3. The function of the overwhelming majority of the genetic code was not understood. Therefore, it was concluded that this DNA had no function at all and it was considered “leftover junk from evolution”. The mistake of this reasoning became obvious with the discovery of significant functionality in the assumed non-coding areas. One of the principal researchers, John Mattick , recently claimed that, “the failure to recognize the implications of the non-coding DNA will go down as the biggest mistake in the history of molecular biology.”4


Finally, the reported data of differences did not come from observing structural characteristics of the DNA molecules. Instead, researchers only measured melting temperatures of mixtures of human and chimpanzee DNA strands. They proposed that the better the agreement in the chains of nucleobases (“DNA letters”) of different species the better the two strains are binding to each other. Therefore, the splitting temperature would be sufficient to measure the degree of similarity. In other words, what was reported corresponded to melting temperatures, not to observed similarities of DNA molecules. A proof that one could quasi equate these two had not been delivered.
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