The Problem of Gender
And Sexual Reproduction
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In Chapter 4 these authors—working in
neurobiology and microbiology respectively—
ask the question, How did sex evolve? They
complain (p136) that evolutionists never tell us
‘exactly when (or how!) independent male and
female species developed’. It is assumed that
reproduction was originally asexual (involving
only one organism) and that somehow it became
sexual (i.e. involving two organisms). Clearly
males and female must have evolved simultane-
ously [and exactly complementarily]! Moreover
gametes (eggs and sperm) evolved so that each
contains only half the normal chromosome
number of somatic (body) cells. Moreover—just
to complicate matters! - somatic cells reproduce
via mitosis (maintaining the number of chromo-
somes) whereas gametes are produced via meio-
sis (halving the number of chromosomes). No
wonder that evolutionist Mark Ridley
(evolutionist, Oxford University) wrote: ‘Sex is a
puzzle that has not yet been solved: no on knows
why it exists’ (quoted p137).
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There are many theories as to how sex
evolved—many of them (according to Lynn
Margulis) ‘clearly fallacious’. Margulis herself
believes (note the word—she has no scientific
evidence) that the ‘ecological relations of ancient
microbes drove a process that ultimately led to
(sex)’. Her theory is based on another theory that
prokaryotes (cells without nuclei) became
eukaryotes (cells with nuclei). Unfortunately
there are no known intermediates between the
two!

Evolutionists think that there must be some
advantages to sex—a physically and energeti-
cally complex phenomenon. But no one knows
what they are! Sir John Maddox said that in
spite of ‘decades of speculation’, scientists are
still baffled. Why should sex have evolved when
asexual reproduction was getting along nicely?
Maddox thinks that there is a lot more work to be
done before we shall know the answer!

George Williams said that the advantages of
a single parent (no biological father) are obvious,
and that sexual reproduction is a difficulty for the
theory of evolution. Four popular theories are dis-
cussed by Harrub and Thompson on pp143-151.

Lottery Principle

George Williams thought that sexual repro-
duction introduced genetic variety to enable genes
to survive in new environments. If so, you would
think that asexual organisms would flourish in
stable environments, while sexual organisms
would flourish in unstable environments. How-
ever, alas for the theory, the contrary is true!

Tangled Bank Hypothesis

(A name drawn from Darwin himself.) Here
it is proposed that sex evolved to prepare off-
spring for the complicated world around them.
Where there is intense competition for resources,
a premium is placed on diversity. But there is a
snag! Sexual reproduction is connected with large
and few offspring, whereas asexual reproduction
is found in small and more numerous offspring.
Moreover, as evolutionists admit, species go for
vast periods of time without changing much. This
is certainly true of asexual organisms, such as
bacteria, which have remained unchanged for
(alleged) billions of years. Do they never need to
prepare their offspring for the complicated world
around them?

Red Queen Hypothesis

In this theory organisms always have to
struggle to survive. They are forever running
faster just to stand still, forever improving just to
survive. Sex is one way to ensure this. Harrub and
Thompson say that this was the favourite theory in
2003.

DNA-Repair Hypothesis

Somatic body cells age, but the cells of the
newborn ‘have their clocks set back’! How can
‘old’ people produce ‘young’ babies? Apparently
meiotic recombination during the formation of
germ cells involves repair of genetic material. So
the primary function of sex is to repair DNA!

DNA gets damaged through mutations, but
sexual reproduction minimises the spread of dele-
terious mutations by passing them on to some but
not others. At least, that’s the theory. But is it
true? And how did it begin? Ah! That’s some-
thing that none of these theories can explain. The
fact is, there isn’t a satisfactory naturalistic expla-
nation. You have to go back to Genesis 1-2.

The Truth about Human Origins, # My v (, Hr ™ /001 20341/564365367 The authors
do not espouse a scientific theory of human origins but show that evolutionary theories do not stand up to examination.
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Carl Zimmer said that sex should really be
an evolutionary disaster! It is a most inefficient
way to reproduce. Yet although asexual organisms
should win the competition for resources, in fact it
is sexual organisms which dominate! So why is
sex a winner despite its disadvantages?

Mark Ridley on Copying!

On page 152 Mark Ridley’s The Coopera-
tive Gene is quoted. He says that when we copy
something, we simply ‘clone’ it—and that’s it.
What does sex do? 1. Make two copies. 2. Breaks
each copy into bits. 3. Joins together equal num-
bers of bits from the original two copies to make
the message. 4. Throws away the unused bits (half
messages!). How absurd! 1It’s like buying a book.
You get two copies, tear the pages out, and make
a new book and throw away the unused pages.
Barmy!

Did Sex Evolve through Mutations?

The theory must be that asexual organisms
experienced beneficial mutations, which caused
them to evolve into sexual organisms. Actually,
Ernst Mayr of Harvard said that beneficial muta-
tions are rare (quoted p154). Pierre Grassé, the
French biologist, dismissed mutation as the
driving force of evolution. Even Steve Gould, the
Harvard palaeontologist and evolutionist, said that
‘A mutation doesn’t produce major new raw
material. You don’t make a new species by
mutating the species’ (quoted p155). But if
mutations don’t drive evolution, what does?

Mitosis and Meiosis

Now let’s get this clear. In mifosis the parent
cell simply copies (clones) itself—including all
the chromosomes. In meiosis the sex cells split
and only half the chromosomal material is copied
and passed on. Margulis and Sagan say that
bacteria supposedly responsible for the evolution
of sex stabilised a billion years ago. 500 million
years later they mutated enough to evolve sex!
Our authors incredulously ask, ‘Is anyone actually
listening to what they are saying?’ Jennifer
Ackerman wrote Chance in the House of Fate
(2001). Her account of how sex evolved is
liberally sprinkled with may, by chance, may have

been, perhaps, &c. Because she doesn’t know.
And neither does anyone else! Lewis Thomas of
the Sloan-Kettering Cancer Centre in New York
says that if anyone solves the mystery in his life-
time, he will hire a fleet of skywriters to write a
series of exclamation marks across the sky until
his money runs out! [His heirs have little to
worry about!]
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In sexual reproduction only half a parent’s
genes go to the offspring. So 50% are in effect
wasted. Why ever has such a process evolved?
Was there selective advantage to the individual?
Hardly. But to the species? Well, they say that it
produces diversity—and that’s a benefit. Fisher,
Weismann and Muller argued that sex enabled
species to adapt more rapidly to changing envi-
ronments, avoid extinction and speed up evolu-
tion. That was the party-line for about 80 years.

But then scientists realised that the organ-
ism’s ‘fitness’ is not improved but damaged by
sexual reproduction. So now scientists say that
sex doesn’t speed up evolution: it slows it down!
Tomorrow there will be a different explanation.
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Which Sex Came First?

Jennifer Ackerman says that the female
was the ancestral sex, the first self-replicating
organism. Scientific evidence? Sorry, there isn’t
any!

X and Y Chromosomes

Where did the male Y chromosome evolve
from? From the female X chromosome, accord-
ing to Ackermann. Strangely, however, the 19
genes which X and Y share, all occupy the tip of
the short arm on the X chromosome, whereas
they are scattered along the entire length of the Y
chromosome. Why is this so, if the male Y
evolved from the female X?

Fertility

Another puzzle. Women normally stop be-
ing fertile between the ages 40-55 (regardless of
whether they have had children or not), whereas
men do not. Why not?

Differences between various species

Why are some plants hermaphrodites, pro-
ducing both pollen and eggs on a single plant,
whereas others produce pollen and eggs on sepa-
rate plants? Strangely the latter evolved from the
former, according to the theory. How? This is

A book-summary is no substitute for the book itself. Please read it for yourself!
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rightly described by one authority as a ‘central
problem in evolutionary biology’.

If humans are the products of evolution,
how come that we receive pleasure from and in-
dulge in copulation outside the oestrus cycle,
whereas animals only copulate during it? And
why do human females experience menopause,
whereas wild animals do not?
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First, the male reproductive system is far
more complex than it appears. Sperm cells cannot
be produced at 37°C (normal body temperature).
They require a lower temperature, 3° lower than
the rest of the body. The scrotum, outside the
body cavity allows for this. However did repro-
duction get going if the system evolved? Was
evolution immediate, and if not, how did repro-
duction occur before organs evolved? Or were
reproductive systems designed by a creator?

The female body is even more complex.
The uterus expands to hold the weight of the baby
plus the placenta and amniotic fluid. Then after
birth it resumes normal size, ready to repeat the
process. Milk production begins in time for the
infant. Assuming the evolution of this process,
we must ask, How did females reproduce before
the evolution of this system and before the evolu-
tion of the male system—or did both
(miraculously) evolve simultaneously?

Internal differences between the sexes

If sexual reproduction evolved, then
gametes (egg or sperm cells) also evolved. Our
authors ask, What are the chances of the female
egg evolving large enough to accept genetic
material from the male, yet small enough to fit
her own fallopian tubes? (Clever!) Moreover,
once penetrated by a single male cell, the egg
must now disallow any other cell to enter. How
long did this process take to evolve?

Then glancing at the anatomical differences
between male and female, evolutionists should
explain how very different arterial and venous
blood supplies evolved—together with their own
specific lymphatic drainages. In particular, since
females do not possess a prostrate gland, it would
be interesting to know how the vascular and nerv-

ous tissue could have evolved from the female
organism. ‘Did humans continue to evolve to
accommodate al// the sexual and reproductive
organs.’

Cellular differences

between human males and females

The human sperm and egg cells have very
specific functions. The egg is non-motile,
whereas the sperm cell is extreme motile, ‘built’
solely for fertilization, ‘streamlined’ to deliver
DNA to the egg. If the evolution of this system
took millions of years of trial and error, it is a
wonder that humans ever came to exist, since
sperm and egg cells must be fully functional in
order to work properly! So how did this species
come to evolve sufficiently to reproduce, and
how did it manage to reproduce while it was
evolving? Good question!

Sperm cells

are unique. They do not possess ribosomes,
an endoplasmic reticulum or Golgi apparatus, but
the mitochondria (‘engine-room’) is bang in the
middle where it can deliver the most power to the
flagellum—the propeller which drives the sperm.
ATP (adenosine triphosphate, the fuel of the cell)
is produced by the mitochondria. The head of the
cell is equipped to penetrate the outer layer of the
egg and then to be tightly bound to it so that
genetic material can be transferred. Sperm cells
take almost eight weeks to produce.

Egg cells

proliferate only in the fetus! They remain
suspended (so to speak) for up to 50 years, while
sperm cells are produced throughout the male
lifetime. A woman comes into the world with all
the eggs she will even need.

The ‘yoke’ or egg cytoplasm is rich in lip-
ids, proteins and polysaccharides. Secretory vesi-
cles have ‘cortical granules’, which coat the egg
upon fertilization so that another sperm cannot
fuse with it.

The Bible teaches us that God created male
and female in the beginning (Matthew 19:4).
Genesis 1:27 says, God created man....male and
female He created them. Psalm 139:14 says, I am
fearfully and wonderfully made. Christians find
no difficulty in believing that an infinitely wise
God made us, though the idea that we evolved
accidentally strikes us as very odd!

A book-summary is no substitute for the book itself. It just gives you a taste of the argument. Do please read the book!
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Chapter 5: The Problem of Language

In 1994 someone wrote, ‘No single, essential
difference separates human beings from other ani-
mals’. Yet evolutionists themselves comment on
the uniqueness of human speech! The Cambridge
Encyclopaedia of Human Evolution says that
‘there are no non-human languages’. Another
writer notes, ‘Languages evolved in only one
species, without precedent.” On the other hand the
Atlas of Languages says, ‘No language-less com-
munity has ever been found.” So how did
language come to evolve in humans? Signifi-
cantly many evolutionists refuse even to discuss
the subject. As far back as 1866 the Linguistic
Society of Paris banned discussion!
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Most theories agree that ‘The world’s languages
evolved spontaneously. They were not designed.’
Maybe speech developed because humans grew
bigger brains. Maybe an ape learned to speak.
How? It started with apes gesturing and then
really got going as humans developed syntax. But
this is all guesswork. No one knows.
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Birds
No animal but the human possesses a voice-box!
No transitional animal-form in the fossil-record
possessed such a thing. Far from apes managing
to speak, the nearest animal that comes anywhere
near humans is a bird!! One evolutionist says,
‘most birds easily outshine any mammal in vocal
skills’. For instance, Toto, a famous African grey
parrot, sounds almost human when mimicking,
although he has no language.
What about chimpanzees?
How likely is it that apes learned to speak? We
hear stories of chimps learning to communicate
(after many years of training), but they are never
able to speak, because they do not have the
anatomical equipment. Moreover it took Washoe,
the famous chimp five years to learn 133 signs.
Chimps often respond incorrectly. Contrast this
with small children who learn not only signs but
syntax at an age, when they find it difficult to do
arithmetic!
Noam Chomsky
The great MIT linguist would not even hazard a

guess as to where humans get their innate ability
to communicate in speech, but he is convinced
that humans are born with a ‘built-in” grammar. .
Chomsky said that there was no evidence to
suggest that language had evolved. Other have
tried to undermine that conclusion, but without
conspicuous success. A fundamental problem lies
in the fact that it is parents who teach their chil-
dren a language. So how did the process get go-
ing? (Chicken-and-egg again)

H.S.Lipson

This British physicist confessed that he had al-
ways been suspicious of Darwinism. He exam-
ined scientific discoveries over thirty years or
more and concluded they do not square with the
theory. In fact Darwinism simply does not stand

up!
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What is the Biblical explanation for the existence
of language? Obviously Genesis begins with the
existence of an all-powerful, all-wise God. There
is no room for evolution by genetic accident in
Genesis!
First, God created man in His own image (Gen.1:
26-27). This involved the creation of the ability to
understand and speak a language. Adam named
animals and conversed with his wife. He had the
ability to speak from the first day of his existence.
This agrees with Deacon’s view that ‘all human
brains come with a built-in language organ’. A
powerful piece of evidence for this emerged in
1995 in Nicaragua, where 500 deaf children,
without any training, developed their own sign-
language. If human language-ability was not cre-
ated, from what did it evolve?
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Man’s brain is not simpler bigger than the brains
of other animals: its neural connections are vastly
different. No other animal has a Wernicks’s area
or a Broca’s area. Without these language is im-
possible, but Deacon argues that evolution has
been responsible for ‘radical re-engineering’ of
the human brain. However, since these are no
transitional cerebral predecessors, man would
have been one of Goldschmidt’s ‘hopeful mon-
sters’ to have landed with fully formed language.
Darwin cannot account for it! We are back to
Genesis 1:1!

We give you the gist of parts of this book, but you are encouraged to get the book for yourself. Our object is briefly to show the reader that
Darwin’s theory does not explain human origins. See page 1 for the publisher’s details.







