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  This book is dedicated to my inquisitive children: Peter, Emily and Michael.

I wish they were all here to see it come to fruition.








  
  






      ***D'où venons-nous? Que sommes-nous? Où allons-nous?
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Paul Gauguin 1897–98




      ***    Where Do We Come From? What Are We? Where Are We Going? 
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  Chapter one
Prologue


Madagascar. The name conjures the exotic, mysterious. Perhaps the tropics and cute animals. Unusual animals: lemurs; cartoon characters; imaginary beasts - created by artists. 
Where do they get the ideas for these fantastical characters? How do they create them? Do the characters gain lives of their own? Of course not, you say, but what if we are talking about the merchandise and the children who play make believe with the bought toys?
Travelling through Madagascar with other Australian volunteers – doctors and nurses – and local Madagascan translators, doctors and drivers it occurred to me here was an opportunity to redeem my credibility among my Australian colleagues. 
Why did I need to do this? What had happened that had led to this loss of bonhomie and respect? How could a trip in Madagascar fix this?
Well, during down times from work I had suggested to my colleagues that I did not believe in evolution. I had said that I did not think it was the explanation for all we saw and how different things came to be. As you might imagine, my educated, scientific colleagues thought I was either just being provocative, just trying to be interesting and make conversation, or mad. Probably they thought all these things.
So here, in a predominantly Christian, very under privileged country, but still one with a well-educated elite – in this case translators with university degrees, fluent in various languages, as well as scientifically educated medical personnel – what would people think when I posed the question – where do we come from? And, do you believe in evolution?
Well, I waited as the expected joking, derisory, guffawing responses broke out from my Aussie mates. And then observed them as the local people gave their version and, to a man (and woman), said they thought God had created the earth, heavens and all the animals and plants. 
I am not a religious person. I do not subscribe to creationist or intelligent design theories, websites, beliefs, cults or religions. But equally I cannot believe that we or the creatures and plants on earth “evolved”. The acceptance in more so-called-developed, affluent, better educated societies (predominantly “Western” ones) that evolution is a truth is simply an effect of those societies’ science based education systems. Opposing entrenched scientific or cultural dogma always brings ridicule or worse. So the counterintuitive responses of my educated Madagascan colleagues allowed some fruitful discussion between the Western scientific intelligentsia and the equally smart locals.
Most of you will believe in scientific explanations for many natural things. Hopefully my Madagascan tale might whet your appetite to at least read on, and maybe, just maybe, start to doubt the dogma you presently hold dear.






  
  Chapter two
Introduction


Let's get it out of the way up front. Right now. I think evolution is rubbish. I do not believe it is science. I think its adherents and exponents are actually not smart enough to contemplate the whole picture and that the rest of us are being conned. I do, however, believe in vaccines, critical studies into medicine (Western and other), and physics and chemistry experiments. Do I have an alternative to evolution? Yes, I do. There are many possible explanations for life, the world and us - that we will explore as you read this book but, on the other hand, why should I have to have one? After all, evolution is nothing but a theory that in itself has never been proved. And never will be. The best evolution can do is pretend there are (never yet found) intermediaries between similarly shaped species that are referred to as "missing links". It is no wonder they are missing - they have not been found - because they do not exist. Each thing we now see or have seen in fossils is, or was, its own complete fully functioning thing - plant, animal or other. There were no intermediaries. Those things, animals, plants and us - just were. How? - I will explain. But to get to that point I will need to debunk so many of the beliefs, of the thoughts and the concepts about evolution first in order that you might take me seriously. To begin with an example. Evolution is not the breeding of bigger or smaller types of dogs, or longer or shorter haired sheep, or beef or milk cows. All the breeds of those species remain the same species: dogs, sheep, cattle. They revert to their natural state if left alone. They do not go on to be any new species. New species, old species, extinct species they all just are or were. How they really came to be is what this book is ultimately about. And remember, believing in evolution is just that - belief in it. It is not actually about science. Get ready for the ride of your life, humans. 






  
  Chapter three
Where did we come from? 


Are you a bit of a science buff, nerd or just someone who thinks science is fact? Let us assume you are – which is how so many see themselves these days. Do you think that we evolved from a slimy mess crawling in a pond millions and millions of years ago? If we say we believe in evolution we are essentially saying just that. Do we have any proof of this, or of any of the intermediate steps that might be needed? If you are like most scientifically minded people you will agree that these are facts and that evolution did occur. But being science minded let us play a little logical game without assuming anything other than our common sense and basic newspaper knowledge. 
Do you think we have sequenced the human genome? Do you think we have genetic techniques for altering genomes and genes? Do you think we have produced genetically modified organisms? Do you think we can or will be able to manipulate our own genes or those of our future generations?
If you answered yes to these questions – and most of us would (particularly as we do have these technologies) - then would you like to describe what it is that is happening when we genetically engineer a life form in a science lab? Is this a type of creation? Are we the creators of that thing, - we, the human race? We can do these things, we can change genes, we do make life in test tubes.[1] Fact.
So, if we can create life, why would we not think that something like us - before us – or something other than us – different, better, from somewhere else – could not have done it before? If we follow the logical scientific steps involved in us manipulating genes and creating life then we are doing nothing different than what some people say happened previously. Things do not have to come out of the slime of a baby planet. They might be engineered to be there. By whom? If we can do it does that make us God to the thing we create? If what we make changes over time (which it will not) would it come up with a theory that said it just happened out of nothing? Or might it imagine a designer. 
Certainly when I look at all the different types of eyes around - fly eyes, human eyes, fish eyes - I am inclined to think that these clever structures might have been designed to be present. Sure the instructions to produce them might be in the genes but those genes are like that in order to produce the eye, and I do not think they just happened to fall into place.
Maybe another point of view could be introduced as follows. How do computer chips work these days? How are they programmed? How are they produced? They are enormously complex and incredibly small. They do all sorts of things. They are now so complex that we cannot even design them. We get them to design themselves! What, am I saying the computer designs the chip? Yes, that is correct. We have no idea how it is actually structured or arranged nor how it really works. 
Well if I were such a smart computer chip, I might start thinking that I did not like being locked away in aluminium and plastic boxes with no freedom to get about. I might start designing something that can move about and is less hampered by silicon and inflexible materials than I am now. I might start to design biological systems that think, one or two neurons here, then an eye, then a limb, until I have figured out how to propagate myself biologically. Essentially this is what we do now when we fiddle with genes. Most of the work is actually done by computer programs which we have instructed in a process. And we, with the help of the chips (which we no longer fully understand), create the new genetic code and this goes into the new thing that is created. 
Could our forebears have been computers looking for a life style that involved biology and carbon rather than silicon. Or did a creator designer just make all the things we have (most likely not in its image), but because it all worked together, and then watched us like we watch fish in a tank? 
What about the Matrix movies where the apparently real world is just a computer simulation or video game world where humans can be quieted for the benefit of unknown, unseen masters who really have the humans plugged into placental like devices to generate energy.[2] 
Yet another line of thought generated by modern physics and cosmology might involve quantum theory. In quantum theory everything is and is not at the same time. It is also here and also there, or not! What if the world and all we know in it including our universe is just how the quantum forces have momentarily lined up, and momentarily after will change.
If these paragraphs have given you something to ponder then read on as we deconstruct one of the least proven but most accepted of scientistic dogma - the theory of evolution – showing how full of practical and theoretical gaps it is, and always has been - and that it is time to throw it away and look for another solution.






  
  Chapter four
What is life?


When I was a younger school student an unremembered one of my many well remembered teachers told me that life, which we were taught was composed of plants and animals, could be defined by the ability to grow, to reproduce, to repair or heal, and to move, but acknowledged that individual plants, whilst apparently otherwise clearly alive, did not possess the last attribute. I do not recall the ability to think or reason being one of the criteria, but if it had been then I suppose, the plants would have missed out again, along with, I guess, the babies of all animals that are not born fully functioning at birth and that later seem to exhibit characteristics we associate with thought. Microscopic things such as bacteria and viruses were not even mentioned, which aligned our childhood concepts well with the very first attempts by Linnaeus in 1735 at categorising life.[3] 
So what are living things? What are the types of living things we can imagine? 
It turns out that depending on how old we are we have different concepts of what is alive or not, whether a human is an animal, whether a plant is alive, and whether inanimate things like fires (which move, grow, use oxygen) or the sun and clouds (move and change or burn) might be alive. [4] However, maybe we should stick to something simple like animals and plants for now.
Everyone seems to see a distinction between plants and animals. Maybe this is to do with the apparently non-moving nature and typical (green) colour of the former compared with the multihued and ever shifting groups of animals with which we are familiar. But when we think of movement do we mean moving from place to place like we can, or do we mean moving in the wind, because, if the latter, then plants also move making differentiation more difficult. Why then distinguish between these two different coloured classes of life any more than we distinguish between two different coloured babies?
To distinguish between them along obvious lines is simple and helpful when we are obsessed by cataloguing things, but that leads us into questions of superiority or advantage the longer we hold onto ideas that all things should be separated. It also ultimately fails scientifically too, as the more we know the harder we find it to definitely sort many things into one or another or even a third or fourth category. For example at some point the two big original groups – plants and animals - seem to fuse. Tiny little things, phytoplanktons, that live in water and provide basic food for many other things in the food chain are defined as being plants (phyto-) as they use photosynthesis in their production of energy, whilst zooplanktons, equally tiny little things, are animals (zoo-) because they do not. What characteristics distinguish these microscopic creatures as plant or animal? Is it the use by one of sunlight to perform photosynthesis, and by the other of digestion of other living things for food to create energy? Well yes, but hardly, as plants also need organic material and minerals, and not just sunlight’s energy in order to survive. Their use of some sunlight for an energy related function may be uniquely theirs but the requirement for food from other plants or animals is shared. And some animals desire the sun for heating, or conversion of inactive to active vitamins. Furthermore the dinoflagellates.[5] may be grouped into either phyto[6] or zoo-planktonic[7] categories depending on which energy producing mechanisms they use, yet in other respects they may be indistinguishable. Beyond this there are some plants and animals that can use various sources for energy and these are known as mixotrophs and their existence certainly should confuse simple categorisation of life into either plant or animal.[8] 
If we are looking at things as small as this then we need also to examine bacteria, viruses, fungi and protozoans such as amoebae. Where do these organisms fit in the definitions of what constitutes life? Are fungi, such as mushrooms, plants or animals? Whilst a mushroom may grow in the ground and look like a plant, it does not photosynthesise, yet these days it would not be called an animal either but instead be in its own family group.[9]  However, botanists, you know, the people who study plants, still put them in their books.
So even though there can be thought to be two broad divisions there are points where even these two seem to closely come together, or to have very similar representatives to those of the other group, and yet other creatures that could easily be confused and even incorrectly placed in the wrong big division, or require their own division. It turns out, in fact, that over the last thirty or so years there have been various proposals suggesting three, six, seven or eight main divisions of living things and variously choosing to name the most important levels kingdoms, domains or empires.[10] Simply evidenced by the numerous changes and developments it is clear that none of these is completely accepted. Some argue that viruses cannot be included in any of these world views.[11] One of the latest concepts used to categorise living things defines three big divisions, and these are called the “Kingdoms” of life.[12] In this scheme humans, plants and most things we see as life are in one (Eukayrota), and tiny things we usually cannot see are in either one of the other two (Eubacteria or Archaebacteria). As things change with newer developments in technology things seem to move from group to group or new groups are needed to handle the new knowledge when life overlaps groups. What to do? Caution is advised.[13] 
Yet for simple observationalists of the world, like us, there remain really only two immediately obvious groups: the Kingdoms (Plantae and Animalia) proposed by Haeckel in 1866 and if we are not too disingenuous we can include contentedly his Protista for all the microscopic bacteria-like things.[14] But then, it is tempting to our order-loving minds to create sub groupings. How many subgroups of animals can you think of right now? 
For most of us we can quickly rattle off several obvious animal subgroups: mammals, insects, and birds for example. Then others spring to mind: fish and reptiles for example. But then we think a bit longer or learn of other differences that have been chosen and defined as critical distinguishers of classes of animals and we might come up with amphibians, molluscs, crustaceans, worms and so on. And we could mix and match amongst many of these groups by categorising in different ways: for example vertebrates or invertebrates, placentals or non-placentals, having an exo or an endoskeleton.
All these are arbitrary and human made, but to our 21st century minds, educated over the last 300 years with collective memories based upon the ordering and cataloguing that characterised the early scientists and naturalists, these groupings now seem self-evident. They seem to fix themselves to a hierarchical order of life where things defined as simple are placed at the bottom of the tree and things defined as less simple higher up, perhaps even reaching, if complex enough, to the twigs on the top, high up in the sky.
In this environment of ordering, counting, grouping and seeking human explanation for things it seems now to us intuitive that something called evolution propelled simple things up that tree trunk, along the branches, and resulted in the successful life forms we see today. But there were other previously well accepted theories and opinions for this diversity including one called creation.
No one, of course, had ever seen creation, and now still, even the nuclear cosmologists do not claim to have. So by the “scientific” demands of the 19th century, an alternative explanation found fertile ground.
As we will see subsequently the 19th century was the ideal time for such a theory to be espoused even though it challenged the view of the church (and often state) regarding creation, as all other manner of conventions were similarly being challenged and overturned.
That no one had actually seen anything evolve into something else, nor that they had not found any evidence of any intermediaries between known living things and putative extinct ancestor creatures, did not stop the theory of evolution gaining a foothold and then becoming the conventional new established wisdom – or scientific dogma.
Christian church dogma had appeared unchallengeable for centuries (and to do so could be met with not just excommunication, but also death). For example Galileo,[15] an early astronomer who promoted Copernicus’ ideas postulating that the earth circles the sun, not the other way around, was forced to renounce his views and lived life as a hermit thereafter.[16] Scientific dogma is equally unchallengeable. To do so risks ridicule. To do so is difficult. To overturn something accepted as fact, even if it is wrong, may be impossible, but this is what we will do in this book in respect of evolution.
Let me
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