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Dog Food 
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An evolutionary study of dogs gives us something to chew on.
Last January, a study published in the 

respected journal, Nature, claimed that table 
scraps turned wolves into dogs. 

Here is the abstract of the study that was 
published in Nature. 

A study published in Nature today finds that 
dogs possess genes for digesting starches, 
setting them apart from their carnivore cousins 
— wolves. 

The authors say the results support the 
contentious idea that dogs became domesticated 
by lingering around human settlements. “While 
it’s possible that humans might have gone out to 
take wolf pups and domesticated them, it may 
have been more attractive for dogs to start 
eating from the scrap heaps as modern 
agriculture started,” says Kerstin Lindblad-Toh, 
a geneticist at Uppsala University in Sweden, 
who led the work. 

Canine-domestication researchers agree that 
all dogs, from beagles to border collies, are the 
smaller, more sociable and less aggressive 
descendants of wolves. But neither the time nor 
the location of the first domestication is known: 
fossils place the earliest dogs anywhere from 
33,000 years ago in Siberia to 11,000 years ago 
in Israel, whereas DNA studies of modern dogs 
put domestication at least 10,000 years ago, and 
in either Southeast Asia or the Middle East. 
Many researchers believe that dogs were 
domesticated more than once, and that even 
after domestication, they occasionally interbred 
with wild wolves. 1

We note in passing that, as usual, the fossil 
evidence does not agree in time or place with 
genetic studies.  There’s nothing new about that. 

                                                           
1 Ewen Callaway, Nature, January 2013, “Dog's dinner 
was key to domestication”, 
http://www.nature.com/news/dog-s-dinner-was-key-to-
domestication-1.12280 

The domestication of dogs was an important 
episode in the development of human 
civilization. The precise timing and location of 
this event is debated and little is known about 
the genetic changes that accompanied the 
transformation of ancient wolves into domestic 
dogs. Here we conduct whole-genome 
resequencing of dogs and wolves to identify 3.8 
million genetic variants used to identify 36 
genomic regions that probably represent targets 
for selection during dog domestication. 
Nineteen of these regions contain genes 
important in brain function, eight of which 
belong to nervous system development 
pathways and potentially underlie behavioural 
changes central to dog domestication. Ten 
genes with key roles in starch digestion and fat 
metabolism also show signals of selection. We 
identify candidate mutations in key genes and 
provide functional support for an increased 
starch digestion in dogs relative to wolves. Our 
results indicate that novel adaptations allowing 
the early ancestors of modern dogs to thrive on 
a diet rich in starch, relative to the carnivorous 
diet of wolves, constituted a crucial step in the 
early domestication of dogs. 2

There is some good science here.  They have 
compared dog genes to wolf genes in order to 
discover what causes the differences between 
wolves and dogs.  Genetic differences result in 
physical differences.  It is important to discover 
those relationships because they could lead to 
                                                           
2 Axelsson, et al., Nature, 23 January 2013, “The 
genomic signature of dog domestication reveals 
adaptation to a starch-rich diet”, 
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v495/n7441/full/
nature11837.html 



favored by natural selection, resulting in modern 
humans and dogs, which ate the same food 
together, causing dog to become man’s best 
friend. 

practical medical advances. 

There is also bad science here.  They wasted 
time and money trying to guess how evolution 
caused the changes, ignoring the possibility that 
dogs and wolves might not actually have a 
common ancestor.  It is also a waste of time to 
argue about whether or not people domesticated 
wolves by deliberately feeding them, or failing to 
keep them out of their garbage dumps. 

The underlying assumption is that wild wolves 
became tame dogs.  Isn’t it possible that tame 
dogs became wild wolves? 

How can you prove that dogs evolved from 
wolves by gaining the ability to digest starch, 
instead of wolves devolving from dogs by losing 
the ability to digest starch and having to hunt for 
small animals to eat? 

The good science tells us there is a genetic 
reason why dogs can digest some kinds of food 
that wolves can’t. 

The fact that dogs and wolves are similar does 
not prove that both had a common ancestor; but 
just for the sake of discussion, let’s assume they 
did.  Is it not more logical to believe that a random 
mutation to DNA caused a loss in the ability to 
digest starch than to believe that a random 
mutation to DNA created the ability to do so? 

Regardless of how dog domestication 
started, several characteristics separating 
modern dogs from wolves, including reduced 
aggressiveness and altered social cognition 
capabilities, suggest that behavioural changes 
were early targets of this [evolutionary] process. 
Dogs also differ morphologically from wolves, 
showing reduced skull, teeth and brain sizes. 3

 2 

Why would it be advantageous for dogs to be 
less aggressive and have smaller brains and 
teeth?  Evolutionists will insist that it must be 
advantageous; otherwise, these characteristics 
would not have evolved.  Therefore, a story must 
be concocted to show why it is better to have a 
smaller brain and smaller teeth. 

The study explained that dogs use a three-
step process to digest starch.  Here is part of what 
they said (with the long, technical details left out): 

The breakdown of starch in dogs proceeds 
in three stages: [which involve amylase 
activity.] … 

Whereas humans have acquired amylase 
activity in the saliva via an ancient duplication 
of the pancreatic amylase gene, dogs only 
express amylase in the pancreas. 4

They claim that when farming replaced 
hunting, dogs and humans both developed an 
improved ability to digest starch, allegedly through 
different evolutionary pathways. 

The results presented here demonstrate a 
striking case of parallel evolution whereby the 
benefits of coping with an increasingly starch-
rich diet during the agricultural revolution 
caused similar adaptive responses in dog and 
human. 5

The assumption is that ape-men and wolves 
initially ate only meat, but both independently 
evolved the ability to digest starch through 
different genetic mutations, both of which were 

                                                           
3 ibid. 
4 ibid. 
5 ibid. 

Appetite Evolved, Too? 
Wolves don’t eat starch.  Why is that?  How do 

they know they can’t digest it?  Appetite is a 
marvelous thing.  Appetite motivates us to eat 
things we can eat, and makes inedible things 
unappealing.  A ripe peach will make your mouth 
water.  An unripe peach, or a cotton ball, won’t. 

So, not only would the ability to digest starch 
have to evolve, the appetite for starch would have 
to evolve as well.  What good is the ability to 
digest starch if the taste is so unappealing the 
animal never puts it in its mouth? 

 

 

Education 
or Gossip? 

Email 

When you repeat something you 
heard, it’s just gossip. 

Here is Peter’s reaction to last month’s 
newsletter. 

Dear David, 
The responses of Jason and Matt reflect the 

type of thinking I got from my Florida high 
school science teacher correspondent earlier 
this year. I.e., "You don't know anything, if 
you read a book or two it will all come clear 
to you, etc...." On the other hand, she could 
not explain anything either, but was anxious 
that I read something she had read (or not) 
and firmly convinced it was all correct 
(without actually knowing the processes 
herself - talk about faith!). 

I've taken a hiatus from discussing such 
things on-line because it seems so pointless 
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to try to persuade someone - not that what I 
believe is right, but that logic demands they 
take a closer look at the evidence. All I get 
in response is my correspondents putting a 
finger in each ear and saying "blah blah blah 
blah..." I really wonder if God has not 
hardened their hearts and stuffed their heads 
with such nonsense. Their intransigence makes 
little sense otherwise. Ah well. 

Keep up the good work, let us know if you 
hear from these wizards again. 

Best wishes, 
Peter 

Let’s not be too hard on teachers!  I spent 
more than a third of a century employed as an 
engineer; but I am also a retired teacher.  At 
various times in my life I was employed by the 
University of Nebraska and Cerro Coso 
Community College to teach electronic 
engineering, the U.S. Department of Defense and 
Transport Canada to each computer programming 
and software development, and Dietze Music 
House to teach guitar. 

Therefore, as a former teacher, I take personal 
offense at the saying, “Those who can—do.  
Those who can’t—teach.”  But, I must admit that 
in only one of my five teaching jobs did I ever 
have to demonstrate my ability to do what I was 
teaching my students to do.  I did have to play the 
songs my guitar students were trying to learn.  In 
the other four cases, the students just had to take 
my word for it that I knew what I was talking 
about. 

What concerns me is the apparent willingness 
of students to believe whatever the teacher says 
without question, no matter how absurd it is. 

The professor who presented the lecture on 
radioactive decay we wrote about last month 6 
never used the equations in his slides.  If he had 
actually used the equations, he would have 
realized that, according to the equations, a tiny 
amount of uranium will eventually decay into an 
unlimited supply of lead (at an ever increasing 
rate).  He must have been mindlessly repeating 
what he had read or been told.  It was just gossip.  
Apparently, no student ever dared question him 
about the obvious errors in the equations. 

Last month, Jason scolded me by saying, “I'd 
read up on given aspects of the scientific 
methodology before discounting them,” as if I 
never had.  Perhaps he should read up on things 
before accepting them.  Clearly, he did not 
understand the equations he cited as proof.  If he 
had understood them, he would have known they 
were wrong. 

When you just repeat something you hear 
without checking its veracity (especially if you 
don’t check it because you want to believe it), it is 
                                                           
6 Disclosure, June 2013, “Isotope Issues”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v17i9f.htm 

just gossip.  What often passes for science these 
days is nothing more than gossip.  

For example, the following quote was written 
about 18 months ago regarding a New Hampshire 
anti-evolution bill.  It is old news now, but it makes 
the timeless point that at least one biology 
professor doesn’t understand the difference 
between experimentally observed phenomenon 
and personal opinion. 

In New Hampshire a bill would "require 
evolution to be taught in the public schools of 
this state as a theory, including the theorists' 
political and ideological viewpoints and their 
position on the concept of atheism." A second 
bill does not mention evolution specifically but 
would "require science teachers to instruct 
pupils that proper scientific inquire [sic] results 
from not committing to any one theory or 
hypothesis, no matter how firmly it appears to 
be established, and that scientific and 
technological innovations based on new  
evidence can challenge accepted scientific 
theories or modes."  

The bill "turns skepticism into 
bewilderment," said Zen Faulkes, a biology 
professor at the University of Texas, Pan 
America. "It would ask teachers to say to 
students, 'Don't commit to the hypothesis that 
uranium has more protons than carbon,' or 
'Remember, kids, tomorrow we might find out 
that DNA is not the main molecule that carries 
genetic information.' Evolution is as much a fact 
as either of those things, so it should be taught 
with the same confidence." 7

There is experimental evidence that uranium 
actually does have more protons than carbon.  
The number of protons (and neutrons, too) in 
uranium and carbon have been measured in the 
laboratory many different ways by many different 
people.  Experiments have shown that DNA does 
carry genetic information.  “Gene jockeys” have 
caused species to glow in the dark by transferring 
genes from other luminescent species to them.  
That’s real science which can be taught with 
confidence. 

Compare that to this gossip, which passes for 
“science” today. 

A giant, plant-eating lizard successfully 
competed with mammals about 40 million to 36 
million years ago. 

                                                           
7 Lorenzo Albacete, January  04, 2012, 
“EVOLUTION/ When the law decides whether a 
theory is scientific”, 
http://www.ilsussidiario.net/News/English-Spoken-
Here/Politics-Society/2012/1/4/EVOLUTION-When-
the-law-decides-whether-a-theory-is-scientific/233136/ 



had no way of knowing what species the teeth 
came from, let alone what other species were 
biologically related to the unknown species.  They 
didn’t find any skeletal bones (other than the three 
partial jaws) so they had no way to tell body size 
and shape independent of the teeth. 

Researchers led by Jason Head at the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln identified the 
lizard in a diverse assemblage of fossils 
collected in Myanmar. The teeth and jaws of the 
creature revealed that it was a plant-eater, and at 
an estimated 27 kilograms, it was one of the 
largest animals in the area.  The researchers 
dubbed the species — which was almost twice 
the length of any living herbivorous lizard — 
Barbaturex morrisoni after the [Doors lead] 
singer Jim Morrison, who famously proclaimed 
himself the lizard king. 8

The article is filled with fanciful conclusions like 
this one. 
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The prestigious, peer-reviewed journal, 
Nature, simply repeated this gossip (first 
published in the Proceedings of the Royal Society 
B) as if it has the same credibility as experiments 
measuring the atomic mass of uranium, or genetic 
experiments that determine the effect of damaging 
a particular gene in a fruit fly. 

Jason Head looked at “a diverse assemblage 
of fossils.” Actually, he studied just three teeth and 
three partial jaws which may or may not have 
belonged to the same species, and certainly not 
the same individual (unless it was a three-jawed 
lizard), and created a mythical lizard from them 
(and named it in honor of a rock star who 
probably died of a heroin overdose).  He came to 
the conclusion that the teeth came from a lizard 
twice as big as any one living today.  He 
apparently rejected the conclusion that they could 
not have been lizard teeth because no living lizard 
has teeth that large. 

Some lizards eat only insects.  (As a boy, I fed 
my pet lizard live house flies because it would not 
eat lettuce.  Fortunately, I also had a dog that 
produced fly bait in the back yard.)  This big lizard 
supposedly ate plants. 

We infer a predominately herbivorous 
feeding ecology for the new acrodontan based 
on dental anatomy, phylogenetic relationships 
and body size. 9

Yes, they had dental anatomy, but how did 
they know the phylogenetic relationships and the 
body size?  The term “phylogenetic relationships” 
simply means, “biologically related species.”  
They didn’t do a paternity test on the teeth.  They 

                                                           
8 Nature,  13 June 2013,  “Big lizard among 
mammals”, page 141, 
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v498/n7453/full/
498141d.html 
9 Proceedings of the Royal Society B , 5 June 2013, 
“Giant lizards occupied herbivorous mammalian 
ecospace during the Paleogene greenhouse in 
Southeast Asia”, 
http://rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/280/176
3/20130665.full 

Paleotemperature estimates of Pondaung 
Formation environments based on the body size 
of the new lizard are approximately 2–5°C 
higher than modern. These results indicate that 
competitive exclusion and predation by 
mammals did not restrict body size evolution in 
these herbivorous squamates, and elevated 
temperatures relative to modern climates during 
the Paleogene greenhouse may have resulted in 
the evolution of gigantism through elevated 
poikilothermic metabolic rates and in response 
to increases in floral productivity. 10

If unsubstantiated wild speculations like these 
really were scientific, then it would be an 
undeniable scientific fact that Jim Morrison and 
Jason Head must have enjoyed the same drugs. 
☺  (I won’t say that because I am a real scientist.) 

Reality is the judge of truth for real scientists.  
The rocket reaches orbit or not based on the laws 
of physics, not the oratory skills of the scientist. It 
may be a great story, but without observation or 
experimental verification, it’s just gossip.  

 
 

Denisovans 
Evolution in the News 

Telling tales for fun and profit. 
National Geographic devoted 14 pages of this 

month’s issue to a largely fictional story about 
Denisovans, a third subspecies of human beings, 
all of whose fossils would fit in a shot glass.  Here 
are the few actual facts in the story. 

In the back of the cave is a small side 
chamber, and it was there that a young Russian 
archaeologist named Alexander Tsybankov was 
digging one day in July 2008, in deposits 
believed to be 30,000 to 50,000 years old, when 
he came upon a tiny piece of bone. It was 
hardly promising: a rough nubbin about the size 
and shape of a pebble you might shake out of 
your shoe. … The bone preserved just enough 
anatomy for the paleontologist to identify it as a 
chip from a primate fingertip—specifically the 
part that faces the last joint in the pinkie. Since 

                                                           
10 ibid. 
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there is no evidence for primates other than 
humans in Siberia 30,000 to 50,000 years ago—
no apes or monkeys—the fossil was presumably 
from some kind of human. 

… [T]wo other fossils had been found to 
contain DNA similar to that of the finger bone, 
both of them molars. …  

Remarkably, that tooth was even bigger than 
the first, with a chewing surface twice that of a 
typical human molar. It was so large that Max 
Planck paleoanthropologist Bence Viola 
mistook it for a cave bear tooth. Only when its 
DNA was tested was it confirmed to be 
human—specifically, Denisovan, as the 
scientists had taken to calling the new ancestors. 
“It shows you how weird these guys are,” Viola 
told me at the symposium. “At least their teeth 
are just very strange.” 11

It’s too big to be a human tooth.  It looks just 
like a cave bear tooth.  The only reason to believe 
it isn’t a bear tooth is an analysis of its DNA, 
which has allegedly had more than 30,000 years 
to degrade and become contaminated.  What 
more evidence could you ask for? ☺ 

To date, no other fossil has been identified 
as Denisovan by the only way Denisovans can 
be known: their DNA. 12

Because the DNA of the (presumably) finger 
tip bone didn’t contain a Y (male) chromosome, 
they concluded the finger belonged to a girl.  They 
kept digging. 

For a while they thought they might have 
her toe too. In the summer of 2010 a human toe 
bone had emerged, along with the enormous 
tooth, from Layer 11. In Leipzig a graduate 
student named Susanna Sawyer analyzed its 
DNA. At the symposium in 2011 she presented 
her results for the first time. To everyone’s 
shock, the toe bone had turned out to be 
Neanderthal, deepening the mystery of the 
place. 

The green stone bracelet found earlier in 
Layer 11 had almost surely been made by 
modern humans. The toe bone was Neanderthal. 
And the finger bone was something else 
entirely. One cave, three kinds of human being. 

… 
Putting all the data together, Pääbo and his 

colleagues came up with a scenario to explain 
what might have occurred. 13

                                                           
11 Jamie Shreeve, National Geographic, July 2013, 
“The Case of the Missing Ancestor”, pages 90-103, 
http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2013/07/125-
missing-human-ancestor/shreeve-text 
12 ibid. 
13 ibid. 

It’s a fascinating scenario! ☺ But, since it is 
only a story, it isn’t worth repeating.  Let’s cut to 
the chase. 

This scenario might explain why the only 
evidence so far that the Denisovans even 
existed is three fossils from a cave in Siberia 
and a 5 percent stake in the genomes of people 
living today thousands of miles to the southeast. 
But it left a lot of questions unanswered. If the 
Denisovans were so widespread, why was there 
no trace of them in the genomes of Han Chinese 
or of any other Asian people between Siberia 
and Melanesia? Why had they left no mark in 
the archaeological record—no distinctive tools, 
say? Who were they really? What did they look 
like? “Clearly we need much more work,” 
Pääbo acknowledged at the Denisova 
symposium. 14

In the end, it all comes down to money.  “We 
need much more work.”  The only way for this 
research to be funded is by telling an interesting 
enough story that someone will pay to read it.  
Paleontologists don’t provide a service or sell a 
product—they tell stories.  It is their only form of 
income.  They have to sell stories to pay the bills. 

National Geographic needs stories to fill their 
magazine each month.  They pay for stories that 
will sell magazines (especially if those stories 
advance their obvious political agenda).  
Paleontologists produce stories that National 
Geographic will publish.  It’s just that simple. 

OK.  I take that back.  It isn’t simple to create a 
whole race of people out of one bone fragment 
and two teeth.  It takes a lot of skill and creative 
oratory to create the story.  Bravo to them! 

Just because they are doing it for the money 
doesn’t mean they don’t believe it.  They really do 
believe the stories they tell.  But there is no reality 
check to show them they are wrong. 

Engineers do it for the money, too.  The 
difference is that an engineer who truly believes in 
his radical new radio design has to build a 
prototype radio using that design.  If it works, it 
proves he was right, and he makes money selling 
the design to a manufacturer.  If it doesn’t work, it 
proves he was wrong. 

Since it is impossible to observe what 
happened in the prehistoric past, and it is 
impossible to do any experiments that confirm or 
disprove the story about a mythical extinct race of 
people called Denisovans, that story isn’t really 
scientific, and should not be given the same 
credibility as real science.

                                                           
14 ibid. 



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – July 2013 

TrueNews.org 
http://www.truenews.org/Creation_vs_Evolution/ 

scientific_evidence_for_creation.html 

 Be Informed.  Make a Difference. 
This month’s web site review looks at an article found on the TrueNews.org website.  This site “offers the 

latest news headlines and valuable insight about important issues not covered by the mainstream media.” 

The article being discussed is found on a tab labeled Creation vs Evolution on the header of the site.  On 
the pull down menu of this tab you will also find articles on Carbon Dating, Fossil Record, Missing Link, 
Natural Selection, Origin of Life, and What Scientists Believe. 

The article, Scientific Evidence for Creation, “was written by a scientist, and a science educator, and 
reviewed by an attorney, to provide a brief summary of the scientific evidence supporting creation.”  In the 
introduction, the author of the article discusses the two scientific models – the creation model and the 
evolution model of the origin of the universe, of life, and of man.  He states that the purpose of the article is 
to show that, “The creation model is at least as scientific as the evolution model, and is at least as 
nonreligious as the evolution model.” 

The next point that is stressed in the article is that “scientific evidence both for creation and for evolution 
can and must be taught without any religious doctrine, whether the Bible or the Humanist Manifesto.  
Creation-science proponents want public schools to teach all the scientific data, censoring none, but do not 
want any religious doctrine to be brought into science classrooms”. 

The article continues by providing definitions of the Creation Model and the Evolution Model.  Then a 
chart is presented that lists seven aspects of the two models.  The aspects include 1) How were the universe 
and the Solar system created or formed, 2) How did life appear, 3) All present living kinds of animals and 
plants, 4) Mutation and natural selection, 5) Man and apes, 6) The earth’s geologic features, and 7) The time 
for the inception of the earth and of living kinds. 

After the chart, each of the above aspects are discussed in more detail and many footnotes are provided 
to allow the reader to obtain more detailed information. 

At the end of the article you will find information about the authors that helped to prepare this summary of 
scientific evidence for creation. 

 

  

  

 

You are permitted (even encouraged)                   
to copy and distribute this newsletter. 

Disclosure, the Science Against Evolution newsletter, is edited by R. David Pogge. 

All back issues are on-line at ScienceAgainstEvolution.org.
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