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No news was good news for evolutionists. 
Our newsletter is driven by current events.  We anything, it messes up their chronology, and gives 

report to you what the popular press and peer- species less time to evolve.  They have to come 
up with an explanation of how this new species 
could have evolved so quickly to appear in the 
fossil record so early. 

reviewed technical literature have to say about the 
theory of evolution.  This was a tough year for us 
because there was hardly any discussion of 
evolution at all. Discover considered Skull 5, which we 

reported in November 4, to be the 26th most 
important story of the year. 

New Scientist had only one sentence even 
remotely related to evolution in their month-by-
month summary of the past year in science.  For 
the month of June all they said was, 

Earliest primate skeleton ever found, 
unearthed in eastern China. 1

Discover Magazine considered the Chinese 
discovery (of Archicebus Achilles, nicknamed 
“Archie”) to be the 48th most important science 
story in 2013.  Regarding this fossil they said, 

To discover Archie’s place in the primate 
family tree, the research team spent 10 years 
developing and using the world’s largest 
phylogenetic data matrix. 2

So, the New Scientist report is slightly 
misleading.  Discover tells us Archie wasn’t 
unearthed in China in June, 2013.  It was in June, 
2013, that Xijun Ni’s team finally reported their 
analysis of a fossil found more than 10 years ago. 

In Discover’s list of the 100 most important 
science stories of 2013, there were two other 
evolution-related stories that they ranked higher 
than Archie.  Number 17 on their list was, 

Last May, researchers unveiled the chicken-
size dinosaur-like Aurornis xui. 3

Of course, every time they find the oldest fossil 
                                                           
1 New Scientist, 21/28 December 2013, page 35. 
2 Discover, January/February 2014, “Oldest Primate 
Finds Its Place on the Tree”, page 55 
3 Discover, January/February 2014, “A Really Early 
Bird”, page 28 

Perhaps it’s time to prune the family tree.  A 
1.8 million-year-old skull suggests several of 
the half-dozen species of human ancestors and 
cousins alive then were likely all members of 
just one species: Homo erectus. 5

In other words, some of the supposed missing 
links never even existed.  That can’t be good for 
the theory of evolution! 

Only one of Science News’ Top 25 Stories of 
2013 had anything to do with evolution.  Story 
Number 4 began, 

Human evolution appears poised for a 
scientific makeover, as unexpected and 
provocative findings have raised new questions 
this year about two poorly understood periods 
leading to the emergence of Homo sapiens. 6

This story isn’t about Skull 5!  It’s about a very 
recent, entirely different study, which we will tell 
you about in this month’s Evolution in the News 
column. 

                                                           
4 Disclosure. November 2013, “Skull 5”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v18i2f.htm 
5 Discover, January/February 2014, “Skull Suggests 
One Homo Lineage”, page 38 
6 Science News, December 28, 2013, “Year in Review: 
New Discoveries reshape debate over human 
ancestry”, page 22, 
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/year-review-new-
discoveries-reshape-debate-over-human-ancestry 



3%, and belief in ghosts and UFOs are up 1%, Propaganda Prevails 
too!  If an increase in the poll numbers is valid 
evidence for evolution, then there is valid 
evidence for reincarnation, ghosts, and UFOs, 
too! ☺ 

With so little news about evolution (and what 
little news there was, was bad) it is hard to 
understand why, according to the poll described in 
this month’s Website of the Month, acceptance of 
the theory of evolution is increasing among I stopped trusting polls years ago when a TV 

network reported they had taken a poll that 
discovered the vast majority of Americans believe 
foreign leaders didn’t like President Bush.  How 
many of those people surveyed could have 
named even one European head of state (not to 
mention any African leader), let alone give any 
justification for why that world leader didn’t like 
President Bush?  The next week, that same TV 
network took another survey and found that even 
more Americans thought foreign leaders didn’t like 
President Bush!  Hummmmm, I wonder why! ☺ 

Christians.  There was no recent scientific 
breakthrough that proved we evolved from apes.  
All the technical articles this year about the 
previous theories of human evolution have been 
about how the previous theories were wrong, and 
have to be corrected some time in the future. 

After Lothar submitted this month’s Web Site 
of the Month article, we received this email from 
the American Association for the Advancement of 
Science (AAAS): 

Two New Polls Address Evolution. 
Recent polls from the Pew Research Center 7 
and Harris 8 both show that roughly a third of 
respondents believe in creationism, while 60 
and 47 percent of respondents, respectively, 
accept the theory of evolution. The responses 
do not appear to be significantly different from 
those of previous surveys. Results varied 
strongly by religion and political affiliation, but 
did not show strong variation among different 
generations. 9

Polls tell us more about the effectiveness of 
propaganda than they tell us about truth.  
Scientific truth is not determined by majority 
opinion.  Scientific truth is determined by 
observation and experimentation—not consensus. 

We observed that the scientific literature in 
2013 reported more problems for the theory of 
evolution.  That’s more important than any opinion 
poll of randomly selected adults. 
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One poll says nearly 2/3 of Americans believe 
in evolution, and the other poll says that less than 
1/2 of Americans believe in evolution.  That’s not 
very conclusive!  (Of course, that’s just our spin 
on the AAAS’ spin on the NCSE’s spin of the 
subjective summaries of two different polls. ☺ )  If 
you follow the links in the footnotes to the actual 
poll summaries, the raw results are even more 
confusing. 

The numbers really don’t mean much.  For 
example, the Harris poll says the number of adults 
who believe “Jesus is God” decreased by 4% 
since 2005.  Does that mean that fewer Christians 
believe Jesus is God, or that more Muslims were 
surveyed in 2013 than in 2005? 

The Harris poll shows that belief in evolution is 
up 5% since 2005. Belief in reincarnation is up 
                                                           
7 http://ncse.com/news/2013/12/new-pew-poll-
evolution-0015271,  which is the NCSE’s biased report 
of the Pew poll at 
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/12/30/publics-views-
on-human-evolution/ 
8 http://ncse.com/news/2013/12/evolution-new-harris-
poll-0015255, which is the NCSE’s biased report of 
the Harris poll at 
http://www.harrisinteractive.com/NewsRoom/HarrisPo
lls/tabid/447/mid/1508/articleId/1353/ctl/ReadCustom
%20Default/Default.aspx 
9 AAAS Policy Alert – 08 January 2014 

DNA Stunner 
Evolution in the News 

New DNA analysis raises more 
questions about human evolution. 

As we told you in our feature article, Science 
News thought the fourth most important science 
story of 2013 was “a stunner.” 

Scientists have recovered the oldest known 
DNA from a member of the human 
evolutionary family. This find raises surprising 
questions about relationships among far-flung 
populations of ancient hominids. 

A nearly complete sample of mitochondrial 
DNA was extracted from a 400,000-year-old 
leg bone previously found in a cave in northern 
Spain. The DNA shows an unexpected 
hereditary link to the Denisovans, Neandertals’ 
genetic cousins that lived in East Asia at least 
44,000 years ago, say paleogeneticist Matthias 
Meyer of the Max Planck Institute for 
Evolutionary Anthropology in Leipzig, 
Germany, and his colleagues. 10

                                                           
10 Bruce Bower, Science News, December 4, 2013, 
“Ancient hominid bone serves up DNA stunner” , 
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/ancient-hominid-
bone-serves-dna-stunner 
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We told you last July about the Denisovans. 11 
They are the mythical race of people known only 
by two teeth (one of which was formerly thought to 
have come from a cave bear), a fingertip 
fragment, and marvelous DNA analysis. 

The mitochondrial DNA of a leg bone found in 
Sima de los Huesos (“Pit of Bones”) in Spain was 
analyzed and found to be more like the mythical 
Denisovans than like Neanderthals. 

Without going into detail, there are three 
problems for evolutionists: time, geography, and 
shape.  The bones aren’t the right age, aren’t in 
the right place, and aren’t the right shape. 

The fact that the Sima de los Huesos 
mtDNA shares a common ancestor with 
Denisovan rather than Neanderthal mtDNAs is 
unexpected in light of the fact that the Sima de 
los Huesos fossils carry Neanderthal-derived 
features (for example, in their dental, 
mandibular, midfacial, supraorbital and 
occipital morphology). Denisovans were 
identified in 2010 based on DNA sequences 
retrieved from a manual phalanx [finger] and a 
molar [tooth] found in southern Siberia. 12

Furthermore, although almost no 
morphological [shape] information is available 
for Denisovans, a molar that carries Denisovan 
DNA is of exceptionally large size and does not 
exhibit the cusp reduction seen in the Sima de 
los Huesos hominins. 13

The DNA analysis links the Sima de los 
Huesos bone to the Denisovans; but the only 
tooth “known” (really, suspected) to have come 
from a Denisovan doesn’t look like any of the 
teeth found in the Pit of Bones. 

The biggest conundrum comes courtesy of 
the oldest known DNA sample from a member 
of the human evolutionary family — a 400,000-
year-old leg bone previously found in a cave in 
northern Spain. A nearly complete sample of 
maternally inherited mitochondrial DNA linked 
the bone to the Denisovans, mysterious genetic 
cousins of Neandertals who lived in Siberia at 
least 44,000 years ago. 14

                                                           
11 Disclosure, July 2013, “Denisovans”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v17i10n.htm 
12 Meyer, et al., Nature, 4 December 2013, “A 
mitochondrial genome sequence of a hominin from 
Sima de los Huesos”, 
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v505/n7483/full/
nature12788.html 
13 ibid. 
14 Science News, December 28, 2013, “Year in Review: 
New Discoveries reshape debate over human 
ancestry”, page 22, 

It would have been no shock to find 
mitochondrial DNA links between the Sima 
fossil and Neandertals, a species that has 
yielded partial samples of mitochondrial DNA 
from as early as 100,000 years ago. Now, 
however, scientists must try to figure out how a 
genetic connection formed between H. 
heidelbergensis in western Europe and 
presumably later-evolving Denisovans in Asia. 
15

Let the Speculation Begin! 
How do evolutionists explain these “stunning” 

findings?  With wild speculation! 

If the Sima hominids’ ancestors mated with 
members of another hominid species — 
possibly Homo erectus or an as-yet-
undiscovered population —mitochondrial DNA 
variants could have entered the Sima DNA and 
later reached the Denisovans via interbreeding 
with the same species, Meyer speculates. 

Another possibility is that Denisovan 
ancestors occupied a vast expanse of Asia and 
Europe before the Sima population evolved, 
says paleogeneticist Carles Lalueza-Fox of the 
Institute of Evolutionary Biology in Barcelona. 
Hominid fossils found in two caves near Sima 
de los Huesos, dating to between 1.3 million 
and 800,000 years ago, may represent 
descendants of that intercontinental population, 
Lalueza-Fox suggests. Sima hominids thus 
could have received genetic contributions from 
those groups that partly matched DNA 
separately inherited by the Denisovans far to the 
east. 

If so, Neandertals probably originated as a 
small, isolated European population around 
250,000 years ago, Lalueza-Fox proposes. 16

They are grasping at more straws than a 
janitor in a scarecrow factory! 

Why Believe? 
2013 didn’t produce any real evidence for 

evolution—just more questions and foolish 
speculation.  Why then did belief in the theory of 
evolution among Christians go up in 2013?  It 
makes as little sense as the theory of evolution 
itself! 

                                                                                          
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/year-review-new-
discoveries-reshape-debate-over-human-ancestry 
15 ibid. 
16 Bruce Bower, Science News, December 4, 2013, 
“Ancient hominid bone serves up DNA stunner” 
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/ancient-hominid-
bone-serves-dna-stunner 
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Paleomagnetism 
Reaction 

Here is the reaction to last month’s 
Paleomagnetism Busted! article and 
video.  

Charles wrote to tell us that he started a 
conversation about our Paleomagnetism Busted! 
video on the Origins Talk Yahoo Group. at 9:46 
AM on December 17. 

Your paleomagnetism busted video has shaken 
the evolutionists out of their tree. 

http://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/OriginsT
alk/conversations/topics/33635  

Twenty-two messages so far. 
… 
When I first began posting on Origins Talk 

several years ago, it was impossible to get an 
evolutionist to click on a link that I 
presented ---- unless it was from an academia 
friendly site.  Now, they click on the links 
and now they pay attention. 

Thank you again for making your video.  I 
hope that there will be more. 

We don’t usually waste our time reading what 
is said in discussion groups because it is an 
exercise in futility, as you will soon see.  The first 
response is typical. 

Dec 18 6:41 AM  
drlindberg21 
Does anyone actually use the residual 

magnetism of rocks . . . to determine the age 
of geologic formations , or is this just 
anther [sic] strawman [sic]? Please provide 
details. 

First, drlindberg21 (DRL) clearly thinks that 
measuring the magnetism of rocks to determine 
when they were formed is such a ridiculous idea 
that we must have invented it as a straw man just 
to make evolutionists look foolish.  At least he 
recognizes the absurdity of paleomagnetism, so 
we have to give him that. 

Second, DRL didn’t bother to do any research.  
The video shows screen shots of the science 
workbook pages we quoted, with the link to the 
workbook itself.  He could have answered the 
question himself by simply checking out the link.  
Or, he could have at least gone to Wikipedia. 

Third, he assumes we would stoop to the level 
of evolutionists by creating a straw man.  (The 
Merriam-Webster dictionary defines a straw man 
to be “a weak or imaginary argument or opponent 
that is set up to be easily defeated.”  Evolutionist 
Björn does use the straw man trick in a later 
post—but let’s not get ahead of ourselves.) 

We can’t help wondering if DRL had heard 
about paleomagnetism first from a science 

teacher, or Wikipedia, would he have accepted it 
Email without question, as ridiculous as he recognizes it 

to be? 

Björn responded with this: 
First, in this last post you didn't answer 

DRL's question about "the residual magnetism 
of rocks . . .  to determine the age of 
geologic formations". As far as I know, the 
answer is "no", since the permanent magnetism 
in a mineral isn't "wearing off" (decreasing) 
exponentially in the way of a radioactive 
isotope so we may use it for dating. Your link 
to http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paleomagnetism  
does not support your claim as far as I can 
see (so why did you include it? -- did you 
even read it?) but it contains some 
descriptions of how magnetism is induced in 
materials.  

Notice that Björn (intentionally or 
unintentionally) misstated Charles’ argument.  
Neither we nor Charles even remotely suggested 
that magnetic decay is used to determine age the 
way radioactive decay is used.  Magnetism 
doesn’t have a half-life that can be used to 
determine how long it has been since something 
was magnetized.  Björn is attempting to make 
Charles look foolish by claiming that Charles 
believes things that aren’t true. 

According to the manufacturer of the magnets 
used in our experiment: 

25. Will my neodymium magnets lose 
strength over time? 
Very little. Neodymium magnets are the 
strongest and most permanent magnets known 
to man. If they are not overheated or physically 
damaged, neodymium magnets will lose less 
than 1% of their strength over 10 years - not 
enough for you to notice unless you have very 
sensitive measuring equipment. They won't 
even lose their strength if they are held in 
repelling or attracting positions with other 
magnets over long periods of time.17

Magnets do lose strength over time—but that 
has nothing to do with how paleomagnetism is 
(erroneously) used to determine the age of a rock 
formation. 

Björn (intentionally or unintentionally) missed 
the point of Charles link to Wikipedia.  DRL asked 
if paleomagnetism was used to date geologic 
formations, and Charles’ response was, 
essentially, “Yes.  Here’s the Wikipedia reference 
that says they do.” 

Björn said paleomagnetism isn’t used, despite 
the fact that he referenced the Wikipedia article 
saying that it is used. Didn’t Björn read the article? 

In another post, Björn says, 
Charles, (re-)read my post # 33671. If you 

                                                           
17 http://www.kjmagnetics.com/neomaginfo.asp 
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believe that tiny mm-sized magnets on a paper 
like those in the video will behave in the 
same way as magnetic chunks of ca. 10x20 km2 
or more with millions of magnetized particles 
in them, supposedly coming up from earth's 
interior (!??), you are naïve beyond rescue. 
Please use your brain. 

Björn (intentionally or unintentionally) 
misrepresented our experiment.  We never 
claimed that the magnets act like huge chunks of 
rock popping up off the seafloor, rotating 180 
degrees, and then settling back down on the 
seafloor.  Our point was that the millions of tiny 
magnetized particles in heated rocks would be 
aligned by the strongest magnetic field, and would 
remain in that orientation when the rock cooled.  
Furthermore, the magnetic field of the adjacent 
magnetically polarized rock would be stronger 
than the Earth’s magnetic field. 

Once, I stuck a magnetic compass to the 
windshield of my truck; but instead of pointing 
North, it always pointed to the truck’s alternator, 
making it useless.  The magnet in the alternator 
was closer than the North Pole, so its magnetic 
field was stronger.  The compass always pointed 
to the alternator regardless of which way the truck 
was headed. 

Björn was partially right about one thing. 
(It should be said that the correct order 

is: Scientists have dated many rocks by 
scientific methods and then found that the 
magnetism pointed South at certain times in 
earth's history, and North at other times. So 
a chart involving many evident poleshifts 
[sic] has been constructed. If the bizarre 
idea of enormous chunks of rocks aligning 
spontaneously is untenable, then what evidence 
is left against poleshifts [sic]?) None.   

Scientists have INCORRECTLY dated rocks, 
and have constructed charts claiming the Earth’s 
magnetic field reversed in the past based on 
those incorrect dates and a false assumption.  
The only reason for believing that the poles have 
shifted (that is, reversed polarity) is the 
acceptance of those erroneous charts.   

David Williams chimed in with, 
What are the odds that Charles Palm of 

Idaho, is more competent in science, than all 
the many thousands of working scientist [sic] 
?. [sic] Perhaps he is the world's greatest 
scientist. Someone should nominate him for a 
Nobel prize in recognition of his brilliant 
work. 

It is a typical ad hominem attack.  David can’t 
argue with Charles’ logic, so he criticizes him for 
not (yet) having won the Nobel prize.  (And, he 
uses incorrect grammar and incorrect punctuation 
to do it! ☺ ) 

Excellent Questions 
Harley wrote directly to us with some excellent 

questions. 

The way I understood the theory was that 
the magma solidified/crystallized in alignment 
with the earth’s magnetic field, and only 
applied to igneous rock. I wasn’t aware 
sedimentary rock was part of the theory. 

After reading about your experiment though, 
my thought was, slower falling (magnetic) 
sediment would possibly have time to align 
itself, don’t you think? 

Do you think it would change the results if 
you did the same experiment under water, by 
dropping the magnets in a tank with the bottom 
of the tank being set up the same way as the 
dry test? 

On the other hand, what that would have to 
do with land animals is beyond me.  As far as 
I understand it, aren’t most fossils found in 
sedimentary rock as opposed to igneous?  

Forgive me for thinking like a critic. ;) 

Harley does not need to be forgiven.  He has 
asked some excellent questions, as he should! 

Sedimentary Rocks 
He is right that paleomagnetism only applies to 

igneous rock—not sedimentary rock.  We are 
sorry we didn’t make that clear. 

In general, the rock layers formed under a 
lake, or under the ocean, are sedimentary.  That 
is, they came from soft sediments that were 
carried by water to that place and hardened there.  
When talking about seafloor spreading, one might 
naturally think they are sedimentary, since the 
rocks in question are under water. 

The rocks produced by seafloor spreading are 
igneous rocks.  They are underwater lava flows.  
They aren’t sedimentary rocks, even though they 
are under water. 

Under Water 
The fact that the rocks are under water doesn’t 

matter because (1) water doesn’t disturb magnetic 
fields, and (2) the minerals in question were inside 
extremely hot rocks when they were aligning 
themselves with the magnetic field.  It doesn’t 
matter if the rock is under air or under water, the 
minerals are inside the rock, not the air or water. 

Harley’s email got me to wondering how the 
viscosity of water would affect the experiment, 
anyway.  Viscosity is a resistance to flow.  Air 
flows through a pipe more easily than water flows 
through a pipe because air has less viscosity than 
water.  Water flows through a pipe more easily 
than honey because water has less viscosity than 
honey. 

So, just to satisfy my curiosity, I repeated the 
experiment using water.  Magnets dropped into a 
dish of water acted the same as magnets dropped 
onto a paper towel; but they moved more slowly 
under water, so it was easier to see how they 
moved.  If I had it to do over again, I would have 
filmed the experiment as I dropped magnets into a 
glass dish of water. 
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But, as we will see in the later section titled, 
Size Matters, viscosity is irrelevant because there 
isn’t any fluid flow.  The alignment happens inside 
solid rock. 

Relevance to Fossils 
Harley’s final question asked what 

paleomagnetism has to do with fossils, since 
fossils are found in sedimentary rock. 

Some fossils, such as those at Pompeii, are 
found in volcanic ash or lava—but that’s rare.  
Harley is basically correct.  Most fossils are found 
in sedimentary rock. 

Paleomagnetism is used when the 
sedimentary rock is above, below, or between, 
layers of igneous rock.  The age of the 
sedimentary rock containing fossils is bounded by 
the (incorrect) ages of the igneous layers around 
it. 

Confusing Rows 
Gary wrote, 
In the recent newsletter figure showing the 

arrows indicating the antiparallel condition 
of the magnets, the order of direction seems 
peculiar: 

  
top row pointing left 
next to top to right 
third from top right 
fourth from top left. 
  
To be consistent with same-poles opposing 

and opposite-poles attracting, why wouldn’t 
the row directions be alternating as: 

  
top row to left 
next to right 
third to left 
fourth to right?  
  
We were hoping somebody would notice that!  

Sometimes four rows of magnets lined up North 
South North South (NSNS) and sometimes they 
lined up North South South North (NSSN).  The 
widths of the alternating bands sometimes varied.  
There is a good reason for this. 

Start out with the first row pointing North.  It is 
impossible to place a magnet along side it facing 
North.  The magnet will twist in your hand, or it will 
push your hand to either end of the first row of 
magnets, but it will not under any circumstances 
stick next to the first row pointing North. 

Start out with the first row pointing North.  Try 
to place a magnet along side it facing South.  The 
magnet will be pulled out of your hand and attach 
itself firmly along side of the first row, pointing 
South. 

No matter what you do, if the first row points 
North, the second row will always point South. 

If you try to bring another magnet along side 

the two rows of magnets, you will feel a mild pull 
regardless of which way the magnet in your hand 
is pointing.  That’s because the magnetic field of 
the first row cancels out the magnetic field of the 
second row.  The two row combination acts like a 
single unmagnetized piece of metal.  You can 
stick a magnet to it pointing North, South, East or 
West with roughly equal ease. 

When you start a fourth row, you will feel the 
magnetic field forcing the fourth row to be 
opposite to the third row. 

With the four rows of magnet stuck side by 
side, it will be easy to pull the first and second 
rows from the third and fourth rows regardless of 
whether they are NSNS or NSSN.  But it will be 
hard to separate the first or fourth row from the 
other three.  That’s because the magnetic field of 
the first row cancels the magnetic field of the 
second row, and the magnetic field of the third 
row cancels the magnetic field of the fourth row.  
The second and third rows are held together by 
just a weak attraction because the cancellation 
isn’t perfect. 

Size Matters 
Although Björn didn’t realize it, and actually got 

it backwards, he did make a valid observation.  
The size of the magnets used in our experiment is 
different from the magnetic particles measured to 
determine the age of rocks.  He thought the 
magnets were too small to make a valid 
comparison.  In fact, the magnets we used might 
be too large.  This requires a long explanation. 

Here’s what the manufacturer of the magnets 
we used in our experiment says on their website. 

Rare Earth magnets have a high resistance 
to demagnetization, unlike most other types of 
magnets. They will not lose their magnetization 
around other magnets or if dropped. They will 
however, begin to lose strength if they are 
heated above their maximum operating 
temperature, which is 176°F (80°C) for 
standard N grades.  They will completely lose 
their magnetization if heated above their Curie 
temperature, which is 590°F (310°C) for 
standard N grades. 18

Here’s why they say that:  Imagine that we 
took all 50 of our little magnets, covered them with 
water-soluble glue, and somehow managed to 
hold them side-by-side, with all their North poles 
pointing the same direction until the glue dried.  It 
would be very difficult to do, because they would 
do everything they could to flip around; but 
suppose somehow we did it. 

Then, after the glue dried, suppose we put 
                                                           
18 http://www.kjmagnetics.com/neomaginfo.asp 



them in a dish of water.  As the glue dissolved, 
some of the magnets would flip around, until 25 
were pointing North, and 25 were pointing South, 
and there would be no net magnetic field. 
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Magnets are made up of many smaller 
magnetic domains, like tiny magnets that have all 
been forced to align and have been glued 
together.  At high temperatures (or when 
dropped), the magnetic domains are free to move 
around, as if they have become unglued.  Half of 
them will naturally rotate 180 degrees to cancel 
out the magnetic field of the other half. 

I admit that I did not do the glued magnet 
experiment; but I unintentionally dropped a bigger 
magnet, and three pieces of it chipped off. 

 
I could not force the chips back into place.  

The chips just wanted to stick to anywhere on the 
magnet in the opposite direction, or on the end in 
the same direction. 

K & J makes magnets by heating blanks above 
the Curie temperature, subjecting them to a very, 
very strong magnetic field, and then cooling them 
down while maintaining that field.  When hot, the 
strong external magnetic field makes the 
magnetic domains in the magnet line up and 
holds them in place.  After the magnet has cooled, 
the magnetic field can be removed, and the 
magnetic domains remain stuck in place.  They 
will stay that way until the magnet is heated up 
enough to allow some of the magnetic domains to 
reverse. 

Natural Magnetism 
Now it is time to apply what we know about 

manufactured magnets to the naturally occurring 
magnets used for paleomagnetic dating. 

The lava extruded on the seafloor is hotter 
than the Curie temperature, so the magnetic 
domains are free to line up with whatever 
magnetic field is strongest there.  When the lava 
flow (or volcanic ash) cools, the magnetic 
domains will remain aligned with whatever 

magnetic field influenced them when they were 
hot. 

Evolutionists assume that the only magnetic 
field present is the Earth’s natural magnetic field.  
They don’t consider the possibility that the 
magnetic field of a neighboring previous flow 
might be stronger.  That’s where they go wrong. 

Pole Shifts 
Just to leave no stone unturned, we should 

mention that the magnetic North Pole is not 
perfectly aligned with the geographic North Pole 
(True North), and that the magnetic pole has been 
observed to wander in historic times.  Wikipedia 
contains this map of the changing position of the 
magnetic North Pole. 19

 
Bear in mind that this wandering of the pole is 

not a reversal.  There is no evidence that the 
magnetic North Pole has ever been anywhere 
near the geographic South Pole. 

The myth that the magnetic North Pole has 
been near the South Pole several times over a 
period of millions of years is based on the 
incorrect assumption that the discovery of 
alternating bands of weakly magnetized rock is a 
result of magnetic domains lining up with the 
Earth’s magnetic field when the rock was above 
the Curie temperature. 

As we have shown in a previous newsletter, 
and in the video of our experiments with magnets, 
the magnets line up in alternating bands because 
magnets naturally seek the lowest energy state.  
The lowest energy state occurs when magnets 
line up in alternating rows. 

                                                           
19 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Magnetic_north 



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – January 2014 

The Public’s Views on 
Human Evolution 

http://www.pewforum.org/2013/12/30/publics-views-on-
human-evolution/ 

 Pew Research Religion & Public Life Project 
This month’s web site review looks at a new Pew Research Center analysis of the public’s views on 

human evolution.  Interviews of 1,983 adults, 18 years of age or older, living in all 50 U.S. states and the 
District of Columbia were conducted over the telephone, March 21-April 8, 2013.  These interviews were 
completed in English and Spanish by live, professionally trained interviewing staff. 

The result of the analysis of the telephone interviews is reported as Differences by Religious Group, 
Views about Evolution by Party Affiliation, and Views about Evolution by Demographic Group.  There is also 
a Table of Contents, and information about the survey. 

From the introduction of the report you learn that “six-in-ten Americans (60%) say that ‘humans and other 
living things have evolved over time’, while a third (33%) reject the idea of evolution, saying that ‘humans 
and other living things have existed in their present form since the beginning of time’”.  It is interesting to 
learn that these percentages have not changed in the last 4 years. 

In the section of the report with the title of Differences by Religious Group, the analysis is shown by 
graphs that show the views regarding human evolution of 1) All adults, 2) White evangelical Protestants, 3) 
Black Protestants, 4) Hispanic Catholic, 5) White Catholic, 6) Unaffiliated and 7) White mainline Protestants.  
I find it interesting that no information is provided as to what religious category a person was placed into, 
such as White evangelical versus White mainline Protestant. 

The section about views by Party Affiliation is shown on a graph showing views of Republicans, 
Democrats and Independents.  A point is made that “Republicans are less inclined today than they were in 
2009 to say that humans have evolved over time (43% today vs. 54% in 2009)”. 

The section on Views about Evolution by Demographic Group presents a table with the following groups: 
1) All adults, 2) Men, 3) Women, 4) 18-29, 5) 30-49, 6) 50-64, 7) 65 and older, 8) College graduate+, 9) 
Some college, 10) H.S. graduate or less.  General observations are made about the data shown on the 
table. 

What I feel is missing from the report is a complete list of the questions that were asked of people during 
the telephone interview.  Maybe the Pew Research Center considers that proprietary survey information, but 
without that information it makes you wonder what the survey was really trying to accomplish. 

 
  

 
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.info.
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