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Occam's Razor 
Occam’s Razor doesn’t prove evolution. 

In last month’s newsletter, we shared George’s 
email in which he said, “Science has shown that 
the simplest explanation is almost always the 
correct one.” 1 Our flippant response was, “The 
simplest explanation isn’t necessarily correct. 
‘God said it, and it happened’ is a much simpler 
explanation than descent with modification—but 
George clearly does not believe that science has 
proved that creation (the simplest explanation) is 
probably correct.”  George deserved a better 
response than that.  Here it is. 

 1

Whether he knew it or not, George was 
paraphrasing an idea known formally as Occam’s 
razor. 

Occam's razor (also Ockham's razor or 
Ocham's razor: Latin: novacula Occami; or law 
of parsimony: Latin: lex parsimoniae) is the 
problem-solving principle that states "Entities 
should not be multiplied without necessity." 
The idea is attributed to English Franciscan friar 
William of Ockham (c. 1287–1347), a 
scholastic philosopher and theologian. It is 
sometimes paraphrased by a statement like "The 
simplest solution is most likely the right one." 
but is the same as the Razor only if results 
match. Occam's razor says that when presented 
with competing hypotheses that make the same 
predictions, one should select the solution with 
the fewest assumptions, and it is not meant to be 
a way of choosing between hypotheses that 
make different predictions. 2

The statement, "The simplest solution is most 
likely the right one." is a generalization.  Oliver 
Wendell Holmes famously stated, 

                                                           
1 Disclosure, October 2019, “Extinction and 
Speciation”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v24i1e.htm
2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Occam%27s_razor

No generalization is worth a damn ... 
including this one. 3 ☺ 

This brings us to a discussion of whether or 
not Occam’s razor is a useful generalization, and, 
if so, whether or not the theory of evolution really 
is the simplest solution. 

Two Clarifications 
The definition above ended with two 

clarifications.  The second was, “it is not meant to 
be a way of choosing between hypotheses.”  
Since creation and evolution are competing 
hypotheses, we could state that Occam’s razor 
should not be used to choose between them and 
end the discussion right there.  We won’t do that 
because it depends upon the dubious authority of 
Wikipedia to define Occam’s razor, and because 
we don’t want the discussion to end on a 
technicality.  It is a topic worth discussing. 

The other clarification in Wikipedia’s definition 
was, “Occam's razor says that when presented 
with competing hypotheses that make the same 
predictions, one should select the solution with 
the fewest assumptions.”  Creation and evolution 
both predict a world full of diverse kinds of life.  
Occam’s razor says to select the one which uses 
the fewest assumptions—not which one uses the 
most probable assumptions.  You just have to 
count the number of assumptions without 
evaluating the likelihood that they are true. 

In that case, creation wins because it depends 
upon just one assumption:  God did it.  We won’t 
take that cheap win because (1) Occam’s razor is 
not meant to be a way of choosing between 
hypotheses; and (2) because we want an excuse 

                                                           
3 http://www.anvari.org/fortune/Miscellaneous_Collections/186592_no-
generalization-is-worth-a-damn-including-this-one-oliver-wendell-holmes-
1809-1894.html

http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v24i1e.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Occam%27s_razor
http://www.anvari.org/fortune/Miscellaneous_Collections/186592_no-generalization-is-worth-a-damn-including-this-one-oliver-wendell-holmes-1809-1894.html
http://www.anvari.org/fortune/Miscellaneous_Collections/186592_no-generalization-is-worth-a-damn-including-this-one-oliver-wendell-holmes-1809-1894.html
http://www.anvari.org/fortune/Miscellaneous_Collections/186592_no-generalization-is-worth-a-damn-including-this-one-oliver-wendell-holmes-1809-1894.html
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to list and evaluate many of the assumptions upon 
which the theory of evolution is based. 

Predictions 
Occam’s razor is used to evaluate “competing 

hypotheses that make the same predictions.”  The 
various theories of evolution (Darwinian evolution, 
Neo-Darwinian evolution, Punctuated Equilibrium, 
and so on) and the various creation beliefs 
(Biblical Creation, Intelligent Design, Roman 
Mythology, and so on) are all competing 
hypotheses that make the same predictions; but 
technically, none of them is really a prediction.  A 
pre-diction is a diction (something said) pre 
(before) it happens.  All origin theories are 
explanations made after the fact.  Since they 
aren’t really predictions, a clever lawyer could get 
the whole argument dismissed on a legal 
technicality—but we won’t do that either because 
it is valuable to explore the notion, “one should 
select the solution with the fewest assumptions.” 

Number vs. Likelihood 
One might object to the “fewest” aspect 

because it is strictly numerical, and does not 
address the credibility of the assumptions.  Is a 
hypothesis based on four perfectly reasonable 
assumptions inferior to a competing hypothesis 
based on one extremely unlikely assumption?  
How does one balance the number of 
assumptions against the likelihood of 
assumptions?  Subjective judgment would have to 
be involved.  This would be the case even if 
objective criteria were used because subjective 
judgment would have to be involved when 
establishing the objective criteria. 

We can’t answer those issues—but we don’t 
really have to answer them.  The important thing 
is to recognize that those issues exist because we 
are in the realm of philosophy and no longer in the 
realm of science.  Science doesn’t make value 
judgments based on simplicity.  Science 
determines truth through experimentation and 
observation—not what seems to be the simplest 
explanation. 

Our Definition of Evolution 
Before listing all the assumptions the theory of 

evolution needs to be true for the theory to be 
correct, we must define “evolution.”  We aren’t 
talking about minor variations in species which 
can be produced by selective breeding.  Everyone 
agrees that kind of evolution is real.  The 
controversial evolution we are addressing is, “The 
doctrine that unguided natural forces caused 
chemicals to combine in such a way that life 
resulted; and that all living things have descended 
from that common ancestral form of life.” 

Let Me Count the Ways 
The first assumption this theory makes is that 

there was a primeval Earth, much different from 
Earth as it is today.  That’s because, as every 
evolutionary scientist we know admits, life could 
not have evolved on Earth as it is today. 

The second assumption is that there was no 
oxygen on that imaginary primeval Earth.  That’s 
because oxygen would have oxidized the amino 
acids before they could combine to form proteins 
and other organic molecules necessary for life. 

The third assumption is that there were some 
unknown, unguided natural processes which 
produced all the organic molecules necessary for 
life. 

The fourth assumption is that there were some 
unknown, unguided natural processes which 
combined all those organic molecules into a living 
unit, presumably a cell with a membrane.  (We 
like to call it, “Frankencell.”) 

The fifth assumption is that the primeval 
atmosphere with 0% oxygen evolved into the 
modern atmosphere of 20% oxygen through some 
unknown process. 

The sixth assumption is that Frankencell, who 
came to life in an oxygen-free environment, 
evolved into a cell that not only lives in an oxygen-
rich environment, but requires oxygen to survive 
(through some unknown, unguided natural 
process).  It must have had some way to harness 
energy that somehow involves using external 
energy to create carbohydrates, and uses 
oxidation to release that energy later on demand. 

The seventh assumption is that Frankencell 
reproduced itself through asexual reproduction 
before it died.  (Frankencell could not have used 
sexual reproduction because it was the first, and 
only, living cell.)  If Frankencell died before 
reproducing, life on Earth would have gone extinct 
right off the bat. 

The eighth assumption is that Frankencell’s 
species evolved from a simple single-celled 
species into a more complex species with 
differentiated cells which combined to form 
different kinds of organs to form interdependent 
systems (such as a heart, lung, and blood in a 
functional cardiovascular system).  We are being 
generous to consider that to be a single 
assumption.  We “leave it as an exercise for the 
student” to list all the assumptions which make up 
that mega-assumption because we are too lazy to 
do it ourselves. ☺ 

In truth, we fear that you are getting bored 
reading this list of assumptions. We are tired of 
writing them.  So, we should suggest you and 
your friends participate in a party game.  Sit 



around in a circle, in which each person in turn 
has to come up with an assumption that the 
theory of evolution depends upon, and continue 
around the circle until someone can’t think of one, 
or you all die of old age. 

The point is that when an evolutionist, like 
George, tries to claim that the theory of evolution 
is true based on Occam’s razor, he obviously has 
not paused to consider all of the assumptions 
upon which the theory of evolution is built. 

Eye Trouble 
Let’s consider all the assumptions necessary 

to believe that eyes evolved. 

1. A cell evolved sensitivity to light. 
2. Many of these cells clustered together. 
3. A group of transparent cells evolved to form a 

lens exactly the right distance above the light-
sensitive cells so as to focus light from a 
distant source onto a single cell. 

4. An iris evolved to control the amount of light 
falling on the light-sensitive cells. 

5. An optic nerve evolved to transmit the amount 
of light on each cell to the brain. 

6. A pattern-recognition algorithm evolved in the 
brain. 

7. A stereoscopic depth-perception algorithm 
evolved in the brain. 

8. Muscles which change the shape of the lens 
evolved. 

9. Nerves evolved which transmitted commands 
generated by the pattern-recognition and 
depth-perception algorithms to the muscles 
around the lens to adjust the focus. 

All of these assumptions must be made to 
believe that the eye evolved.  Furthermore, what 
caused all these things to happen?  Evolutionists 
give survival of the fittest all the credit. 

Occam’s razor depends upon the number of 
assumptions that have to be made—but let’s go 
beyond simply counting all the assumptions which 
must be true.  Let’s consider how reasonable 
those assumptions are. 

Probability 
It would be reasonable to make the nine 

assumptions about the evolution of the eye listed 
above if we had some assurance that they 
probably happened.  But since none of those nine 
components of a functioning vision system have 
ever been observed to have happened in the 
laboratory, or in nature, none of them are very 
probable.  

The probability of a string of events happening 
is the (mathematical) product of all the individual 
events happening.  The reason why the trifecta 
odds at a horse race track are so high is that, if 

the odds against picking the horse that comes in 
first is 5 to 1, and the odds against picking the 
horse that comes in second are 12 to 1, and the 
odds against picking the horse that comes in third 
is 8 to 1, the odds against correctly predicting the 
finishing order of the first three horses is 5 times 
12 times 8, to 1 (480 to 1).  Since every 
evolutionary assumption about the evolution of 
vision is highly unlikely, the probability of a 
sequence of improbable events is unimaginably 
small. 

It Isn’t About Probability 
Some creationists compare the probability of 

the theory of evolution being true to the probability 
that a tornado in a junkyard would assemble a 
747 jet aircraft—but that argument isn’t valid 
because it isn’t really a question of probability. 

Let’s talk about the probability of kicking a field 
goal in American football.  For our readers outside 
the United States, the goalposts in the National 
Football League (NFL) are 18.5 feet (5.6 meters) 
apart with a crossbar 10 feet (3 meters) above the 
ground—exactly the same dimensions as rugby 
goalposts.  The ball has to be kicked between the 
goalposts above the crossbar to score. 

Professional football players rarely miss a 10-
yard field goal.  Their aim can be off-center 
several degrees to the left or right, but the ball will 
still pass between the uprights.  The farther away 
they are, the more accurate their kick has to be.  
As you might expect, the longer the distance, the 
less the probability of success is, as shown in this 
chart. 4
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4 The chart was created by Decision Science News 
(using the R statistical programming language) by 
tabulating field goal successes for all 10,750 attempts 
by all NFL teams since 2002. 
https://blog.revolutionanalytics.com/2013/01/chances-
of-making-an-nfl-field-goal.html

https://blog.revolutionanalytics.com/2013/01/chances-of-making-an-nfl-field-goal.html
https://blog.revolutionanalytics.com/2013/01/chances-of-making-an-nfl-field-goal.html
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Questionable Math 
We found this dubious chart while developing 

our example comparing the improbability of 
making a 200-yard field goal with the impossibility 
of making a 200-yard field goal to explain the 
difference between the improbability of evolution 
with the impossibility of evolution.  We have not 
yet made that point; but we will soon. 

Unfortunately, the questionable veracity of this 
chart might reflect upon the veracity of our point 
regarding the theory of evolution.  However, it 
leads to the following important digression about 
math.  Specifically, you should question 
mathematical models, and confirm them 
whenever possible—especially if they are 
suspicious. 

There are several reasons to question this 
chart.  The first is that points below 50 yards 
perfectly fit a parabola.  This strongly suggests 
that this is not a plot of actual data—it seems to 
be a plot of the parabola that most closely 
matches the data.  Would the data fit fifth-order 
polynomial better?  In other words, did they simply 
assume the curve would be parabolic, and find 
the parabola which fits the data best? Or did they 
try to fit the data to every possible equation?  We 
don’t know.  Sometimes people assume a solution 
and make the data fit the solution. 

If I had access to the statistical data of the 
10,750 NFL field goal attempts from 2002 through 
2012, I would plot them as a histogram.  That is, I 
would divide the number of field goal attempts into 
5 yard bins, such as 2.5 to 7.5 yards, 7.5 to 12.5 
yards, 12.5 to 17.5 yards and so on.  I would call 
the 17.5 to 22.5 yard bin, “20-yard field goal 
attempts.”  The histogram would show the total 
number of attempts, and the number of successful 
attempts, in each bin. 

Suppose there were 400 20-yard attempts, 
and 320 were successful.  Statistically, 80% of the 
20-yard field goal attempts were successful, so 
one might say the probability of success is 0.8, 
but confusing statistics with probability isn’t 
always correct.  Here’s why: 

The longest field goal made in [an NFL] 
game was 64 yards by Matt Prater of the 
Denver Broncos, December 8, 2013. 5   

Granted, this is outside the 2002-2012 year 
range of the data used to produce this graph—but 
please stick with me.  Not very many coaches are 
desperate enough to try a 64-yard field goal.  
Suppose our data set contained Matt Prater’s 
successful kick, and just one other 64-yard kick 

                                                           
5 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Field_goal#Longest_field
_goal_records. 

which was unsuccessful.  It could be truly said 
that 50% of the field goal attempts from 64 yards 
were successful.  That doesn’t mean the 
probability of successfully kicking a 64-yard field 
goal is 0.5!  Teams don’t try to kick 64-yard field 
goals because they know the probability of 
success is near 0! 

Now Back to the Point 
It is possible for an NFL kicker to make a 60-

yard field goal attempt—but it is very unlikely.  A 
mathematician might extrapolate all the data 
concerning field goal attempts from 40 yards out 
to 90 yards and compute an incredibly small 
probability of success for a 200-yard field goal.  
Let’s say they calculate the probability to be a 
billion-to-one. 

Evolutionists sometimes argue (correctly) that 
given enough chances, even the most improbable 
event will eventually happen.  Given enough 
kickers (thousands of kickers), and enough time 
(each one kicking once a minute for hundreds of 
years), it is mathematically possible one of them 
would eventually kick a 200-yard field goal even if 
the probability of success is a billion-to-one.  

What they fail to realize is that there comes a 
point where theoretical probability gives way to 
practical possibility.  Despite the billion-to-one 
probability calculation of a successful 200-yard 
field goal, it will never happen because a human 
simply can’t kick a football 200 yards.  He just isn’t 
strong enough to impart enough force to kick a 
ball that far.  The result is not governed by 
probability—it is constrained by physics.  A 200-
yard field goal isn’t improbable—it is impossible. 
That’s because of physics, not because of a very 
low probability. 

Evolutionists claim that although the probability 
of an eye evolving by chance is remarkably low, 
given enough time it is bound to happen.  In fact, 
Richard Dawkins claims it happened many times. 

It has been authoritatively estimated that 
eyes have evolved no fewer than forty times, 
and probably more than sixty times, 
independently in various parts of the animal 
kingdom. 6

 But it isn’t a question of probability—it is a 
question of possibility.  A tomato plant has never 
produced a tomato with functional eyes (despite 
that fact that a tomato plant can sense light and 
grow toward it) because it just can’t do it—not 
because it probably won’t do it.  A tomato plant 
just doesn’t have the genes necessary to grow 
functional eyes. 

                                                           
6 Richard Dawkins, 1996, Climbing Mount 
Improbable, chapter 5, pages 139 - 140 



Nicked by Ocaam’s Razor 
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Ocaam’s razor doesn’t prove evolution is true 
for the following reasons:  (1) Every theory of 
evolution depends upon lots of assumptions; (2) 
Every one of those assumptions must be true 
because they are all necessary conditions; (3) 
Nearly all of those assumptions aren’t just wildly 
improbable—they are impossible because they 
contradict known scientific principles. 

 

 

Facial Recognition 
Evolutionists claim to know what 

Denisovans looked like. 
In previous newsletters,7 we told you about the 

Denisovans, a mythical race of people invented 
by evolutionists based on the DNA analysis of a 
bone fragment.  Now, without the benefit of a 
skeleton or skull, three prominent scientific 
journals (and one supermarket science tabloid) 
have published this picture of what a Denisovan 
girl looked like: 

 
This image is based on reconstructed 

skeletal features of a Denisovan girl, who lived 
in what’s now Siberia around 50,000 years ago. 
Maayan Harel. 8

The caption would be more accurate if it said, 
“This image is based on presumed skeletal 
features of a Denisovan girl inferred from DNA 
analysis.” No Denisovan skull has been found. 

                                                           
7 Disclosure, July 2011, “Ancestor Arguments”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v15i10f.htm , 
Disclosure, July 2013, “Denisovans”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v17i10n.htm , 
Disclosure, January 2014, “DNA Stunner”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v18i4n.htm , 
Disclosure, January 2019, “Prehistoric Mating”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v23i4n.htm
8 Bruce Bower, Science News, 19 September 2019,  
“Ancient DNA reveals the first glimpse of what a 
Denisovan may have looked like”, 
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/ancient-dna-
reveals-first-glimpse-what-denisovan-girl-looked-like

Executive Summary 
We encourage you to take the links to our four 

previous articles listed in the footnotes below to 
get more details; but here is the executive 
summary to bring you up to speed. 

The story begins with the DNA analysis of two 
teeth and a piece of a finger bone discovered in 
Denisova Cave in the Altai Mountains of southern 
Siberia (Russia).  The teeth looked like they came 
from a cave bear, but when the DNA of the teeth 
matched the DNA of the bone, which was 
somewhat similar to modern human DNA, they 
decided the fossils must have come from an 
ancient race of humans.  Then they analyzed the 
DNA of another bone found in the same cave, and 
declared it to have come from a Neanderthal.  
Primitive stone tools were found in the cave, 
which they believed to be about 30,000 years old.  
There are some unexplained geographical 
difficulties because the Denisovan DNA contains 
genes similar to those found in populations 
nowhere near Russia. 

Evolution in the News 

Here’s What’s New 
Here is the most recent summary from the 

science tabloid, Science News: 

Denisovans have posed an evolutionary 
enigma since the Siberian discovery of part of 
the ancient girl’s little finger in 2008 (SN: 
8/30/12). Only a few other Denisovan fossils 
have been found — several teeth, a limb bone 
and a lower jaw (SN: 5/1/19). Ancient DNA 
analyses indicate that Denisovans, who 
inhabited parts of Asia from around 300,000 to 
50,000 years ago, were more closely related to 
Neandertals than to Homo sapiens. Some 
present-day human populations carry small 
amounts of Denisovan ancestry.  … 

Scientists have painted a portrait of a young 
female who belonged to a mysterious, 
humanlike population known as Denisovans 
around 50,000 years ago. 

Here’s the kicker: Only a handful of 
Denisovan fossils have been found, including 
the youngster’s pinky finger. So a team led by 
evolutionary geneticists David Gokhman and 
Liran Carmel of the Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem reconstructed the Denisovan teen’s 
skeleton using only a palette of ancient DNA 
patterns. A description of how the researchers 
transformed DNA into a physical appearance 
appears September 19 in Cell. 

“This is the first reconstruction of the 
skeletal anatomy of Denisovans,” Carmel says. 
9

                                                           
9 ibid. 

http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v15i10f.htm
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v17i10n.htm
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v18i4n.htm
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v23i4n.htm
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/ancient-dna-reveals-first-glimpse-what-denisovan-girl-looked-like
https://www.sciencenews.org/article/ancient-dna-reveals-first-glimpse-what-denisovan-girl-looked-like
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The more respectable professional journal, 
Nature, said, 

Now, computational biologists have 
produced a rough sketch of Denisovan anatomy 
based on epigenetic changes — chemical 
modifications to DNA that can alter gene 
activity. Their approach reveals that Denisovans 
were similar in appearance to Neanderthals but 
had some subtle differences, such as a wider 
jaw and skull. 

“It does help to paint a clearer picture of 
how they might have looked. Just the idea that 
it’s possible to use the DNA to predict 
morphology so well is very impressive,” says 
Bence Viola, a palaeoanthropologist at the 
University of Toronto in Canada who has 
analysed Denisovan remains, but was not 
involved in this research. 10

How do they know it works “so well?” 

In the latest study, Carmel and 
computational biologist David Gokhman, also 
at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, led a 
team that identified thousands more regions of 
the genome in which the methylation patterns of 
Denisovans and Neanderthals were distinct 
from those of modern humans. They compared 
these with databases of epigenetic modifications 
in human tissue — where the impacts on gene 
expression are known — and produced a list of 
hundreds of genes for which expression levels 
probably differed between archaic groups and 
modern humans. 

To connect this list to anatomical traits that 
would affect the Denisovans’ appearance, the 
researchers looked at another database, which 
catalogues the physical effects of genetic 
mutations in people with rare conditions. 
Carmel and Gokhman reasoned that the reduced 
gene expression caused by DNA methylation 
was roughly analogous to the effects of the 
disease-causing mutations. 11

How well did it work? 

The team found 33 Neanderthal traits that 
could potentially be predicted from methylation 
patterns. The results accurately predicted 29 of 
those traits, for instance that the species had 
broader faces and flatter heads than modern 
humans. But it wrongly indicated that the 
indentations between fused skull bones, known 
as sutures, were wider in humans. 12

                                                           
10 Nature, 19 September 2019, “First portrait of 
mysterious Denisovans drawn from DNA”, 
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-02820-0
11 ibid. 
12 ibid. 

So, it worked 88% of the time.  That’s good 
enough for an evolutionist!  Real scientists 
demand that experiments give correct results 
100% of the time. 

Although it is impossible to know how 
accurate their picture is, some of the predictions 
are supported by evidence from Denisovan 
remains. 

The best-characterized Denisovan feature in 
the fossil record is gigantic molar teeth. 
Although the researchers weren’t able to predict 
this — because molar size was not in the 
database they used — they did determine that 
Denisovans had long dental arches, a potential 
adaptation for big teeth. 13

Their technique did not predict the only 
Denisovan characteristic known from the fossils—
gigantic teeth.  Why wasn’t molar size in their data 
base?  It is the only thing they think they know! 

The teeth were originally thought to be from a 
cave bear because they were so big.  What if they 
were right the first time?  What if they really are 
bear teeth? 

You might remember the Nebraska Man 
fiasco.14 Nebraska Man was based on a tooth that 
looked like it had a mixture of ape and human 
characteristics—but when the jaw it came from 
was discovered—it turned out to be the jaw of an 
extinct kind of pig! 

The 160,000-year-old lower jawbone from 
the Tibetan Plateau matched Gokhman and 
Carmel’s predictions for 3 out of 4 traits. And a 
piece of skull from Denisova Cave that Viola 
has presented at meetings (but not yet described 
in a paper) suggests the group had wide heads 
— which matches the epigenetic reconstruction. 
However, a reconstruction of the Denisovan 
fingertip, published this month, suggested theirs 
was slender like humans’ — unlike the thick 
Neanderthal-like fingers in the prediction. 15

This is typical of evolutionists’ reasoning.  
When 75% of the facts fit their expectations, those 
facts confirm their biased conclusion—but the 
25% of facts that don’t fit are ignored. 

Evolutionists sometimes accuse creationists of 
using “carefully selected data.”  That is better than 
using carelessly selected data! ☺ Evolutionists 
select their data, too.  In this case, 

Liran Carmel and David Gokhman, 
                                                           

13 ibid. 
14 Disclosure, March 2000, “Homo ‘the Tool Man’ 
Habilis”, http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v4i6f.htm
15 Nature, 19 September 2019, “First portrait of 
mysterious Denisovans drawn from DNA”, 
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-02820-0

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-02820-0
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v4i6f.htm
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-02820-0


geneticists at the Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem, and their colleagues applied this 
method to DNA in the girl's pinkie from 
Denisova Cave. They compared the girl's 
methylation map with similar maps of modern 
humans, Neanderthals, and chimpanzees, 
focusing on areas where the degree of 
methylation differed by more than 50%. 16

 Why not focus on areas where they differed 
by 30%?  Did a 30% analysis give different (less 
desired) results?  What went into the careful 
selection of the data? 
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How can areas of human and chimpanzee 
DNA differ by 50% when evolutionists claim 
chimpanzee and human DNA is 98% the same? 

The 98% number is a bogus claim, as we have 
shown in a previous newsletter. 17   Fujiyama and 
his associates ignored most of the DNA, focusing 
on the most similar part of the DNA molecule to 
get the 98% number. Carmel and Gokhman 
focused on a part of the DNA molecule that was 
50% different. 

Last month, George claimed (without proof) 
that “A badger and a horse have more than 99% 
DNA in common.” 18 Regardless of the bogus 
numerical calculations, it is true that the DNA of all 
living things is similar.  That’s because every 
creature that breathes air needs lungs—or 
something very much like lungs—and therefore 
every air-breathing creature has genes which 
create lungs.  Creationists and evolutionists agree 
that much of the DNA of all living creatures is 
similar.  The disagreement is whether that 
similarity is evidence of common ancestry or a 
common designer. 

Carmel and Gokhman analyzed the 
differences in a part of the DNA molecule that 
they think can be used to predict physical 
appearance. 

A Little Fun 
Let’s reconstruct the Denisovan girl’s face 

using a more logical, more scientific method. ☺ 
Neanderthals were found in Germany.  Denisova 
Cave is in Russia.  Denisovans are supposed to 
have German and Russian ancestry.  So, if we 
combine the facial features of a German woman 
with a Russian woman, what do we get? 

                                                           
16 Michael Price, et al., Science,  20 September 2019, 
“Face of the mysterious Denisovans emerges”, 
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/365/6459/1232
17 Disclosure, January 2003, “98% Chimp”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v7i4f.htm
18 Disclosure, October 2019, “Extinction and 
Speciation”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v24i1e.htm

 
Here is the explanation of our joke for any 

humor-impaired evolutionists who might be 
reading this: Not all German women look like Elke 
Sommer, and not all Russian women look like 
Anna Kournikova, so it is unreasonable to think 
that Maayan Harel’s portrait of the Denisovan girl 
looks like a typical Denisovan. 

“If you were to find a single Homo sapiens 
fossil and it's an NBA basketball player, then 
you might conclude that Homo sapiens were 7 
feet tall,” he [Gabriel Renaud, a 
bioinformatician at the University of 
Copenhagen] says. “It's an interesting approach, 
but we can't verify the predictions until several 
Denisovan skeletons are found.” 19

There simply isn’t enough data to know what a 
Denisovan looked like.  In fact, there isn’t even 
enough data to know that Denisovans actually 
existed. 

The simple truth is that there are some fossils 
whose DNA (which has been degrading for many 
years) doesn’t exactly match modern human 
DNA, or Neanderthal DNA, or chimpanzee DNA. 

The evolutionists’ assumptions are that all 
creatures have a common ancestor, and the 
differences in DNA are the result of descent with 
modification, which leads evolutionists to a 
speculative, tangled family tree and a fictitious 
narrative which is presented as fact.   

The most significant aspect of the 
evolutionists’ tangled family tree is a “Mystery 
hominin species.”  Just like dark matter, it is 
something for which there is no data, but MUST 
exist because, if it doesn’t exist, the theory falls 
apart.  It is all speculation—but the text on the 
diagram is stated with absolute certainty. 

                                                           
19 Michael Price, et al., Science,  20 September 2019, 
“Face of the mysterious Denisovans emerges”, 
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/365/6459/1232

https://science.sciencemag.org/content/365/6459/1232
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v7i4f.htm
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v24i1e.htm
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/365/6459/1232


The most troubling aspect of the tangled tree is 
that it was published in the reputable journal, 
Nature.  We expect fake data from propaganda 
presses like National Geographic; we don’t expect 
it from Nature. 

Their picture isn’t based on any new fossil 
evidence.  They haven’t found a Denisovan skull.  
The portrait is based on a computer model of 
what physical features might have been 
manifested by the genes in Denisovan DNA.  The 
computer model is a product of their racist, 
evolutionary beliefs.  She has dark complexion 
and ape-like features because she hasn’t evolved 
as much as modern German or Russian women. 

Questionable Motivation 
This brings up two questions.  The first is, “If 

there’s no proof that the artist’s portrait of the girl 
is accurate, what good is it?”  Evolutionists must 
believe that there is some value in publishing the 
picture.  The second question is, “Why doesn’t the 
portrait look like a blend of Elke Sommer and 
Anna Kournikova.  Why does she look so ape-
like?” 

They assume the bear-sized teeth and bone 
fragments came from a human species other than 
Neanderthals or Homo sapiens because the DNA 
differs from both of those species.  If the DNA 
analysis of the degraded DNA is correct, it means 
the fossils aren’t Neanderthals or Homo sapiens, 
so they must be some other species—perhaps a 
cave bear.  If it turns out that the fossils really did 
come from a cave bear, then it will be the 
Nebraska Man fiasco all over again! 

The answer to both of these questions is, 
“They need a fictional picture to convince the 
unquestioning public that there is evidence that 
humans evolved from apes.” 

 

 
Illustration from Matthew Warren, Nature, 23 August 2018, “Mum’s a Neanderthal, Dad’s a Denisovan: First 
discovery of an ancient-human hybrid”, https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-06004-0 .
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by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – November 2019 

Journals, Primary 
Sources, and Books 

http://jstor.org 
Creation and Evolution 

In searching for a website to review for November 2019, I happened upon the JSTOR website.  From the 
ABOUT JSTOR link you learn that “JSTOR is a digital library for scholars, researchers, and 
students…JSTOR provides access to more than 12 million academic journal articles, books, and primary 
science sources in 75 disciplines.”  In addition, the site will “help you to explore a wide range of scholarly 
content through a powerful research and teaching platform.” 

From the Mission and History you learn “JSTOR collaborates with the academic community to help 
libraries connect students and faculty to vital content while lowering costs and increasing shelf space, 
provides independent researchers with free and low-cost access to scholarship, and helps publishers reach 
new audiences and preserve their content for future generations.” 

To find information using JSTOR, you just need to enter search criteria into the Search JSTOR search 
box. If you enter Creation and Evolution in the search box, the search results will show 1-25 of 329,190 
search results.  The individual search results show a caption describing the source, i.e. Journal Article, Book 
Chapter and Research Reports, the article or book chapter author and an enumeration of Topics covered.  
Links are provided to Download PDF, and Save and Cite this Item. 

You can Refine Results of searches by Academic Content: Journals, Book Chapters, and Research 
Report; and Primary Source Content: Pamphlets, Serials, Documents and Books.  You can also search for 
information by Publication Date. 

On the main page of the JSTOR site you will find a section titled Explore JSTOR.  Here you will find links 
covering in detail how to use the site.  For example, on the Research Basics link, you will find an open 
academic research skills course.  This course provides: Module 1: Effective searching; Module 2: 
Establishing credibility; and Module 3: Citing scholarly work. 

There is much to explore on this website, so just refine your search criteria and see what the results yield. 

 

 

 

   
  

 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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