
Is evolution the great lie – part 8?  

Having looked 

somewhat into the 

question of the 

spontaneous upward 

chemical evolution of 

nonliving matter to life, 

we will now turn our 

attention to the 

question of the 

possibility of the 

spontaneous upward evolution of the living cell. We are discussing of life to more complex 

forms.  

Even if it were not possible for chemical evolution to produce complex proteins without the 

help of life processes, could a cell, once formed, evolve itself upward to complex 

multicellular forms by spontaneous self-regulating mechanisms?  

Evolution teaches that all living things evolved from a common ancestor. This subsequently 

means that living organisms have evolved on a large scale creating a change from one kind 

of animal into another. For example a fish has evolved into a reptile, a reptile into a bird, 

and a bird into a mammal. These changes are concerned on a large scale.  

It should be noted early on that similarities do exist between man, animals and plant life. 

The resemblances are sometimes very close, such as between man and ape. The similarities 

are observable and should not be denied if one is honest and objective. Evolution theory 

states that they are similar because of a common ancestry. The question we must ask is 

‘does similarity prove common ancestry’?   

It would be a grave mistake to imagine that the more one resembles another, the more 

closely they must be related1. Similarity may mean genetic relationship, but it certainly does 

not predicate it. Take a look at some examples below.  

It is quite well known that the octopus eye shows many resemblances to the human eye. 

Thus to the outside appearance they are related and one has evolved from the other. 

However if you compare more closely an octopus eye and human eye have very little in 

common with their phylogenies. An octopus eye is functionally different to a human eye.  

In the human eye the retina is made up of several layers of different kinds of cells. The 

sensitive rods and cones are at the back of the retina, facing away from the light. To reach 

them the light first has to travel through blood vessels, nerve fibres and then several layers 
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of retinal nerve cells. The octopus eye has its rods and cones facing forward, while blood 

supply and nerves come from behind. 

This picture above is of a 

human eye. An octopus eye is 

inverted with rods and cones 

being at the start of the light 

transmission. 

   An octopus lives in the water, a 

human lives on land. An 

octopus does not need great 

acuity vision and a rich supply  

nutrients to the eye because 

water absorbs light. A human 

being needs a rich supply of 

nutrients as it is exposed to bright light. A human being must have blood vessels at the front 

to prevent harming the rods and cones which are essential for vision.  

Blood vessels on the front surface of the retina avoid areas where acute vision is essential 

and may instead supply nutrients via diffusion into the vitreous humour. The blood vessels 

could also serve a second purpose, as blood vessels have important roles in repair. It is 

possible that they can grow out across the retina in response to damage, bringing white 

blood cells to the place of damage and taking away debris, and then retract later when 

damage has been repaired. 

If a human being was to swap eyes with an octopus he would go blind in no time. So despite 

a human eye and octopus having a physical similarity, they are genetically different because 

the two organisms are functionally different.  

There are so, so many problems with macroevolution and we hope to discuss each 

‘macroevolution’ of organisms one by one. Evolution teaches that similarity between 

organisms means that they all evolved from a common ancestor, but does similarity = 

macroevolution......?  

Wouldn’t the observed similarities between plants, animals and men be better explained on 

the basis of a common plan or planner behind them? It is often possible to identify the artist 

behind masterpieces by some common characteristic, some common clue, regularly used by 

a certain master in his known pictures. May not the similarities between the anthropoid 

apes and man be similarly explained on the basis that one master planned them both? The 



same creative thought behind creatures may be betrayed in the same biochemistry, the 

same physiology, the same optic structure or the same immunochemistry2.  

Dr Mixter says it honestly in article: “The white eyes of Drosophila simulans (fly species) did 

not descend from the white eyes of Drosophila melanogastor (fly species). The white eyes 

are similar... the homology, though perfectly real, no longer implies descent from a common 

ancestor showing the common feature. It is concluded, then, that some similarities between 

species may not be the result of their kinship.....It is not certain therefore that similarity can 

be reasonably attributed to one cause, namely heredity from a common ancestor. Common 

[physiological] plan may well be attributed to descent from an ancient vertebrate or to a 

Creator who uses the same fundamental process for all vertebrates but who varies it at 

will for specific purposes3”.  

A chief function of a living cell is replication. Molecular biology has shown that the genetic 

material of a cell is specifically set up to replicate itself. Replication is a primary function of 

life. Generations of bacteria, drosophila, mice and rats have been bred, and in the 

overwhelming majority of cases the previously present genetic and other structures have 

been merely exactly replicated.  

If something has not been replicated exactly a mutation may have resulted in a change in 

information. Replication, even with mutation to the genetic information, has never been 

observed to result in macroevolution. It is has not been found possible to put the 

metabolic energy of the cell to work to generate new kinds of genetic material 

progressively more complicated. In other words replication of a living organism has always 

resulted in replication of the existing material. It has never resulted in an increase in 

complexity of life.  

We hope to explore plenty more examples of macroevolution that evolution teach soon.   
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