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Scientiﬁc American has devoted the ﬁrst issue of 2009 to promoting evolution as the “most powerful idea in
science.” The cover lists “How life invents complex traits” as one of the topics covered. In “From Atoms to Traits,”
David M. Kingsley describes the molecular basis for a number of different traits.1 Does the evidence he presents
really support the notion that life arose by chance and has developed through random mutations in DNA?
What Is Evolution?
Darwin proposed that variations arise in organisms and natural selection tends to weed out less desirable
traits. Over time this process may produce new species. Darwin contrasted this to the unbiblical idea of species
ﬁxity. If this was all there was to Darwin’s theory, there would be no controversy. After all, biblical creationists
believe in speciation. For example, from the two equines on the Ark, we now have donkeys, zebras, and horses.
However, Darwin was also proposing that all life on earth descended from one or a few original forms that
began to change and diversify by completely natural means. Thus, the organs (for example, heart, brain, and
eyes), structures (for example, limbs and digits), and complex biochemical pathways seen in animals today are
believed to have arisen gradually over time by natural processes from an original organism that lacked them.
This is in contrast with the biblical account that states God created all life according to their kinds and humans
distinct from all other animals.
Kingsley’s article follows the typical pattern of promoting evolution: the concept of genetic change over time
is automatically assumed to support the idea that all life has arisen through natural processes. Yet change
alone does not support the idea that organs, structures, and complex biochemical pathways can arise without
an intelligent source. One must examine the patterns of genetic change to determine if they best ﬁt the biblical
creation or evolutionary model for the origin of life.
What Pattern of Change Are We Looking For?
The evolutionary model requires the overall pattern of change to be “upward and onward” or informationgaining. Without this strong overall direction, evolution cannot truly account for the origin of complex traits.2
Kingsley states that “[o]nly a tiny fraction of these changes are likely to improve, rather than degrade, the
original hereditary information and the trait that derives from it.” This is a serious problem for evolutionists,
since the changes are not going the right direction. Evolutionists tend to believe that natural selection can
overcome this problem, yet in all the examples given, which would have been subject to selection, there is no
clear example of an information-gaining mutation.
The biblical creation model allows for several different types of changes. Since mankind sinned, suffering
and death has entered the world.3 The whole world is described as being in bondage to decay, so degenerative
changes can certainly occur.4 Mutations that cause disease are the most obvious example of this.
However, a second type of change is consistent with the biblical record. God is a provider who cares for His
creation even in its present fallen condition.5 He created life to ﬁll the earth and intends for the earth to be
inhabited.6 Therefore, providential changes may also occur.7 These may include adaptive changes as illustrated
by the example of stickleback ﬁsh, which have “evolved myriad forms to suit diverse environments” in a relatively
short period of time.
The example of humans developing lactose tolerance also ﬁts very well within the creation model. Originally
humans were designed to produce lactase, the enzyme necessary to digest milk, only during early childhood.
This excellent design prevents wasteful production of the enzyme during adulthood. However, the lactase gene
was designed to allow for change. Kingsley explains how mutations in the regulatory region of this gene have
allowed humans to develop cultures where milk consumption continues in adulthood.
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Providential changes include examples where plants or animals can become more productive for the beneﬁt
of mankind. Kingsley gives an excellent example in his discussion of how maize differs from its weedy ancestor,
teosinte. Again, the plant was designed to vary in ways that allowed for a few changes to produce signiﬁcant
practical results. Other changes can add beauty or variety, such as changes in pigment genes. Yet in all these
providential changes, there is no pattern of information building on the molecular level. Instead, we see some
genes were designed to allow for disruptions that have potentially beneﬁcial results.
What Causes the Changes?
Because of the atheistic assumptions (that is, life arose by natural processes, not by an intelligent designer)
of evolution, Kingsley portrays these genetic changes as being errors or accidents. The most widely known
mutations are associated with disease, so many people have accepted accidents as the explanation for all
mutations. Yet as detailed DNA sequence data rapidly accumulates, it is clear that many genetic changes do not
directly cause disease.
There were some early experiments with bacteria that suggested some mutations arise in a statistically
random pattern. However, statistical randomness is used by computer programmers in applications to minimize
worst-case scenarios; so, such patterns cannot be invoked to imply that there was not an intelligent designer.
A recent article by a creationist programmer discusses how statistically random variation may provide for the
survival of life in adverse environments.8
Creationists are not conﬁned to the idea that all mutations must be accidents or happenstance occurrences.
Research in an important pigment gene, the melanocortin 1 receptor (MC1R) gene, suggests that some
genetic changes in animals may be directed. One example involves repeated nucleotides in the DNA. Kingsley
describes similar patterns as “very prone to copying errors during the process of DNA replication.” In the MC1R
gene, these patterns appeared in a region prone to deletions, usually resulting in a black phenotype.9 Since
similar patterns of rearrangement and mutations appear in very diverse animals and the changes in the gene
produce interesting variety, it is easy to question whether these changes are really purely chance events acted
on by selection.10 It has been suggested that these repeat patterns may actually format the genome for future
potentially adaptive changes.11
One of the most difﬁcult patterns for evolutionists to explain by purely naturalistic processes is one that
involves human skin color. Humans with ancestry farther from the equator typically have fairer skin. Much of
this is the result of mutations in the MC1R that impair the signal for production of the darker form of melanin.
As Kingsley mentions, lighter skin tones in humans allow for more UV light absorption required for vitamin
D synthesis. This is an advantage at higher latitudes where sun exposure is more limited. There are over 60
variants in this gene in humans, and they vary in how strongly they impair MC1R function. However, this
impaired function is not an advantage near the equator where sun exposure is higher and a darker complexion
gives some protection against several forms of skin cancer.
Given that mutations in the MC1R gene are so common in humans overall, it was surprising to researchers
that out of more than 100 Africans tested, none carried a mutation that changed the amino acid sequence of the
MC1R.12 The statistical tests they used suggested that very strong selection had occurred; so, the researchers
claimed natural selection was a plausible cause for the pattern.13
The problem is that mutations in this gene are very unlikely to result in the death of a person before they
have children. The average age of onset for malignant melanoma, the deadliest of the skin cancers, is 57 years.
Not all people carrying MC1R mutations will develop skin cancer, though it would certainly be more common
near the equator with the greater sun exposure. This glaring discrepancy again suggests that it is time to
question the underlying assumption that mutations are essentially random. It appears more plausible that
certain environmental clues may bias the appearance of mutations so that people and animals can adapt to new
environments while minimizing the risk of disease.
Does Evolution Explain the Origin of Anything?
The types of changes we see may explain the origin of species within created kinds, but they certainly don’t
explain the origin of life by naturalistic processes. There is still no plausible explanation for a naturalistic origin
of complex biological molecules, the code used in living things, or the information encoded on the DNA.
As discussed here, many genes are designed to allow for potentially useful mutations and some mutations
appear to be directed. All of these observations are compatible with the biblical concept of life having an inﬁnitely
wise Designer. So, while scientiﬁc investigation has certainly shed light on how things change, only the Bible
sheds light on their ultimate origin. Clearly it is God who designed complex traits and enables these traits to
vary so that the earth will be inhabited as He created it to be.
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