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Biology
Intro to Evolution

In today's lecture, we will define evolution, explore two of the current theories in the mechanism of evolution and further dive into the root of controversy surrounding first the scientific debates then later the media driven debates of intelligent design versus evolution.

______________________________________________________________________________


Curiosity, a primitive feature of ancient man, may be the primal root of what drives modern day scientific research. An organism's ability to recall (use long-term memory) contributed to it's increased survivability.  Remembering what a predator looks like, sounds and scents aided to early retreat and subsequently, survival.  Humans have this innate concept which in part fuels the engine for obtaining knowledge. This contributes to the duality of why humans need to know their origin.  At some highly philosophical level it's of overlapping spiritual base; it's the need to know what others cannot, to achieve a higher or isolated level of enlightenment.  However, at an intellectual level, our origins may provide a key to our future.

______________________________________________________________________________


The concept of evolution is more of a fact than ever before.  The discrepancies in the scientifically grounded society encountered in evolution are not whether evolution occurred, but rather how. There are two main theories we will explore in our time together tonight.  Before we get into two of the widely studied theories, we will begin by defining evolution.

Definition

Evolution is the result of gradual genetic adaptations that occur over long periods of time in successive generations through relevant genetic mutations.


Mutations are only passed on to the next generation if the mutation occurs in the reproductive cells of the organism.  The mutation must have minimally a certain level of expression, or contribution to the phenotype or behavior of a species to warrant its benefit in the role of survival.  Steven J Gould described this as the minimal function expression.

As we stated before, the two theories:

The Two Theories: Darwin and Gould

I.
Darwin & Gradual Evolution through Natural Selection


Charles Darwin wrote in his Origin of Species a radical new twist on evolution.  Darwin observed something he called as "descent with modification" through a mechanism called natural selection.  His coined term "survival of the fittest" was only one of three major contributing principles of natural selection.  The three principles:

1. Organisms produce more offspring than can survive to reproduce

2. The organisms that survive tend to be better adapted to the environment

3. The characters of parents are seen in offspring (heredity - by cellular granules)

So to recap, the basis of natural selection hinged on the molecular level, is heredity passed on from generation to generation? And if so, will specific traits in specific individuals of a population be selected by the environment to aid in the survival of the species, or does this provide an advantage? Even mutations providing a disadvantage contribute to the welfare of the species in whole.  The reduction of competition is a strong function in survival (as we've learned previously in apoptotic bacteria).


Speciation was a term described by Darwin to explain the product of genetic mutations or drift.  An example would be that geographically isolated species were believed to have rapidly mutated (in evolutionary sense, not over billions of years) to form an entirely different species than its origin (example: allopatric speciation).  This speciation was conducted through natural selection.


Darwin's theory of evolution was based on natural selection, survival of the fittest.  This was done in continual gradual succession through multiple generations.  Darwin stated that natural selection was a plausible explanation for the mechanism of evolution. The theory of natural selection was not meant to holistically explain every facet of evolution but rather identify one mechanism for the adaptation of a species.  Darwin recognized the possibility of multiple mechanisms for evolution.

II.
Gould and Selective Adaptation


Steven J Gould is widely known for his strong stance against some aspects of Darwinism.  Gould does not contribute Modern day Darwinism to Darwin.  Rather, he believes it is a distortion of Darwin's scientific intent and revelation of a plausible evolutionary mechanism.  Gould's thoughts on the mechanism of evolution rested in what he described as selective adaptation.  Gould wrote that speciation results from frequent genetic mutations that occurred mostly in short bursts and consequently speciation was followed by periods of plateaus of genetic stability (Punctual Equilibrium).  This challenged the roots of the theory of natural selection, a gradual process where the environment by chance selects for the species containing the most favorable genetic mutations.  Gould's mechanism stated that species were driven to adaptation through an environmental stress factor.  Possibly this theory depends less on the randomness of the environment.  If evolving is the antithesis of disorder, wouldn’t this new approach to evolution’s mechanism be considerable relief to old concepts?

Thoughts & the root of scientific controversy

The scientific argument of evolution does not lie in the fact of whether or not evolution is fact, but rather how these relevant mutations became incorporated in the majority or any significant representation of the population that contributed to speciation or adaptation.

Gould thrived on self-inflicted inconsistencies.  Darwin stated that geographically isolated species underwent a faster adaptation through more frequent genetic mutations.  This contradicted in itself the core of gradual mutation.  Gould recognized this as an exception to an accepted rule in evolution.  Science over the years has proven that the only consistency found in science is the lack thereof with inclusion of exceptions.  The only places where more exceptions to rules are found are in Hollywood's judicial system and in the English language.

Gould quoted Aristotle in the book The Rock of Ages. Gould wrote that Aristotle established a "golden mean" a resting point of compromise between two extremes.  Gould, not known for his discernment on an emotional plane of fulfillment, followed by writing that to be fulfilled as a human, to be well rounded, humans must find this point in arguments.  Does Gould offer post mortem a solution to resolve the ongoing argument of the mechanism for evolution?  According to Gould, we must find the resting point of the most extreme ends of this scientific debate and come to the compromise that evolution occurred at the hand of both natural selection and selective adaptation.  Gould stated that Darwin laid the framework for further studies in evolution. Many scientific discoveries lead to more questions.  Darwin opened up the billion year old toy box that modern day scientists on the scientific playground are now discovering.  Had Darwin and Gould been able to debate, I believe they would have reached a compromise.  Gould does caution that idled pursuits in scientific discovery as the means for a united front, would lead to a sad state of lose (Hen’s Teeth and Horse’s Toes).  When a traveler is lost on his journey, peaceful resolution tends to overtake their thoughts at some level.  This idleness is by far not an advantageous venture.
Independent design vs. evolution, is this a necessary argument? 

Let's start with some background…


Early philosophers, the first scientists, were long persecuted for their advances in science.  Things of the unknown have always been treated with distant regard.  Many times the unknown or misunderstood were passed on as spiritually governed events.  Some examples were the eruptions of volcanoes revered by island natives and the changing of the seasons, revered and worshiped by numerous cultures.


Galileo in 1633 was forced to recant his radical ideas and theories in science.  His discoveries were thought as heresy that challenged the fabric of the churches authority and doctrine.  Gould thought of Galileo as a "brilliant hot head."  Who else would challenge the church in a closed-door debate in an away game?  Gould stated that emotions drive many of the fallacies in arguments in science and otherwise.  Emotions also contribute to the distortion of hard-learned theories and intellectual thoughts.  Gould found no reason for science to explain God and for religion to substantiate science.  NOMA, non-overlapping magisteria defined means that the two realms should not overlap their teachings.  Gould, Darwin and the great author, Twain believed that these venues should not cross paths.  Violating the NOMA leads to legendary falsified accounts of battles, taking factual events and differences in opinions out of proportion to antagonize the scientifically uneducated society.

One of Gould's most admired religious persons was a Jesuit who had contributed a substantial amount of his life to the knowledge of the Jesuit pursuit.  The man explained to Gould the beliefs of the Jesuits and also explained that there are certain places to preach these faith-based beliefs.  The Jesuit stated that schools were not one of them, but rather churches and homes.

The debate of teaching intelligent design in classrooms rests on the fact of, "is ID a scientific explanation of the existence of earth and the universe".  Lessons learned in the sciences revolve around actual derived theory.  ID is not a theory.  ID is a belief that cannot be tested and so theorized.  Even in consideration of my circular argument, ID cannot be taught as a plausible explanation of how and when the universe appeared.

Faith is something spiritual.  It revolves along the fact that one trusts in the divinity and absoluteness of a higher being.  Believing that God created the earth and everything on it by intelligent design is a component of faith.  ID should be taught in a religion class, philosophy class or even a literature class, not in a science class.

Darwin, Gould and Twain at some point did not deny the presence of a higher being, an intelligent designer.  Gould is the most overlooked in this conclusion.  His thought on ID normally resulted in a witty sarcastic retort.  However, in one case, Gould stated that if certain conditions were proven false there might be room for an intelligent designer, whether it would be God or another entity, there was consideration for ID.  Darwin was a publicly recognized faith based believer.  He was met with opposition from the church in a defensive mechanism for the protection of church doctrine.

Why is the church so opposed to evolution?  Some key historical hurdles in evolution and science may be contributed to events in history.  Poisoning for means of assassination was obviously seen as a dark skill.  Only a scientist would be able to derive the best, undetectable poisons.  Hitler made horrible contributions to genetic and scientific advance.  His experiments with pressure, toxic gases and the attempted development of genetically altered people played as a major strike to the advance of science.  Scientists constantly develop new weapons of biological nature all over the world.  So where does faith based organizations derive its concern?  I think it's evident.  The current degree of opposition and the nondiscriminatory approach by the church is not the correct approach.  The catholic entity of Christianity now recognizes evolution with the exception of humans.  Most Christians actually accept many components of evolution as well.  Some extremists still oppose the theory out of what many scientists conclude as ignorance.  Referring back to Aristotle, the church and the scientific community in the consideration of a peaceful resolution in this debate, needs to find a resting point between the two extremes.  According to Gould's own words, science cannot and should not attempt to disprove or prove religion.  As a member of the religious community, I must follow the ancient philosopher in his exclusion principle.  I cannot substantiate my beliefs through science and respectively, science will not rebut or approve my faith in God.

