Holy Hallucinations 25
Before I begin this latest installment of crude-but-creative creationist castration, I’d like to mention the slight change you may have noticed at the beginning of this video. In this respect, I’d like to sincerely thank my recently acquired friend and fellow Youtuber, ONESPECIES, for kindly creating my spectacular new intro sequence.
He’s a motion graphics professional and produces, quite frankly, some of the most visually stunning and thought-provoking videos on Youtube. If you’re as yet unaware of him, I strongly suggest that you stop watching this crap immediately and head over to his channel to watch a real artist at work.
Now, to mark this occasion I’ve not only revamped the title text to this series, but also taken a slightly different tack in this episode. So, instead of addressing a creationist video, this will be a response to a comment left on Holy Hallucinations 24 by the user Answerquestions1, who I’ll be referring to as AQ. So let’s take a look at what it was that provided me with the inspiration to make this video.
“the problem with phylogeny, ERVs, vestigial organs and all the supposed evidence that you mentioned, is that non f the arguments is falsifiable, evoluton can and will always adapt to any discovery made.”
My initial reaction was to begin typing out an explanation as to why, in true creationist style, you were belching the most incredibly malodorous and noxious fallacies. However, as I was collecting my thoughts and preparing to ram them vigorously up your bunghole, it suddenly occurred to me that your comment was possibly worthy of some special attention. So instead of giving you my opinion on your ideas in writing, I instead responded with this:
“You are quite spectacularly in error. It will be impossible to explain why in 500 characters so I will consider making a video on the matter as it will also prove to be quite educational.”
Now, my initial intent was to mainly delineate exactly how these various lines of evidence could be falsified, when a subsequent exchange you had with another user made me realize that you were so high on Jesus-Juice fuelled paranoia that I also needed to address the second part of your comment to prevent you from dismissing what I had to say out of hand. And here’s a prime example of what I’m talking about:
“my point is that evolutionists will use the interpretation that better fits their model. if they predict an old age, then all the factors that indicate a young age will be due to contamination, and if they predict a young age, then al the factors that indicate an old age will be due to contamination.”
This of course is essentially a rehashing of the old creationist assertion that the grown-ups that they refer to as “evolutionists” (and I prefer to call scientists) interpret physical evidence to exclusively reflect their pre-established worldview of godless change in allele frequency over time. I’ve addressed this particular colostomy bag of an argument a number of times before, most notably with Carl Gallups, that infamous lying nutsack of an excuse for a man whose seeming endless cranial flatulence is primarily responsible for the stench emanating from the PPSimmons Youtube channel.
Nevertheless I think there is more I can add to what I’ve already said, and since this attitude seems to form the basis of your initial comment I think that the time taken to elaborate further here will be well spent before getting back to the specifics of the of the evidence you’re denying.
But before I begin, I also want to point out a fundamental error in a staggeringly naïve assumption that you and many other creationists seem to take for granted. You see, you appear to be laboring under the misapprehension that if evolution were disproved tomorrow this would somehow validate your particular creation fable. Unfortunately the reality is that it would still remain what it’s always been - a steaming turd on the sole of the history of human thought - because it’s been conclusively disproved countless times by observations in fields as diverse as geology, cosmology and nuclear physics.
So with that aside, let’s get back to the matter in hand. I’ll begin by saying that it’s been shown that over 30% of scientists actually believe in God. And since this survey was conducted in the United States, I think we can safely say that this is probably is the same narcissistic, yet strangely elusive genocidal maniac depicted in the book that you use to justify your refusal to embrace the mental state the rest of us call sanity.
The difference between them and your kind, of course, is that these individuals see the world as being a little more complex than a child’s coloring book. They have both a respect for the truth over their own fragile egos and also an aversion to making delusional twats of themselves in public, and so have found a way of incorporating a healthy dose of reality into their beliefs.
Since it would be perfectly consistent with these beliefs, I don’t doubt that these rational theistic scientists would have any problem in embracing your simplistic and juvenile world view should it actually be supported by a little something called “any fucking evidence at all.”
Unfortunately for creationists, this large group of scientifically literate theists has yet to make any objections to evolutionary theory, despite their “world view” not being subject to the same restrictions that you and your kind claim the atheist’s is. If the evidence was really there, then there are plenty honest, properly trained theists out there who’d be happy to use it.
In any case, even if all the scientists in the world were atheists it wouldn’t make a difference. I’ve heard this said many times on Youtube, but want to reiterate it here. Science is a cut-throat business and glittering careers are made by the discovery of new phenomena, the explanation of existing phenomena and the overturn of current theories by improved ones.
The halls of academia are positively festooned with ambitious researchers who would be willing sacrifice either tits or testicles for an opportunity prove evolution wrong regardless of the philosophical or theological consequences. The desire for recognition, for the plaudits and admiration of their peers, for financial reward and success, and to be the first or best are just as strong in these individuals as in any person on the planet.
In fact, it’s a testament to the strength of the scientific method that, despite such powerful motivations, evidence against evolution isn’t being produced on a daily basis. You see, in religion any old lying shit-bag can claim that their God gives them a personal nightly rimjob in the hope that enough gullible peasants will be willing to keep him supplied with all the prostitutes and coke they desire, all done safe in the knowledge that no one will be able to produce any empirical evidence to call him on his bullshit. In contrast, scientists aren’t afforded this luxury because they know that their data will be scrutinized by hosts of their peers and that frauds will be mercilessly rooted out, publicly humiliated and permanently banished.
So the absurdity of thinking that so many people with all-too-human needs, ambitions and desires would for some reason, as a single united body, somehow decide to forgo them in order to defend an abstract explanatory construct, even if they knew it to be wrong, is quite simply mind-boggling.
Of course you and your fellow conspiracy nutcases are essentially asserting that this is exactly what’s happening in your comment stating that incompatible facts are bent to fit theory. So now I’m going to take a moment to explain to you how science is actually conducted, and as I do so please bear in mind that I’ve been an active researcher for over twenty years now and so, unlike you, am speaking out of personal experience and not out of straight out of my arse.
All new experimental and observational data are always interpreted in the light of the current theoretical paradigm of the applicable field of research. This approach is used because it is somewhat more efficient than evaluating all conceivable possible interpretations from the involvement microscopic, sexually depraved fairies to invisible, omnipotent peeping Toms.
Even though you seem to think that it should be otherwise, observations that don’t fit current theory don’t result in its immediate trashing and the adoption of the baseless speculations of the first passing delusional fucktard with an opinion. Instead such observations are repeatedly verified to confirm that they aren’t the result of statistical or experimental error and, if this proves not to be the case, theory is modified, if possible, to explain the new results.
Such modifications are then used to make predictions and these predictions are further tested to determine whether the modified theory is viable or whether alternative possibilities need to be considered. Inability to produce a comprehensive theory that encompasses the new result also doesn’t, however, automatically justify its wholesale abandonment in favor of delusional untested and untestable alternatives. 
A perfect example is Newton’s theory of Gravity. It was long known that this inadequately explained certain perturbations in the orbit of Mercury. However, this didn’t result in the dismissal of concepts such as action-at-a-distance and the inverse square law for the assertion that God was sitting on the sun in his skivvies and a coating of SPF seven-trillion, twirling the planets around his head on invisible strings.
Instead this inexplicable discrepancy was duly noted, and the theory accepted as being imperfect or incomplete. Nevertheless, in the absence of anything better Newtonian gravitation remained the best accepted explanation, good enough in fact to send mankind to the Moon and back, until Einstein finally developed a solution in his General Theory of Relativity.
This is exactly why evolutionary theory has been modified over the past century to incorporate concepts such as genetic drift, punctuated equilibria and various modes of speciation. However, to date no alternative has been developed, because nobody’s been able to propose a cohesive and self-consistent framework that that explains observable reality as exquisitely as biological evolution or that can compete with its quite stunning predictive power.
Now, AQ, I’m already hearing you protest. “But wait,” you may say. “There is plenty of evidence that counters evolution. It is just ignored or twisted to fit.”
I say this because you yourself mentioned two supposed lines of evidence in your comment exchange – that is the alleged discovery of both pollen and human artifacts in the Precambrian. Because of time constraints, I’m not going to go into exactly why these demonstrate either your laughably low standards for accepting evidence or your complete ignorance as to what’s acceptable scientifically.
To be honest, though, I suspect that the former is more applicable, because when you were challenged by two different people to provide bona fide peer-reviewed sources for these claims, rather than doing so you tucked your tail between your legs and fucked off faster than a priest slipping his hand up a choir-boy’s robe, and we haven’t seen hide nor hair of you since.
The fact that you didn’t bother to mention the pathetically shoddy sources of your so-called evidence strongly suggests that you were fully aware of how pitiful it actually is. In that case, the fact that you presented it at all makes me seriously wonder whether I shouldn’t be addressing you A-Hole and not AQ.
Now I realize that you’re unlikely to accept or believe any of this preceding narrative, and of course it’s a little difficult to provide documentary evidence for it. As a second opinion I’d therefore like to quote a passage by Mark Norell, the Curator of Fossil Reptiles, Amphibians and Birds at the American Museum of Natural History from his book, “Unearthing the Dragon”:
“Any real systematist (or scientist in general) has to be ready to heave all that he or she has believed in, consider it crap, and move on, in the face of new evidence. That is how we differ from clerics.”
Of course I’ve little doubt that Dr. Norell would be accused as being as biased as I’m sure you’re accusing me of being as you watch this, so lest you or any other creationist be tempted to dismiss what I’ve said out of hand, I’d also like to ponder for a moment on the following:
In the four hundred years since birth of empirical naturalism, the very same science and scientific method that has developed evolutionary theory has also led us from curing diseases with leeches to preventing them using microscopic entities that can’t even be discerned by the naked eye. It has taken us from communicating with each other over periods of weeks or months using parchment and quill to instantly sending messages than ride the gulfs between us on sunbeams. And it’s taken us from navigating our planet on ships of wood and cloth to sailing across vast expanses of nothingness to explore alien worlds that were previously simply unimagined and unimaginable.
This is what speaks to the veracity of what I’ve said, and if you compare it to what’s been produced by the motley collection of repugnant liars, deceitful charlatans and mentally subnormal simpletons that you choose to get your information from – information that’s all been demonstrated repeatedly and indisputably to be nothing but series of out-and-out frauds, deliberate falsehoods and blatant misrepresentations – well, I know which I’d be putting my money on.
So now that I’ve laid out my case against your general objection to the evidence supporting evolutionary theory, I’m going to get back to your original comment and explain why the specific lines of evidence I mentioned are indeed falsifiable, and why you’re talking directly out of an orifice who intended function, while equally malodorous, is somewhat less repulsive.
“Phylogeny”
I don’t think many creationists appreciate that very fact that all extant and extinct species can be objectively classified in a consistent nested hierarchy at all is itself almost incontrovertible evidence that they arose via evolution. That’s because mathematically, the only known mechanism for generating such hierarchies are branching evolutionary processes.
This in itself provides the creationist with the opportunity to, if not formally disprove evolutionary theory, at least propose a serious alternative to explain this pattern. All our grown-up wanna-bes need do is describe an alternative process that produces such hierarchies instead of spending their time less productively by belching out lies by the ton and flogging straw men as severely as their limited intellects allow. I for one, though, am not holding my breath.
In addition, it’s often underappreciated how quantitative phylogenetics actually is. Since Willi Hennig first proposed placing the disciple on a quantitative level by classifying organisms via their shared derived characteristics, or synapomorphies, it’s become possible to produce objective phylogenetics trees by computationally maximizing the number of shared characters while minimizing the number of conflicts.
It’s for this reason that cladistic methods identify bats as mammals, with which they share the vast number of characters, and not as the birds that the ignorant goat-shaggers who wrote the book that you’re desperately trying to push as unquestionable fact seemed to think they were.
The fact that using these methods on hundreds of morphological characteristics as well as independently on countless DNA sequences generates essentially the same cladograms, once again screams to anyone who hasn’t got their head firmly lodged inside the sweaty crevice between their buttocks that evolutionary processes are at work.
So A-Ho… I mean AQ. It should be pretty clear from this that it’s perfectly possible to falsify evolution by identifying an animal or group of animals that conflict irreconcilably with this hierarchy. And you can forget about what you said regarding “evolutionists” using “whatever interpretation best fits their model” because this isn’t a matter of opinion – it’s a matter of statistically quantifiable and verifiable reality.
So rather than spending your time sharing your opinion by verbally defecating on my comments page, I strongly suggest that you instead either go and find such evidence - or shut the fuck up.
“ERVs”
ERVs are inherited in the same way as derived characters and DNA sequences and can therefore also be used to generate phylogenetics trees that are concordant with those produced by sequence and morphological analyses. Again, finding patterns of ERV distribution in known or newly discovered species that conflict with this pattern will pose a serious problem for evolutionary theory.
At present Genbank, the worldwide repository of DNA sequence information contains over one hundred billion base pairs and is growing exponentially at a rate of about twenty billion a year. It seems to me therefore that rather than wasting your time sharing your ignorant opinions on Youtube, you’d be much better off investing it in searching this freely available and rapidly growing database for sequences that conflict with the evolutionary model. And if that seems like a little too much effort, then perhaps you’ll instead just shut the fuck up.
“Atavisms and Vestiges”
One of the under-appreciated aspects of both molecular sequence and morphological vestiges and of atavisms is not only where they appear, but also where they don’t, because their distribution within the species fits into the nested hierarchy with remarkable consistency.
In other words, both atavisms and vestiges appear only in lineages whose common ancestor possessed the characteristic in question. Conversely, they’re never been found in groups that don’t contain a basal character from which they were derived. As a result we have never seen bones or their remnants present or appearing in invertebrates, nor cellulose cell walls in animal cells. In contrast we’ve found teeth and the genes that drive their development in birds and observed humans born with semi-functional tails.
Thus evolutionary theory predicts that we will never find, for example, boobs on boas or tits on toads as either atavisms or vestiges, because mammary glands developed only after the appearance of reptiles and amphibians.
Your task, AQ, is therefore relatively simple. All you have to do is find a taxon or two that contains members that bear a vestige or have been documented to produce atavisms that could not have been derived from a character in a basal ancestor, and you’ll have hammered a seriously big nail into the coffin of evolutionary theory.
Of course, I don’t really expect that you’ll do any of this, because the track record of creationists is to smugly sit on the sidelines rubbishing the work of others, while making up outrageous lies or retarded hypotheses, instead of doing what’s actually required to back up their ludicrous and infantile little claims. After all, that’s so much easier than getting a relevant education, doing some actual fucking work and taking the risk proving yourself wrong. Isn’t it AQ?
So now that I’ve explained some of the ways in which it could happen, if you don’t intend to do any of these things, I really would prefer not to have to read any more of your ignorant and deceitful opinions and would respectfully like to ask you to please…just…shut – the – fuck – up.

