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Is there any logical reason to believe that eyes evolved?

"But ask the animals, and they will teach you, or the birds of the air, and they will tell you;
or speak to the earth, and it will teach you, or let the fish of the sea inform you.
Which of all these does not know that the hand of the LORD has done this?" Job 12:7-9 NIV

In previous articles I discussed problems facing naturalists regarding prebiotic evolution. Below is a list of
, just a few of the reasons why it is irrational to believe that life was formed by time and chance within the

bounds of natural science:

• Mathematical probability shows that the odds of even one protein (one of the building blocks of life) being
formed by the laws of physics under optimal conditions is low, about 1 in 10-70.1,2 The simplest bacteria has
over 10,000 different proteins and one hundred thousand million atomsl ' The odds are so small that they may
be viewed as an impossibility.
• The number of combinatorial sequences in a simple bacteria genome is 102,400,000.4 To believe that such a
sequence originated by time and chance is irrational.
• Amino acids (the building blocks of proteins) formed spontaneously by the laws of physics and chance
would be expected to contain a mixture of geometrically distinct stereo isomers. Yet, beyond reason and
beyond scientific explanation, the amino acids in all proteins contain only one stereo isomer. Intelligent
creation is the only explanation for this fact.
• The formation of the high information content ofliving systems: complex-specified-information, is
impossible and unexplainable by the natural laws of physics. 5 Intelligent creation is the only rational for
complex -specified-information.

The odds that life formed by time and chance alone are so improbable that the astrophysicist Wickramasinge
states, "The chances that life occurred are about as unlikely as a typhoon blowing through a junkyard and
constructing a Boeing 747.,,6

Creation verses Evolution, whats the problem?

If you believe that the bible is to be interpreted literally, where contextually possible, then the following
verse goes against evoltion:

God made the wild animals according to their kinds, the livestock according to their kinds, and all the
creatures that move along the ground according to their kinds. And God saw that it was good. Gen 1:24-
25NIV

The LORD God formed the man from the dust of the ground and breathed into his nostrils the breath of
life, and the man became a living being. Gen 2:7 NIV

The Bible does not say, ... and the Lord created the fish and the fish crawled to land and God directed them
to became wild animals. God directed the wild animals to become man and God saw it was good!



Clearly, species adapt to their environment. This is evident from the number of breeds of dogs, cats and
horses that have proliferated in the last 100 years. The meaning of evolution in the following discussion is not
adaptation of a species but how different species formed from each other based on the laws of physics (no God,
no creation). How did a bacteria, formed 160 million years ago, generate into a human being today?

From the arguments in the preceding section, natural science shows that it is unlikely that a simple bacterium
formed spontaneously. From the following arguments we see that natural selection can not explain how life
became diverse given the unlikely scenario that a bacteria did form by accident. Natural Selection is how
Darwin explains evolution. Darwin states: "I have called this principle, by which each slight variation, if
useful, is preserved, by the term of Natural Selection.,,7 In other words, if a chance variation gives an animal an
advantage allowing it to survive and if the variation were inherited, the species would change over time.

Weaknesses in evolutionary theory become apparent in attempts to explain the evolution of complex organs
such as the eye. Species with complex eyes comprise 96 percent of the creatures on this planet, yet there is no
scientific explanation (published in a peer reviewed journal) to describe how an eye could be formed without
evoking miracles. Charles Darwin, the founder of evolutionary theory, wrote in regards to the difficulties of
applying evolution to the eye, "... that the eye ... that it could have been formed by natural selection seems, I
freely confess, absurd in the highest possible degree". 7

Darwin's statement is still v~lid today. Nearly a century and a half of additional scientific studies and theories
have not produced a reasonable basis to believe that the eye evolved naturally. As a respected biospectroscopist
whose career is focused on the study of the ocular lens, I can state unequivocally that there is no scientific basis
for the formation of the lens based on time, chance, and the laws of physics. Ocular evolutionist Russell D.
Fernald, a leading expert on the evolution of eyes, states, "many features of eye evolution are still puzzling .
more than a century later, new mysteries reinforce Darwin's prescient writing. We still have much to learn ,,8

The formation ofthe lens by evolution is so improbable (for reasons described below) that its formation can
only be described as miraculous.

The focusing system of the eye is irreducibly complex, that is, all of the components of the system must be
present for the whole system to function and for natural selection to act on the system. For instance a car engine
without a spark plug would provide no advantage to the car. If the car were a life form, natural selection could
not act on the car with the engine minus a spark plug. A lens without a cornea or retina is useless (Figure 1).
Similarly, a retina without being connected to a network of nerves and a brain to process the visual signal would
give no vision at all. To focus light, muscles surrounding the lens need to be present simultaneously, at the time
the lens was formed. Chemicals from the retinal are essential to the formation of the lens, yet the retina and the
lens are not in contact with one another. How did the retina "know" to send out the exact molecules necessary
for lens development when it has been proposed that the lens did not evolve until long after the retina did?

Because the lens has no blood supply,
nutrients must come from the surrounding
medium expressed by the cilliary body. The
eye is irreducibly complex so all of the
components of the eye must have been
formed simultaneously or there would be no
sight. This is a highly improbable and
miraculous scenario.

The only scientific paper that has been
published with a scenario for the evolution of
an eye by natural selection evokes miracles.9

In this paper, the evolution of the eye is
believed to start from a simple eye spot, the
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Figure 1. Evolution of the eye,
adapted from reference 9 '



formation of which, by chance and time alone, is highly unlikely.
Then, natural selection for spatial resolution (density and number of photoreceptive units, aperture size,

refractive index) drives the design of the eye. In one of the steps (Figure 1, step 6), the author describes what is
essentially a miracle, which is not allowed to be present in a scientific paper. Yet, this paper somehow slipped
by the editors ofthe journal and was published. The paper reports that in 145,000 years a lens appears in an
almost perfect eye. The author states, "The development of a lens ... may ... seem miraculous.t''' May seem
miraculous is too mild. For the lens to be formed somehow by time, chance, and by evolution, the lens would
have had to be perfectly formed and clear when it initially appeared in the eye, otherwise the lens would block
vision and the survival of the animal would be seriously compromised. To be clear, all the following must
occur:

• The lens must not have a blood supply or intracellular organelles.
• The macromolecular structure of the cells and molecular structure of the biomolecules must be ordered

as in a clear crystal. The crystallin proteins in the lens can be purchased. When mixed in a test tube they
are cloudy, yet they are miraculously arranged in the lens as a crystal and are completely clear. The lens
must contain a precise mixture of the crystallins or it would be cloudy.

• The intracellular space must be extremely small (smaller than the wavelength of light) and the
biomolecules in the lens must have the correct index of refraction.

No series of mutations could cause any or all of these changes in a tissue, simultaneously! Darwin states,
"As natural selection acts solely by accumulating slight, successive, favorable variations, it can produce no great
or sudden modification." 7 The formation of a completely functional lens is a "slight, great, and sudden"
modification that can not be explained by natural selection and evolution.

Another problem with the formation of the lens by time, chance, and natural selection is that the lens has no
intracellular organelles, so the lens fiber cells have no nucleus and thus, no DNA. Moreover, the biomolecules
in the lens must last for a lifetime since the machinery to repair and make new molecules (intracellular
organelles) is not present. Thus special, stable molecules, not necessarily present in the tissue from which the
lens was presumed to be formed, are necessary and also must have appeared at the same time as the clear lens
was formed, suddenly and miraculously.

As a respected scientist and professor of Ophthalmology for the reasons given above, Ibelieve that for the
lens (only one simple component of the eye) to be formed by natural selection is unscientific, irrational, and
absurd, as Darwin himself stated. Creation of the eye by an intelligent creator (God) is more logical and rational
than evolutionary theory, since the latter cannot explain the formation of even the simplest component of the
eye, the lens. For even more conundrums involving evolution read references 10 and 11.

Science will never be able to explain all of the events of this world (Heisenberg uncertainty principle, law of
conservation ofinfonnation). Thus, no one should wait for a scientific explanation of why we are here. We
have as much chance of understanding God's creation as my dog does to understand how a computer works.
The Bible also tells us that we can not comprehend all that God has done.

Such knowledge is too wonderful for me, too lofty for me to attain. Ps 139:6 NIV

He has made everything beautiful in its time. He has also set eternity in the hearts of men; yet they cannot
fathom what God has done from beginning to end. Eccl 3: 11 NIV

My heart is not proud, 0 LORD, my eyes are not haughty; I do not concern myself with great matters or
things too wonderful for me. Ps 131: 1 NIV

God promises that if we draw near to him he will draw near to us. Science and evolution are complicated, but
Christianity is not.



Truly I say to you, whoever does not receive the Kingdom of God like a child shall not enter it at all.
Luke 18:15 NN

Christianity is one of the few religions where all we have to do is accept God's gift. Salvation can't be
earned. All we have to do is trust and obey Jesus, accept the gift of the holy spirit, and eternal life with the
creator. Rather than disbelief, seek and believe in an intelligent creator, then personally experience God by
reaping the gifts he gives, as so many thousands of scientists, and other people have done already.
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