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T 
he natural knowledge 
of God is a valuable 
thing. It tells us that 
God exists, that he cre-

ated the universe, knows our 
every thought, and is at work 
in the world to bring about his 
purposes. Flowing from this 
natural knowledge is a sense 
of right and wrong and the 
understanding that there will 
eventually be justice and an 
accounting for ones sins.1 In 
Romans chapter 1, Paul tells 
us that God is now judging 
those who willingly suppress 
this truth, and his description 
of that judgment is exactly 
what we are seeing in today’s 
world. It is hard to find a foot-
hold to present the Gospel 
when its light is extinguished 
in someone. 

The Darwinist world view 
pervading our culture is all 
about providing reasons for 
the intellect to discard this 
knowledge. Christians who 
consume a daily diet of propa-
ganda  are  sometimes 
tempted, like Job, to think 
God is far away, that he     
doesn’t hear, doesn’t know, or 

Modern Biochemical 
   Genetics: 

What it Tells Us about Our Origin, 
Ourselves, and Our God 

 
by Bruce Holman, Ph.D. 

Dr. Bruce Holman is the executive 
director of the Lutheran Scence Institute. He 

is a member of St. Marcus Lutheran in 

Milwaukee. 

1. I believe this is what Paul refers to 
as the “stoiceiva tou kovsmou,” that 
is “basic principles of the world”(NIV 
1984), or “elemental spiritual 
forces” (NIV 2011) (Galatians 
4:3,20; Colossians 2:8,20). I also 
believe it is embodied in the 
arguments of Job’s friends. 
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worse yet doesn’t care about 
our individual situation. 
These thoughts are beguiling 
because there is a grain of 
truth to them. Our iniquities 
have separated us from our 
God, and our sins have hid-
den his face from us (Isaiah 
59:2). God normally refrains 
from miracles so that we may 
be about the task of subduing 
the earth. Yet we dare not 
think he does not have power 
over the way the universe op-
erates. When we listen to 
scripture with believing ears, 
and see the world by its light, 
we find God is intimately in-
volved with his creation, and 
yes, with us as individuals. 
Guided by scripture we can 
see his agenda, and for that 
work we can use what we see 
in the world. 
 
Our Lord is using believers 

to make disciples of all people 

with the gospel. In this con-
nection he reminds us that he 
has all authority in heaven 
and earth, and that he will be 
with us always (Matthew 28: 
18-20; Mark 16: 15-16). This 
is what he is actively doing in 
this world, and he has given 
us the privilege of playing a 
key role in that great work. 
But how do we get people to 
listen when they are so im-
mersed in the mind set of a 
faraway God? 
 
One way to strike at the 

root of this poisonous tree is 
to use some of the science 
which textbooks do not em-
phasize: “If as you say Mr. 
Evolutionist, everything has 
been formed by natural proc-
esses, how exactly does this 
happen?” Textbooks detail 
processes which we under-
stand, and gloss over areas 
which are hard to explain. 
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Even in the primary scientific 
literature most scientists keep 
the unanswered questions to 
themselves. Many dismiss the 
embarrassing truth that life 
cannot be formed by natural 
processes, while they imagine 
that science will someday dis-
cover how this has happened 
– but our basic understanding 
of natural processes forbids 
the very thing they imagine 
science will someday learn. 
The whole unbelieving mind 
set shows the blindness, de-
pravity, and rebellion of the 
human heart. When we learn 
about the workings of the 
world we ought to be hum-
bled by the greatness and in-
telligence of the Creator 
(Romans 1:19). Nowhere is 
this more evident than in 
what we have learned about 
the information that directs 
the complex biochemical 
processes we call life. The nu-
cleotides which form the al-
phabet of our genetic code do 
not naturally combine to-
gether into nucleic acids, and 
if they did, they would pro-
duce gibberish, not useful 
code for protein molecules of 
a specific purpose. And even if 
you could get that to happen 
you cannot get those mole-
cules into a living cell able to 
provide the energy necessary 
for all those chemical reac-
tions on an ongoing basis. 

And even if that living cell 
were made, it would need an 
environment necessary for 
the maintenance of its life. 
 
When Watson and Crick 

first published their structure 
DNA in 1953, scientists real-
ized that its sequence of nu-
cleotides was related to the 
sequence of amino acids in 
the tens of thousands of dif-
ferent protein molecules that 
each organism needs. For a 
few decades thereafter, scien-
tists imagined that the series 
of nucleotide bases that made 
up the genetic code would be 
read within cells in a linear 
fashion much like a ticker 
tape. 
 
But in the last few decades 

we have come to realize that 
the DNA is read in many dif-
ferent ways. It can be read in 
the forward or reverse direc-
tion. It can be read by skip-
ping nucleotide bases in a 
regular or irregular way. We 
have learned that the way in 
which the DNA is read de-
pends not only on the DNA 
sequence but also on a com-
plex mixture of proteins and 
non-chromosomal nucleic 
acids in the nucleus. We have 
found that the DNA folds over 
on itself and creates in es-
sence a three dimensional 
coded message. Not only is 



LSI Journal 6 

the DNA sequence inherited 
from our parents, but also 
some of this non-DNA appa-
ratus as well. We are thankful 
that we have this amazing 
natural process at work 
within every living thing 
available for our investiga-
tion, but its complexity shows 
that it could not have been 
formed initially by a natural 
process. 
 
Imagine finding a large 

multi volume set of books. 
Immediately you would rec-
ognize that they had been 
written intentionally, and 
bound into nice volumes by 
someone. Imagine further 
that you read those books and 
found them to be tremen-
dously insightful. This also 
would show that those books 
were no accident. You would 
know that the person who 
wrote the set was a genius. 
But what if you also discov-
ered that you could take each 
page and fold it into an ori-

gami figure or paper airplane 
and that it would reveal a dif-
ferent story equally as insight-
ful as that of the flattened 
page? Not only is the informa-
tion necessary to build each 
protein molecule present, but 
the knowledge and ability to 
orient and read the DNA ap-
propriately is also present. 
That is exactly what we have 
in the DNA of every living cell 
– not only in our bodies, but 
in every living thing, even in 
the simplest one cell creature. 
Many DNA codes overlap 
each other in a myriad of 
ways. 
 
When people talk about 

genes, they mean the genetic 
roots of certain characteristics 
that can be potentially ob-
served in the organism. Any 
particular characteristic in-
volves the working of many 
different structural and enzy-
matic proteins catalyzing 
many different biochemical 
reactions. Thus any particular 
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gene involves the genetic code 
for many different protein 
molecules. Each code for a 
particular protein molecule 
may exist on the section of 
DNA which is also occupied 
by that of many other protein 
codes that do not contribute 
to the characteristic of inter-
est. If we alter or replace the 
genetic code for one gene, we 
potentially affect many oth-
ers. The genetic code for any 
organism is not something 
that can be built up one bit at 
a time. 
 
God gives flexibility and 

variety to each cell in an or-
ganism, and to each organism 
within a created “kind.” Each 
cell must have its own struc-
ture appropriate to its func-
tion, and that function must 
be appropriate for the whole 
organism’s needs. But each 
cell works off of the same 
DNA that every other cell in 
the organism uses, yet each 
reads that same DNA differ-
ently so that the code for its 
own functions are expressed. 
Variation within created 
kinds is also accomplished by 
meiosis (sexual reproduction) 
involving both DNA and by 
certain inherited aspects of 
the non-chromosomal nucleic 
acids and proteins in the gam-
ete cells. 
 

So also our God works our 
genetics, experience, and en-
vironment into a beautiful 
tapestry. He arranges history 
and circumstance to reach out 
to each of us with the energiz-
ing power of the Gospel. Our 
sins have indeed caused dam-
age that will result in our 
death. But God gives us new 
life that grows out of the 
death and resurrection of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. The terri-
ble justice our sins demanded 
was born in love by a loving 
God so that we might receive 
right now a new life through 
his Holy Spirit, and a new 
body revealed when Jesus re-
turns. 
 
Moses proclaimed 3,400 

years ago: “In the beginning, 
God created the heavens and 
the earth” (Genesis 1:1). How 
ironic that with our modern 
knowledge of biochemistry we 
seem to be blind to this truth 
– but the Scriptures foretold 
that, too (Romans 1:21-3; 2 
Peter 3:3-10)! It describes our 
sins as not mere outward 
transgressions, but inward 
iniquities which degrade our 
whole being. How ridiculous 
it is to think that they might 
be removed by some outward 
good deed or performance of 
prescribed ritual. And even if 
we were to make a complete 
change of our inmost heart we 
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could not go back in time to 
erase the stains of our past 
sins. What we need is a mira-
cle no less amazing than that 
of creation! 
 
That is exactly what Jesus 

offered when he proclaimed 
the arrival of the kingdom of 
God, promising, “Blessed are 
those who hunger and thirst 
for righteousness, for they 
shall be filled” (Matthew 
3:15). He who has promised 
that the Holy Spirit will come 
to us through the means of 
grace begins this process in 
this present body, and has 
promised to perfect it in 
heaven. This Gospel we have 
by revelation from God – 
apart from scientific investi-
gations. It cannot be discov-
ered by reason or experimen-
tation, but must be preached 
and proclaimed, because it is 
what God says is true. The 
truth of the message is backed 

up by the evidence of Jesus’ 
resurrection, and by the testi-
mony of science, history, and 
archeology. But it is that mes-
sage from God alone which 
creates this new life which is 
even more amazing than the 
one we investigate through 
science. 
 
There are hundreds of 

ways to dismantle the idea 
that natural processes are re-
sponsible for creating life. 
How can we expect people to 
believe in the second miracle 
without believing in the first? 
The Gospel creates faith in the 
most unlikely individuals all 
the time. Still, with Creation 
Science, and God willing, 
through the ministry of LSI, 
we can make it difficult for 
people to ignore the natural 
knowledge of God – and, in so 
doing, introduce the topic of 
salvation. Help us spread this 
skill to everyone we can! LSI 
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W 
orld famous atheist 
Richard Dawkins 
said, “Darwin made 
it possible to be an 

in t e l l ec tua l l y  fu l f i l l ed 
atheist.”1  

 
We know from Scripture 

that thousands of years ago 
God created every kind of 
plant and animal. Yet 
evolution claims that all living 
things descended from other 
living things over millions of 
year s .  Evo lu t ion  has 
shipwrecked the faith of many 
with its temptation that a 
creator god is unnecessary. 
Evolution is a strong 
temptation to many, yet it can 
become extremely weak when 
one learns of evolution’s 
l o g i c a l  p r o b l em s  – 
particularly about the faulty 
assumptions on which 

evolution is based. 
 
Th is  art ic le  ser ies 

discusses the use of reason in 
apologetics (i.e., defending 
the faith) when ministering to 
Chr is t i ans  and  when 
witnessing to unbelievers, 
par t i cu lar ly  r egard ing 
creation/evolution. 

Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World Witnessing in a World         
Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims Where Evolution Claims         

‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’‘There Is No God’  
by Mark Bergemann 

Mark Bergemann serves as president of 
the (WELS) Lutheran Science Institute 

(www.LutheranScience.org), and as     

Evangelism Board chairman at Good    
Shepherd’s Ev. Lutheran Church in West 

Allis, Wisconsin. He holds a B.S. in      

Electrical Engineering. 

1. Richard Dawkins, The Blind 
Watchmaker: Why Evolution 
Reveals a Universe Without Design, 
revised ed. (New York and London: 
W. W. Norton & Company, 2006), 
10. 
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We tell others about Jesus 
with the hope that they will 
become fellow heirs of eternal 
life through faith (trust) in 
Jesus, the Savior. God reveals 
that people come to faith only 
through the Gospel in Word 
and Sacrament, and that 
u n b e l i e v e r s  c a n n o t 
understand spiritual matters 
(Romans  10 : 14 -1 7 ;  1 
Corinthians 1:18-25; 1 
Corinthians 2: 4,14). Belief in 
creation is not an essential 
part of saving faith. Certainly 
many who believe in 
evolution while in this world 
will spend eternity with God 
in heaven. So: is there any 
worth in telling people about 
the logical problems with 
evolution? Yes, there can be 
great worth! 

 
Many See No Need  
For a Savior. 

 
Those who hold to 

humanism often have no 
concept of sin. Evolution fits 
this worldview well. Many 
evolutionists imagine that 

morality and ideas of “right” 
a n d  “ w r o n g ”  a r e 
characteristics humans have 

2. “True morality evolved as a function 
of the fact that it is not enough to 
fake being a good person, because 
in our ancestral environments of 
small bands of hunter-gatherers in 
which everyone was either related 
to one another or knew one another 
intimately, faux morality would be 
unmasked. You actually have to be 
a good person by believing it 
yourself and acting accordingly. By 
employing the logic of deception 
and self-deception, we can build a 
bottom up theory for the evolution of 
emotions that control behavior 
judged good or evil by our fellow 
primates.” Michael Shermer, “Lies 
We Tell Ourselves – How Deception 
Leads to Self-deception,” Scientific 
American (February 2012), 84. 

Part 1: Why Confront Evolution in Your Witness? 
Part 2: Handling Evolution in Your Witness. 

Part 3: Evolution/Creation – Two Starting Points. 
Part 4: Evolution is Incompatible with the Christian Faith 

 
 

Part 1: Why Confront Evolution in Your Witness? 
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acquired for personal gain.2 

Those who do not believe in a 
“Law Giver” imagine that 
each individual or society 
must decide for himself/itself 
what is right and what is 
wrong. 

 
Individuals who have no 

understanding of sin cannot 
understand how they can be 
separated from God by sin. By 
p lant ing  doubt  about 
evolution, and by appealing to 
their natural knowledge of 
God, we may help them to see 
their own sin (Law) and their 
need for a Savior, thus 
preparing them to listen to 
the Gospel. Even atheists 
have a natural knowledge of 
God, but they suppress that 
knowledge (Romans 1:18-32). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Evolution is a 
Stumbling Block for 

Many  
 
Evolution encourages 

many to ignore the Gospel 
message. It holds that belief 
in any god was for the 
ignorant people in the 
unscientific past, but not for 

thinking people today. 
 
Q u e s t i o n i n g  t h e 

assumptions of evolution in 
your witness may be useful 
for silencing objections to the 
validity of Scripture. Jesus 
repeatedly used arguments 
from reason to silence 
unbelieving religious leaders 
who sought to trap him with 
questions (Matthew 12:24-29; 
21:23-27). 

 
Rational arguments in 

and of themselves are 
worthless for witnessing to 
unbelievers, but are of worth 
if they provide a point of 
contact with the unbeliever, 
giving a Christian the 
opportunity to share the 
Gospel message. Peter and 
Paul sometimes preceded 
their Gospel message with 
arguments from reason (Acts 
2 : 1 4 - 1 5 ;  1 4 : 1 5 - 1 7 ; 
17:22,23,28). 

 

The Gospel is Essential 
 
The purpose of your 

witness to unbelievers is to 
tell them about their Savior 
from sin (the Gospel). Telling 
them of the scientific 
problems facing evolution, 
and about the natural 
knowledge of God, will save 
no one. Try to intermix brief 
Gospel messages as you talk 
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about evolution. Always work 
to lead the conversation to 
talking about Jesus our 
Redeemer. 

 
Presentation of Law (if 

needed) and Gospel (always 
needed) is the one essential 
part of any witness. Only the 
Gospel message can change 
hearts and produce faith. 
Even so, as mentioned above, 
apologetics from reason can 
s o m e t i m e s  p r o v i d e 
opportunities to share the 
Gospel. Hopefully you can 
share the Gospel; if you can’t, 
then maybe your apologetic 
from reason may linger in 
their minds and lead them to 
listen to the Gospel at a later 
date. 

 
T h e  Apo s t l e  P a u l 

addressed unbelievers In 
Lystra who were unfamiliar 
with the Bible (Acts 14:8-20). 
As an introduction, or point of 
contact, Paul appealed to 
their natural knowledge of 
God, first by talking about 
God our creator, and then by 
talking about God our 
preserver. Paul’s testimony 
was cut short by Jews from 
nearby cities who turned the 
crowd against him. As a 
result, he never did present 
the Gospel – though that was 
h is  intent .  This  can 
sometimes happen to us, too. 

Nevertheless, do not view 
arguments from reason as an 
end, but simply as tools to 
open opportunities to share 
the Gospel. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lessening the 
Temptation of 
Evolution 

 
Scripture shows that 

arguments from reason (such 
as scientific arguments) can 
he lp  be l ievers  bet ter 
understand spiritual truths. 
In passages such as 1 
Corinthians 9 and 15 St. Paul 
uses arguments from reason 
while writing to fellow 
Christians. Reason can be 
used to help believers see the 
logical inconsistencies which 
are so often apparent in 
unbelief. Learning about what 
science is and is not, and 
l e a r n i n g  a b o u t  t h e 
assumptions on which 
evolution is based, is 
especially important for 
Christian teens who may face 
strong attacks on their 
Christian faith in school and 
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from peers. 
 
For Further Study 
This article is based on a 

much longer paper, “The 
Place of Reason in Defending 
the Christian Faith – with 

Ministry Ideas Regarding 
Creation/Evolution.” It is 
available partway down the 
l e f t  c o l u m n  a t 
www.LutheranScience.org/
apologetics. 

 

Read About Evolution. 
 

Learn the basic story of 
evolution and a few of the 
m a n y  q u e s t i o n a b l e 
assumptions on which 
evolution is based. Include 
this in your witness if needed. 
(See part 1 of this series of 
articles.) Anyone can easily 
learn a few important points 
to make. This article series is 
a good beginning! 

I have found that some 
people  b lindly  accept 
evolution without knowing 
even the very basics about 
evolution. One college student 

who believed in evolution 
accused me of making fun of 
evolutionists when I said that 
evolutionists claim that 
matter from imploding stars 
changed into people, over 
billions of years, all by itself. 
Yet that factual summary of 
the evolution story is used by 
m a n y  p r o m i n e n t 
evolutionists. For example, 
the famous evolutionist Carl 
Sagan said in the original 
Cosmos TV series, we are all 
“star stuff.” 
 

Examples of Simple 
Ways to Question 
Evolution in Your 

Witness 3 

 

Part 2: Handling Evolution in Your Witness 

3. Some of these examples are taken 
from a video by Mark Bergemann, 
Why Do Some Believe In Millions Of 
Years? www.LutheranScience.org/
video (April 11, 2013; accessed 
February 14, 2015). 
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Assumptions 
I believe that the strongest 
and easiest arguments to 
make against evolution 
involve questioning the 
A S S U M P T I O N S  o f 
evolutionists. Evolutionists 
base their evolution story on a 
tremendous number of biased 
assumptions. Evolutionists 
normally make reasonable 
conclusions and use solid 
science in writing the 
evolution story, but their 
biased assumptions often 
force  them to  draw 
unreasonable conclusions. 
Evolutionists sometimes 
admit that it is a mystery how 
this or that could happen 
without a god, but someday 
they will figure out how it 
could happen without him. A 
recent art icle in the 
prestigious science magazine 
Nature proclaims, “The origin 
of animals is almost as much 
a mystery as the origin of life 
itself.”4 

Science 
A strong all-encompassing 

argument against evolution 
involves explaining what 
“science” is. Science is an 
a t t em p t  t o  e x p l a i n 
EVERYTHING through 
natural causes. This is a very 
basic definition of science, 
and it is overwhelmingly 
accepted by the scientific 
community. This definition 
h a s  c o r o l l a r i e s 
(consequences). If there is a 
god, that god could cause 
things that would NOT have 
natural causes (miracles). 
Therefore a scientist MUST 
reject the possibility of 
miracles. This works very well 
in creating our modern 
technological world. We do 
not take miracles into account 
while designing airplanes or 
cell phones. 
 
The assumption of natural 

causes  i s  the  wors t 
assumption possible when 
considering origins. The 
assumption of natural causes 
means that if something is the 

4. Philip C. J. Donoghue, 
“Palaeontology: Embryonic Identity 
Crisis,” Nature 445 (January 11, 
2007), 155-156. http://
www.nature.com/nature/journal/
v445/n7124/full/nature05520.html 
(accessed February 25, 2015). 
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result of a miracle, then 
s c i e n c e  w i l l  NEVER 
understand its origin. So if 
there is a creator god who 
made the universe, science 
will never be able to discover 
that fact. 
 
Evolutionists START with 

the ASSUMPTION that there 
is no creator god. Evolution is 
the best story which can be 
constructed without a creator 
god. If God really did create 
everything as he reveals in 
Scripture, then evolution is 
WRONG, since evolution 
rejects that possibility 
regardless of the evidence. 

Planet-wide Flood 
Floods cause extensive 

damage. The year-long global 
Noachic Flood must have 
changed the face of the earth. 
Earth’s vast quantities of 
fossils, deposits of coal and 
oil, and continental-sized 
sedimentary rock are what 
would be expected from a 
flood that covered the entire 

earth. Dead ocean creatures 
are buried by the trillions all 
over the earth. Many 
creationists believe Noah’s 
Flood produced most fossils, 
and that dinosaurs became 
extinct because they could not 
survive in the post flood 
environment. 
 
Sedimentary rock is 

formed when water (such as a 
flood) lays down sediments 
which are then compressed to 
form rock. There are 
sedimentary rock layers, one 
over the other, all over the 
earth. A planet-wide flood 
would be expected to 
somewhat sort the fossils it 
produces by burying bottom 
dwelling sea creatures 
together in some rock layers, 
other sea creatures in 
different rock layers, smaller 
land animals in other rock 
layers, and larger land 
animals in still other rock 
layers. The Noachic Flood 
sorted fossils according to the 
ecosystem in which each 
creature lived, and by the 
ability of each creature to 
temporarily escape the raging 
waters. 
 
Even though the evidence 

for a world-wide flood is 
everywhere, evolutionists 
must interpret this evidence 
in other ways since a global 
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flood would completely 
change the way they interpret 
the ages of fossils and rocks. 
Evolutionists assume that the 
various fossil containing 
sedimentary rock layers 
represent various time 
periods spanning hundreds of 
millions of years. They 
assume that the fossils of 
bottom dwelling sea creatures 
are the oldest fossils, and that 
the fossils of large land 
animals are the most recent. 
 

No New Kinds of Animals 
God created animals with 

the ability to have offspring 
which are bigger or smaller, 
with longer or shorter hair, 
and with other changes. Each 
“kind” of animal can develop 
large variations due to natural 
selection. Lions, cheetahs, 
and house cats differ greatly, 
but they may be of the same 
Biblical kind. The dozens of 
species of cats alive today may 
have descended from one or 
two pairs of cats on Noah’s 

ark. Many cats can interbreed, 
including lions and tigers – 
one indication that they are of 
the same Biblical kind. It is so 
easy to see that all cat species 
may be of the same kind that 
a three year old child may call 
all these various cats “kitty.” 

No new kinds of animals 
ever develop, but some kinds, 
such as the dinosaur kinds, 
have gone extinct. For 
evolution to be true, new 
kinds of plants and animals 
must develop. Books on 
evolution often show a tree of 
life with one kind of animal 
turning into another kind. But 
there is almost no evidence at 
all to draw such a tree. Some 
evolutionists claim that any 
change from one kind of 
animal to another kind must 
have happened very fast since 
it left no fossil evidence. 
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Biblical kinds of living 
plants and animals reproduce 
after their own kind. They are 
found essentially unchanged 
in the fossil record. Only a 
small handful of transitional 
forms are found in the fossil 
record, and each of these is 
highly questionable. 
 

Stay Within  
Your Own Limits 

 
Anyone can use creation 

apologetics, but everyone 
must be careful to stay within 
the boundaries of their 
scientific understanding. Do 
not present a particular 
scientific argument unless 
you are sure it is correct. 
 

Never Make  
These Arguments: 

 
S om e  c r e a t i o n i s t s 

incorrectly claim, “Evolution 
is ONLY a theory; it is not 
proven.” This shows that they 
know little about scientific 
terms. In science, the term 
“ th eo r y ”  d eno t e s  an 
explanation which is well 
accepted by the scientific 
community. “Theory” is an 
end stage in science. Theories 
never become “facts” as 
additional evidence is found. 
Scientific theories and laws 
are never proven with 

certainty. Any theory or law 
may be discarded and 
replaced tomorrow.5 
 
S o m e  c r e a t i o n i s t s 

incorrectly claim, “God 
created each species, and no 
new species ever develop.” 
The modern term “species” is 
not the same as the biblical 
term “kind.” Most biblical 
“kinds” of creatures include 
many different species. No 
new biblical kind will ever 
develop, but new species do 
develop within those kinds. 
All of our present day species 
of land creatures would not 
have been able to fit into 
Noah's ark, but all the Biblical 
kinds – including the 
dinosaur kinds – would easily 
have fit. LSI 
 

(To be continued) 

5. For definitions of science, fact, 
hypothesis, law, and theory, read the 
Introduction to Science and 
Creationism: A View from the 
National Academy of Sciences, 2nd 
edn. (Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press, 1999), 1-2. http://
www.nap.edu/catalog/6024.html 
(accessed March 1, 2015). 
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O 
ccam’s razor (or       
Ockham’s razor) has 
nothing to do with a 
shaving instrument. 

However, it deserves some 
attention because from time 
to time it comes up in the 
creation-evolution debate. 
Creationists will sometimes 
use the Occam’s razor       
principle to point out the    
unreasonableness of some 
evolutionist arguments,      
although in itself the principle 
cannot be used to prove a   
specific position is incorrect. 
Atheists have also on occasion 
invoked Occam’s razor. 
 

The term comes from a 

medieval English philosopher 

and Franciscan monk named 

William of Ockham who held 

to the principle that “plurality 

should not be posited without 

necessity.”1 In other words, 

one should avoid adding    

Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor Occam’s Razor 

and Evolutionand Evolutionand Evolutionand Evolutionand Evolutionand Evolutionand Evolutionand Evolution        

  
by Warren by Warren by Warren by Warren by Warren by Warren by Warren by Warren 

KrugKrugKrugKrugKrugKrugKrugKrug  

 

Warren Krug, a retired teacher, is the 
editor of the LSI Journal.  He holds a 
B.S. in Education from Concordia 
University     Chicago and a M.S. in 
Education from    Oklahoma State 
University.  He is a member at Trinity, 
Caledonia, Wisconsin.  

1  “Pluralitas non est ponenda sine 
neccesitate.” 
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additional steps or parts to an 

explanation when fewer steps 

or parts would suffice as well 

or better. Occam's razor is 

sometimes called the law of 

parsimony, which means “the 

simpler the assumption, the 

more likely it is correct.” This 

principle was often used in 

medieval philosophy, and   

neither the name nor the idea 

originated with William, but 

he often made use of it in his 

work. 
 

In January of this year, the 

LSI Blog (See pp. 21-22)

covered a story which seemed 

to call loudly for the                  

invocation of the Occam’s 

razor principle. A team of   

researchers led by Guang-Hui 

Xu of China found some fish 

fossils which they believed 

could help explain how flying 

fish (actually gliding fish) had 

“evolved.” Xu’s  explanation 

for this process required four 

distinct steps. First, according 

to Xu,  non-flying fish had to 

evolve appropriate skulls to 

help them survive in surface      

waters. Next, they had to 

evolve tails to allow them to 

launch themselves out of    

water. Thirdly, they needed to 

evolve wing-like fins so they 

could glide. Finally, the fish 

needed to lose body scales so 

they would become more 

aerodynamic. 
 

Thus, if Xu’s explanation 

is correct, the fish would have 

had to go through at least four 

complicated steps in order to 

become flying or gliding fish. 

Many people would consider 

this scenario to be quite 

unlikely. The more logical 

and much simpler explanation 

is that non-flying fish and 

gliding fish were created as 

individual species, and that no 

complicated evolution process 

took place because none was 

needed. This creationist      

scenario would be an example 

of Occam’s razor, the simpler 

assumption — though secular 

scientists would, of course, 

reject it. 
 

The “tree of evolution” is 

covered with numerous other 

lineages that would each    

require a large number of 

complicated steps. Think of 

dinosaur-to-bird evolution, 

l and  mammal- to-whale      

evolution, fish-to-amphibian 

evolution, etc. — all of which, 

by the way, are lacking much 

support in the fossil record. In 
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every case, the simpler       

explanation would be that 

God created them pretty much 

as they are. Of course,     

secularists would laugh at 

these   explanations as being 

too  simplistic; but for many    

people, they are the more   

reasonable explanations and, 

of course, are in line with the 

Bible’s description of how 

God     created living things 

“ a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e i r 

kinds” (Genesis 1). 
 

To be sure, Occam’s razor 

may not always arrive at the 

correct answer to a problem. 

For instance, if one were to 

enter a house and find a man 

lying on the floor dead with a 

bullet hole in his skull, a gun 

in his hand, and a suicide note 

lying nearby, the most         

obvious  and  s imples t           

explanation would be that a 

suicide took place. Yet, it 

could really have been an 

elaborately planned murder, 

made to look like a suicide, 

even to the point of forging 

the man’s handwriting in 

composing a fake suicide 

note. The Occam’s razor test 

would fail in such a situation. 
 

The Occam’s razor     prin-

ciple can also be         misap-

plied. As mentioned above, 

atheists sometime    invoke 

the principle, such as to ex-

plain away God — whom 

they consider to be an unnec-

essary hypothesis. Or they 

might say that the        uni-

verse is too complicated to 

have been designed by a   

Creator who would have    

favored a simpler creation. 

But why is God an               

unnecessary hypothesis? Why 

would God be limited to    

creating a simple universe? 
 

Still, whenever faced with 

a question, Occam’s razor 

means that we should first 

consider the simplest answer 

to see whether or not all the 

facts fit. It would be up to 

those who suggest more     

complicated solutions to show 

that their explanations are 

really needed. While Occam’s 

razor cannot be used to prove 

that God created the universe 

and the ancestors of all living 

things in six days, the Bible 

does provide this evidence. 

That should be good enough 

for any Christian. Yet it seems 

that we creationists have    

William of Ockham and his 

razor on our side. LSI 
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Scientists Speculate on How Flying Fish 
Evolved’ 
 
Researchers say it took four separate steps to develop 
the ability to glide through the air.   
 
Researchers believe that an extinct flying fish may help resolve 
questions on how modern flying fish “evolved” their ability to glide 
through the air. But the scientists admit much yet remains to be 
discovered before this riddle can be solved. There is little in the fossil 
record that has proven helpful. 
 
Modern flying fish are called exocoetids. They are famous for leaping 
out of water to glide through the air with their long, winglike fins. It is 
assumed they do this to avoid predators. However, extinct flying fish 
known as thoracopterids also “evolved” the ability to glide, say the 
scientists. These ancient fish developed bodies very similar to 
exocoetids and accomplished the feat more than “200 million years 
ago,” during the so-called Triassic period. 
 
A recently discovered thoracopterid species called Wushaichthys is 
now giving scientists new insights into how modern fish gained their 
gliding ability. Six well-preserved specimens of this fish were found in 
2010 in Wusha, China. Dating back 235-242 million years ago, these 
animals dwelled in the hot upper waters of an ancient ocean alongside 
shrimp, mollusks and marine reptiles, the researchers say.  
 
The Wushaichthys were small fish, about 2 inches (5.2 cm) in length. 
They may have eaten plankton and been prey for marine reptiles and 
larger carnivorous fish. Lead study author Guang-Hui Xu of China’s 
Institute of Vertebrate Paleontology and Paleoanthropology said, 
“After painstaking specimen preparation in the lab by myself, taking 
about three months, I recognized that it was, unexpectedly, related to 
the ancestor of the thoracopterid flying fishes." 
 
However, Wushaichthys was probably not a glider because it lacked 
the bottom-heavy tail fins and winglike  fins seen in other 
thoracopterids. It also was completely covered in scales, unlike “more 
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advanced” thoracopterids which “lost” their scales, presumably to help 
them improve the ability to glide efficiently. Based on their studies, Xu 
and his colleagues believe the evolution of flight was a four-step 
process: first the evolution of appropriate skulls to help them survive in 
surface waters; next the evolution of tails to help them launch 
themselves out of water; thirdly, the evolution of winglike fins to help 
them glide; and, finally, the evolution of body scales to make them 
more aerodynamic. 
 
Because the body shape of the extinct thoracopterids and living 
exocoetids are so similar, Xu suggests his findings can help explain 
the “evolution” of flight in modern fish. There is one major difference 
however. The ancient fish apparently gave birth to living offspring 
whereas modern flying fish are all egg-layers. 
 
It seems rather obvious that these researchers are indulging in a 
heavy dose of speculation and inferences based upon their 
evolutionist worldview. Many of their assertions can be challenged. 
Because the ancient flying fish and modern flying fish are so similar, 
couldn’t they really be part of the same lineage? Also,  doesn’t it take 
a bit too much faith to believe in the four step process for evolving 
flight because (1) there would be no reason for the fish to proceed 
from one step to another before the advantage of flight could be fully 
enjoyed, (2) there is no known mechanism for allowing genomes to 
acquire information leading to entirely new body features, and (3) no 
modern fish appears to be in a similar process of evolving the ability to 
glide through the air and, if not, why not? 
 
The easiest and most logical answer as to why we have flying fish is 
that this is how they were created. To some people, such an answer 
would seem too simplistic. Yet, doesn’t the “simplistic” answer make 
much more sense than the complex and unfounded opinions of 
scientists who lack much in the way of fossil evidence?   
 
It appears that the dominant worldview, at least in western societies, is 
that all creatures owe their ancestry to an original single-celled 
organism. But the majority isn’t always right. In John 15:19, Jesus 
cautioned us when he said, “If you belonged to the world, it would love 
you as its own. As it is, you do not belong to the world, but I have 
chosen you out of the world. That is why the world hates you.” We 
who believe in Jesus as the one and only Savior from sin owe our 
ancestry to God who created us and we owe our blessed futures in 
heaven to Jesus who died on a cross for our sins. May the world hate 
us less and may more of those still living in the world come to the 
saving faith while abandoning the hopeless faith of secularism! 
 
Reference: Charles Q. Choi, “How Flying Fish Took Flight? Fossils 
May Tell Us,” Yahoo News / Live Science [January 7, 2015]. 
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 NUGGETSNUGGETS  

What if Genesis Were Really Poetry Instead of HistoryWhat if Genesis Were Really Poetry Instead of History  
 
"So what would Genesis look like if it were poetry? Hebrew     
poetry, such as the Psalms, has a different style. The defining 
characteristic of Hebrew poetry is not rhyme or metre, but       
parallelism. That is, the statements in two or more consecutive 
lines are related in some way. For example, in synonymous    
parallelism there is one statement, then it is immediately followed 
by another statement saying the same thing in 
different words. Psalm 19:1-2 nicely illustrates 
this: 
 
"The heavens declare the glory of God,  
and the sky above proclaims his handiwork.  
Day to day pours out speech,  
and night to night reveals knowledge. 
 
"In antithetical parallelism, the first statement is followed by a 
statement of the opposite, as in Proverbs 28:1 and 7: 
 
"The wicked flee when no one pursues, 
but the righteous are bold as a lion. 
The one who keeps the law is a son with understanding, 
but a companion of gluttons shames his father. 
 
"In synthetic or constructive parallelism, the first statement is   
extended by the next one, e.g. Psalm 24:3-4: 
 
"Who shall ascend the hill of the Lord?  
And who shall stand in his holy place?  
He who has clean hands and a pure heart,  
who does not lift up his soul to what is false,  
and does not swear deceitfully. 
 
"However, parallelism is absent from Genesis, except where 
people are quoted, e.g. Genesis 4:23-24." 
 
—Jonathan Sarfati, "Genesis is History,"  Creation magazine [April-June, 
2015], page 51 
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Research Shows Big Gap Between Ape and Research Shows Big Gap Between Ape and Research Shows Big Gap Between Ape and Research Shows Big Gap Between Ape and 
Human DNAHuman DNAHuman DNAHuman DNA    
 
"Dr. (Jeff) Tomkins also reanalyzed some of the DNA 
organizational differences between humans and 
chimps. The billions of DNA letters in the human    
genome (the entire set of DNA letters) are broken 

down into two sets of 23 chromosomes. In contrast, apes have two sets of 
24 chromosomes. Evolutionists postulate that the common ancestor of apes 
and humans also had two sets of 24 chromosomes but that a genetic error 
occurred and "fused" two of the chromosomes, causing it to become 23. 
Furthermore, evolutionists have asserted that human chromosome 2 bears 
the mark of such an event. 
 
"But no such mark exists. First, the supposed fusion site is highly corrupted 
and tiny in size—very different from the expectations of evolution. Second, 
the fusion site is a key functional part of an active gene (a sequence of 
DNA that codes for proteins), further straining the credulity of the       
evolutionary claim. How could a random error just happen to end up as an 
important part of the intracellular information processing system?" 
 
—Nathaniel T. Jeanson, "BioOrigins Project Update: Purpose, Progress, and Promise - Part 3," 
Acts & Facts [December, 2014], page 9. 

A Way to Lessen  

Nicotine Cravings 

 
It may be easier to quit smoking 
by indulging in puzzles, games 
and hobbies. According to a 
study, smokers who engaged in 
activities such as these with part-
ners had a much great activation 
of a reward center in their brains 
than smokers who did not. The 
same reward center is associated 
with addictive behaviors; thus, the 
games and hobbies could help 
replace the craving for nicotine. 
 
-—Arthur Aron, PhD, Stony Brook Uni-
versity, quoted in Bottom Line Personal 
(September 1, 2014) 

How many species of 
bees are there? 

 
There are over 20,000 
species of bees. Only 

seven of these species 
are honeybees? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Patrick Clarke, 
“Honeybee: A Healing Gift From 
the Creator,” Creation [January-

March, 2015]. 
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Nature’s Most Patient Mother 
 
"Nine months feels like an eternity to welcome a bundle of joy, but could you 
imagine 4 1/2 years? That was the reality for one female octopus, Granele-
done boreopacifica, and it's the longest known brooding period of any animal, 
reported biologists from the Monterey Bay   Aquarium Research Institute in 
July. In 2007, researchers spotted the octo-mom in deep, frigid waters off  
California's coast. They returned 18 times, only to find the pale, famished 
mother right where they left her. Researchers believe that when the brood 
finally hatched, the mother died — a typical fate for new  octopus mothers.”  
 
—Carl Engelking, "Natures Most Patient Mother," Discover [January/February, 2015]. 

“Then the King will say  “Then the King will say  “Then the King will say  “Then the King will say      
to those on his right, ‘Come, to those on his right, ‘Come, to those on his right, ‘Come, to those on his right, ‘Come, 

you who are blessed by my you who are blessed by my you who are blessed by my you who are blessed by my 
Father; take your inheritance, Father; take your inheritance, Father; take your inheritance, Father; take your inheritance, 

the kingdom prepared the kingdom prepared the kingdom prepared the kingdom prepared     
for you since thefor you since thefor you since thefor you since the    creationcreationcreationcreation    of of of of 

the world.’ ” the world.’ ” the world.’ ” the world.’ ”     
 

Matthew 25:34Matthew 25:34Matthew 25:34Matthew 25:34    

    
    
    

    

—http://www.answersingenesis.org  

 Photo of 
Graneledone 
Boreopacifica 

by 
NOAA /
MBARI  
via 

Wikipedia 

Alternatives Many Churches Use to 
Preaching the True Word of God 
 
“To combat declining attendance, many 
enterprising churches adapt their styles 
in an attempt to match the cultural allure 
that they believe empties their pews on 
Sundays. Some such initiatives might be 
a 'cafe-style' church with round table 
seating, or dramatic audiovisual elements 
incorporated into the service, coffee shops 
in the lobbies, and more. I recall that one 
megachurch in my birth country of 
Australia gave away a brand new car 
once a month that all who attended 
church were eligible to win. And the 
most common one is to simply adapt the 
music and preaching style to a more 
contemporary one, adding drama elements 
and fast-paced interactive youth 
programs.” 
 
—Gary Bates, “When the emotions are gone, 
what’s left?” Prayer News Update [February, 2015] 
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Should You Take Supplements?Should You Take Supplements?  
  

Vitamins and dietary supplements are often in the 
news, and sometimes the  reports appear contradic-
tory. However, below are three general statements 
about supplements that can guide the consumer. 
 
1. Supplements can help replenish certain deficiencies. Older adults may need 
more B12. Iron or folate may be needed by people with certain disorders such as 
celiac disease or inflammatory bowel disease. Older women may need calcium 
supplements. Vegans and vegetarians might consider taking multi-vitamins. 
 
2. More is not better. Vitamins taken at too high doses can cause problems. An 
excess of vitamins A and E pose a greater risk for toxicity. Too much vitamin A 
can cause nausea, headaches or even coma. Excess vitamin E can thin the 
blood, raising the risk of bleeding. 
 
3. Cross-check drugs and supplements. Check to make sure there are no      
potentially dangerous interactions. For example, zinc might interfere with         
antibiotics. St. John’s Wort can decrease the effectiveness of anxiety drugs and 
birth control pills. 
 
Source: The Doctors, quoted in USA Weekend  (March 14-16,2014) 

Mutations Problem Persuades Former Evolutionist to 
Change His Mind 
 
“After exploring all of the major arguments for evolution, I eventually 

concluded that Darwinism has been falsified on the basis of science and 

realized that the evidence demands an intelligent creator. 

 

“The biblical age question was more difficult to deal with, but in my 

mind a major factor that supported a young creation was the profound 

evidence for genetic degradation. It is well documented that each new 

generation of humans adds about 100 to 150 mutations (genetic errors) 

per person, and an estimated 99.9 percent of these mutations are near 

neutral, harmful, or lethal. Consequently, there is no way that life could 

have first evolved 3.5 billion years ago and still be around today because 

life would have become extinct long ago from genetic meltdown and cell 

catastrophe.” 
 
—Jerry Bergman, “From Atheist to Creationist,” Acts & Facts [February, 2015], page 20 
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With the cold months of 
winter almost behind us, our 
thoughts are turning to spring 
and the warmer temperatures 
that come with it. As our Bible 
passage indicates, one of the 
purposes why God created the 
sun and the moon (the “lights”) 
was to help us keep track of 
days, years, and seasons. 
 
WHAT IS A SEASON? A 

season is one of the four equal 
parts into which a year can be 
divided. Each period lasts about 
three months. 

 
HOW IS ONE 
S E A S O N   
DIFFERENT 
F R O M       
ANOTHER? 
F o r  m o s t 
Americans, the 
biggest change 

from one   
season to  
another is in 
temperature. Thus, we have a 
warm season (summer), a cold 
season (winter), and two         
in-between seasons (spring and 
autumn). In some tropical lands 
near the Equator,  the          
temperatures stay about the 
same all year around, but the 
amount of rainfall is a lot     
different from season to       
season. These areas then speak 
of a wet season and a dry     
season. Near the North and 
South Poles, there is very little 
darkness in summer or very 
little daylight in winter. Thus, 
these areas have a light season 
and a dark season. 
 
W H A T  C A U S E S          

SEASONS? As we are        
reminded whenever we look at 
a globe, the Earth tilts slightly 
when compared to the sun. 
During summer the Earth is 
tilted toward the sun. This 
means that we get more hours 
of sunlight than we do in winter 
when the Earth is tilted away 
from the sun. The longer hours 
of sunlight give the sun more of 
a chance to warm our portion 
of the world. Even more       
important than the amount of 
daylight is the direction of the 
sun's rays. In summer the sun 
shines down from higher    
overhead. In winter, the sun is 
lower in the sky and the rays of 

Kid’s PageKid’s Page  

 
“And God said, ‘Let there 

be lights in the expanse of 
the sky to separate the day 
from the night, and let them 
serve as signs to mark       
seasons and days and     
years.’ ” Genesis 1:14 

Seasons 
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AAAA    

the sun hit 
us at more 
o f  a n     
a n g l e . 
S u n l i g h t 

that hits us at more of an angle 
has less heating power. 
 
WHEN DO THE SEA-

SONS BEGIN? Summer in the 
Northern Hemisphere begins 
on either June 20 or 21,        
depending on the year. This is 
the point at which the sun is 
highest in the sky, and there are 
more hours of daylight than on 
any other day. This day is 
known as the summer solstice. 
The winter solstice, when the 

sun is lowest in 
the sky and the 
l e n g t h  o f      
d ay l i gh t  i s 
shortest, is the 
official begin-
ning of winter. 
It occurs on 
either Dec. 21 
or 22. The   

beginning of autumn (the      
autumnal   equinox) is on either        
September 22 or 23, and spring 
(the vernal 
equinox) begins 
on either March 
20 or 21. When 
spr ing  and    
autumn begin, 
the amounts of 
daylight and 
darkness are 
just about equal 

— 12 hours each. 
 
A Christian might well speak 

of two other seasons — a       
temporary season of sin and 
suffering (life on earth) and a 
permanent season of holiness 
and joy (life in heaven). This 
latter season will be the best of 
all. 
Information taken from The 

World Book encyclopedia. 
Reprinted from the March/April, 

1993 LSI Journal 
 
EXPERIMENT 
You can do a simple         

demonstration that will show 
why sunlight shining at an angle 
has less power than sunlight 
shining from straight down 
overhead. All you need is a 
flashlight and a wall. In a dark 
room, first shine the light       
directly at a wall. Then shine it 
at an angle. Notice how much 
brighter the light is when it is 
shining directly at the wall. In 
the case of sunlight, the sun has 
more heating power when it 
comes down more directly from 
overhead, as it does in summer. 

Winter 
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Join LSI as a Member (or renew membership) 
 
Thank you so much for your dues and donations. While LSI is 
a WELS organization, it receives no funding or support from 
the WELS. LSI does not share personal information with any 
other organization. 
 
Complete this form and mail to:  
Lutheran Science Institute  
4130 Harvest Lane  
Racine Wl  53402-9562 
 
LSI members MUST be a member of a WELS. ELS, or CELC 
Lutheran congregation.  I have read and accept the LSI   
Statement Of Belief (Article II of the LSI constitution 
Select 1 of the following (USA dollars) 

�  1 year student (age 13-17; non-voting) $5.00 

�  1 year student (adult full time student) $5.00 

�  1 year adult  $29.00 

�  3 year adult  $59.00 

�  10 year adult  $180.00 

�  Lifetime adult $475.00 

    Above memberships include electronic Journals / Bulletins.  
 
Additional fees for receiving printed publications:  

�  1 year adult (USA) $16.00 

�  1 year adult (Canada)  $23.00 

�  1 year adult (Mexico)  $25.00 

�  1 year adult  (Most Other)  $28.00   

�  3 year adult  (USA)  $35.00 

�  3 year adult  (Canada)  $56.00 

�  3 year adult  (Mexico)  $62.00 

�  3 year adult  (Most Others)  $68.00 
If you do not have email, you will probably wish to purchase the  paper print 
version of the LSI Journal and LSI Bulletin. 
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_______________________________________________________ 
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(password changes, announcements, questions; up to 4/year). You 
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What is your college major? (or NONE) 

_______________________________________________________ 

You must send payment to complete your membership application. 
You can pay with a credit card or PayPal using our LSI online donation 
page, or you can mail a check.   Checks should be made to Lutheran 
Science Institute. www.LutheranScience.org 
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O 
ne criticism of crea-
tion science some-
times made by other 
Christians is that crea-

tionists are trying to prove the 
Bible. In other words, crea-
tion scientists are seen as im-
plying that the Bible cannot 
stand on its own merits as the 
Word of God, but science is 
needed to prove it is. 
As editor of the Lutheran 

Science Institute, I have been 
aware of this criticism for a 
long time and believe I have 
not consciously written any-
thing to suggest trying to 
prove the Bible is one of my 
objectives. 
Nevertheless, I have at 

times read things by creation-
ists that could lead one to 
think that this could be a goal 
for some creationists. 
For instance, in the current 

issue of a leading creation sci-
ence publication, a touring 
program called Creation En-
counter was discussed. 
According to this report, 

“Creation Encounter’s mis-
sion is to strengthen Christian 
faith.”  
One of the Creation En-

counter’s guides is quoted as 
saying, “We want to open peo-

ple’s eyes by being out in the 
field and seeing that you can 
understand it well from a 
creation perspective. It 
strengthens their faith in 
Christ, or it may move unbe-
lievers to believe God’s Word 
and walk with the Lord. 
That’s our real motivation.” 
To a Lutheran who under-

stands that only the Word of 
God and the sacraments can 
create and strengthen our 
faith, those statements don’t 
sound right.  
On the other hand, it 

would seem hard not to in-
volve considerable Bible study 
to do what this program is 
claiming it is doing, so  maybe 
there is no cause for concern. 
What then should be the 

goal of creationism if proving 
the Bible is not a goal? How 
about providing answers to 
science questions which evo-
lutionists sometimes raise in 
order to try to weaken a 
Christian’s faith? 
As one whose faith was 

tested by an evolutionist biol-
ogy professor in college, at a 
“Lutheran” college at that, I 
much appreciated getting 
solid scientific answers to my 
questions from creationists. 
These answers helped to re-
move stumbling blocks that 
could have eventually robbed 
me of my faith. 
Providing scientifically 

sound, biblically correct an-
swers should, in my opinion, 
be a goal for creationism. It 
was a big help for me, and I 
thank God for this help. 
—Warren Krug, editor 

MyMy  

ViewView  

Ought We to Try to Prove 
the Bible Using Science? 
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Leading Scientist Says Leading Scientist Says   

‘We Need a New Theory of Evolution’‘We Need a New Theory of Evolution’  
 
“ON THE 60th anniversary of the discovery of the structure of 
DNA, science writer Dr Philip Ball wrote an article in Nature 
saying, ‘we do not fully understand how evolution works at the 
molecular level.’ Ball referred to advances in understanding how 
DNA works to make organisms. The old idea of DNA comprising 
genes that are simple strings of DNA ‘letters’ that each makes an 
RNA copy, and then a protein, is simplistic—to the point of being 
misleading, he said. 
 
“He wrote of gene networks where many genes interact to 
produce something. Also, most of the DNA does not produce 
proteins directly, but regulates the production of proteins (where, 
when, and how much). There are also changes to the DNA 
structure, not the actual ‘letters,’ which affect organisms, and are 
heritable (a relatively new field called ‘epigenetics’). This means 
that the prevailing evolutionary dogma—that organisms have 
evolved via mutations (random changes to the ‘letters’) sorted by 
natural selection— does not explain what scientists are 
discovering. This dogma is also known as Neo-Darwinism or the 
‘Modern Synthesis.’ 
 
“None other than the President of the International Union of 
Physiological Sciences, Professor Denis Noble (Oxford 
University), has presented a paper where he set out to show 
‘that all the central assumptions of the Modern Synthesis (often 
also called Neo-Darwinism) have been disproved.’ Noble says 
he hopes for a new theory of ‘evolution’ that will explain the 
evidence. 
 
“Ball commented about a lack of willingness to face up to the 
implications of the evidence. ‘There may also be anxiety that 
admitting any uncertainty about the mechanisms of evolution will 
be exploited by those who seek to undermine it.’ Well, his article 
certainly provoked that anxiety, with many coming to the defence 
of Neo-Darwinism.” 
 
—Don Batten, “Evolutionary Dilemma: The More We Know About DNA, the 
Tougher Things Get for Modern Darwinism,” Creation magazine [April-June, 
2015], page 41. 


