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4 Rethinking Radiometric Dating

Book Review

Rethinking Radiometric Dating 
–Evidence for a Young Earth from a Nuclear Physicist
by Vernon R. Cupps. Dallas TX: Institute for Creation Research, 2019.  
138 pages, hardcover, $24.99

 My	first	reaction	when	opening	the	package	that	the	book	came	
in	was	that	I	bought	a	coffee	table	book.		It	was	big	and	glossy	with	a	lot	
of	pictures	and	large	print.		I	was	wrong.		The	author	has	a	PhD	in	physics	
and	has	worked	as	a	nuclear	physicist	for	many	years.		That	qualifies	him	
to	write	about	nuclear	decay.		He	is	also	committed	to	a	recent	6-day	cre-
ation.
 In short	chapters,	the	book	examines	several	of	the	methods	that	
secular	 scientists	use	 to	determine	 the	age	of	 rocks	and	organic	materi-
al.		Each	method	is	described	and	the	assumptions	they	are	based	on	are	
listed.		All	assume	a	closed	system.		Neither	parent	nor	daughter	isotopes	
are	 added	 to	 the	material	 from	 outside	 sources	 and	 none	 are	 removed.		
Cupps	 feels	 that	 this	 closed	 system	 assumption	 is	 unrealistic	 given	 the	
amount	of	time	the	secular	model	requires.		Another	frequent	assumption	
is	that	the	nuclear	decay	rate	is	a	constant.		Cupps	cites	ICR’s	RATE	study	
that	demonstrated	that	there	are	factors	including	the	Genesis	Flood	which	
may	alter	decay	rate.		

 He	also	shows	that	ages	calculated	by	different	methods	can	vary	
significantly.		He	cites	an	example	of	rocks	produced	by	a	volcanic	erup-
tion	in	New	Zealand	about	65	years	ago.		These	rocks	were	dated	as	197	
plus	or	minus	160	million	years	old	(page	86).

 Most	of	the	calculations	are	put	in	sidebars	so	those	who	do	not	
want	to	follow	the	mathematical	details	can	skip	them.			Most	calculations	
can	be	followed	by	anyone	with	an	understanding	of	high	school	algebra,	
but	some	are	more	advanced.		The	book	is	well	documented	so	that	it	can	
lead	to	more	detailed	follow-up.		

 The	 book	 seems	 to	 advance	 the	 flawed	 idea	 that	we	 can	 prove	
evolution	false	using	science	alone.		With	that	warning,	I	still	found	this	
book	to	be	a	useful	apologetic	tool.

James A. Sehloff
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Evidence for Evolution
Mark Bergemann

	 Creationists	often	say,	“There	is	no	evidence	for	[insert	a	part	of	
evolution	here].”	 	 I	do	 this	sometimes	too,	but	we	should	consider	how	
others	can	take	these	claims.		Such	claims	are	often	poor	apologetics.		If	
we	present	this	claim	to	a	student,	and	then	that	student	hears	about	transi-
tional	fossil	or	other	evidence	when	we	said	there	is	none,	that	student	may	
conclude	that	we	do	not	know	what	we	are	talking	about.		

	 It	is	a	far	stronger	claim	to	accept	that	there	are	some	transitional	
fossils	and	that	there	is	evidence	for	evolution,	but	to	mention	the	great	
weakness	of	that	evidence,	or	how	that	evidence	is	based	on	the	unprov-
able	assumptions	of	“no	God,”	“no	Flood,”	and/or	“deep	time”	(millions	
of	years).		Point	out	how	the	same	fossil,	rock,	etc.	is	not	only	evidence	for	
evolution,	but	also	evidence	for	creation.		

	 Learn	a	Lutheran	response	to	evolution	by	reading	the	LSI Jour-
nal.		Important	articles	include:	

“Assumptions	of	Evolutionists”	(www.LutheranScience.org/2017fall)	

“Natural Selection” (www.LutheranScience.org/2016fall)

“Geologic Column” (www.LutheranScience.org/2018winter)

“Evolutionists	 and	Creationists	Often	Agree	–There	are	many	points	of	
agreement on natural selection” (www.LutheranScience.org/2019spring)

	 Evolutionists	present	much	evidence	and	many	fossils	as	support-
ing	evolution.		For	us	to	simply	say	there	is	none,	is	to	be	incorrect.		We	
need	to	address	the	evidence	evolutionists	present,	or	the	assumptions	on	
which	that	evidence	is	based.		

	 Weak	evidence	is	still	evidence.		Weak	evidence	can	be	very	con-
vincing	to	many.		Also,	not	all	evidence	for	evolution	is	weak.		Pointing	
out	the	unprovable	assumptions	on	which	that	evidence	is	based	is	a	solid	
apologetic,	even	against	the	strongest	evidence	for	evolution.		

Evidence for Evolution
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article series
Evolutionist Say Amazing Things

Dawkins: My book is a 
“Seduction of the Mind”

Mark Bergemann

	 I	love	reading	books	by	champion	evolutionist	Richard	Dawkins,	
since	he	so	bluntly	describes	how	difficult	it	is	to	accept	evolution	as	true.		

	 Dawkins	calls	evolution	an	“implausible	 theory.”1  He says that 
evolution	is	“a	leap	of	imagination	so	large,	that	to	this	day,	many	people	
seem unwilling to make it.”2		These	quotes	were	previously	discussed	in	
the LSI Journal.3  

	 Dawkins	also	says	he	takes	his	readers	down	the	“primrose	path”	
through	a	“step-by-step	seduction	of	the	mind,”	as	he	explains	why	evolu-
tion	is	true.		The	first	paragraph	of	chapter	three	in	his	best-selling	book,	
The Greatest Show on Earth-The Evidence for Evolution,	includes	these	
amazing	words,

This	chapter	embarks	on	a	step-by-step	seduction	of	the	
mind	as	we	pass	from	the	familiar	territory	of	dog	breed-
ing	and	artificial	selection	to	Darwin’s	giant	discovery	of	
natural	 selection,	via	some	colorful	 intermediate	stages.	 	
The	first	of	these	intermediate	steps	along	the	path	of	se-
duction	(is	it	over	the	top	to	call	it	a	primrose	path?)	takes	
us	into	the	honeyed	world	of	flowers.4 

1		Richard	Dawkins,	The Greatest Show on Earth-The Evidence for Evolution, 
hardcover	ed.	(New	York	NY:	Free	Press,	2009),	422.		
2		Richard	Dawkins,	The Blind Watchmaker-Why the Evidence of Evolution re-
veals a universe without Design,	2nd	ed.	(New	York	NY:	W.	W.	Norton	&	Co.,	
1996),	xix.
3	 	 See	 the	winter	 2017	 issue	 at	www.LutheranScience.org/2017winter	 and	 the	
winter	2018	issue	at	www.LutheranScience.org/2018winter. 
4		Dawkins,	The	Greatest	Show,	45.
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DANGER:
Polite Evolutionists from NSTA

Mark Bergemann

A	National	Science	Teaching	Association	(NSTA)1	book	states,	
[Science	 teachers]	have	an	ethical	responsibility	 to	help	
students	learn	science	without	feeling	that	their	religious	
beliefs	 are	 being	 challenged	 or	 contradicted	 by	 us	 or	
their	peers.	Students	may	have	questions	about	the	inter-
action	between	science	and	religion,	but	no	student	in	a	
public-school	classroom	should	feel	as	though	he	or	she	
needs	to	choose	between	science	and	faith.2  
[Science	 teachers	 should]	 consider	 a	 teaching	 approach	
that	guides	students	to	understand	evolution	but	not	nec-
essarily	to	believe	it.3   

	 These	points	are	advanced	in	a	new	217-page	book	published	by	
the NSTA, MAKING SENSE OF SCIENCE AND RELIGION –Strategies 
for the Classroom and Beyond.4	 	The	four	 lead	authors,	and	 the	sixteen	
authors	of	individual	chapters,	represent	a	wide	swatch	of	US	science	ed-

1	 NSTA “is the largest organization in the world committed to promoting excel-
lence and innovation in science teaching and learning for all.  NSTA’s current 
membership of 50,000 includes science teachers, science supervisors, administra-
tors, scientists, business and industry representatives, and others involved in and 
committed to science education.”  
“About	NSTA	-An	Overview,”	National	Science	Teaching	Association,	
https://www.nsta.org/about/overview.aspx	(accessed	1-30-20)
2		Joseph	W.	Shane,	et	al.,	“Science	and	Religion	as	Part	of	Our	Professional	Re-
sponsibilities,”	in	MAKING SENSE OF SCIENCE AND RELIGION –Strategies 
for the Classroom and Beyond,	 Joseph	W.	Shane,	et	al.,	 (Arlington	VA:	NSTA	
Press,	2020),	8.
3		Lee	Meadows,	et	al.,	“Science	and	Religion	in	Middle	School	and	High	School	
Classrooms,” in MAKING SENSE OF SCIENCE AND RELIGION –Strategies for 
the Classroom and Beyond,	Joseph	W.	Shane,	et	al.,	(Arlington	VA:	NSTA	Press,	
2020),	80.
4		The	print	and/or	eBook	can	be	purchased,	and	chapter	7	downloaded	for	free,	
at https://www.nsta.org/store/product_detail.aspx?id=10.2505/9781681405766 
(accessed	1-24-20).		
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ucation,	including	some	Christian	teachers.5  

 At first this may seem like a good development, but it is not as it 
seems.  This NSTA proposal seeks to destroy students’ faith that God cre-
ated as He says He did.  As we will soon see, the authors’ purpose is that 
Scripture be interpreted so that it conforms with evolution.  The authors 
wish to define what constitutes correct Christian doctrine.    

	 Many	champions	of	evolution,	 like	Howard	Bloom	(THE GOD 
PROBLEM),	 biologist	Richard	Dawkins	 (The God Delusion),	 and	biol-
ogist Jerry Coyne (Faith vs. FACT),	are	atheists	who	openly	mock	God.		
Other	champions	of	evolution	are	seemingly	more	accepting	of	a	god	who	
may	have	initiated	the	Big	Bang.		Some	of	these	polite	evolutionists	be-
long	to	scientific	groups	like	the	National	Academy	of	Sciences	and	the	
National	Science	Teaching	Association	(NSTA).	 	Both	organizations	in-
clude	Christians	who	believe	God	used	billions	of	years	of	death	and	suf-
fering to create.  

 The LSI Journal previously	showed	that	the	National	Academy	of	
Sciences,	while	more	polite	than	Bloom,	Dawkins,	and	Coyne,	still	has	as	
its	goal	that	students	reject	their	Creator	God.6  This is also the case with 
the	NSTA,	as	demonstrated	in	their	new	book.		

	 The	book	points	out	that	classroom	tension	often	exists	when	stu-
dents	who	believe	in	a	6-day	creation	and	a	young	earth	are	taught	about	
billions	of	years	and	common	descent.		Meadows,	the	second	lead	author	

5		Authors include teachers from ten universities and two high schools, five ad-
ministrators from the American Association for the Advancement of Science, and 
two representatives from the Smithsonian.  Religious views are represented in 
this group of twenty authors, such as by a Baptist university science professor 
(Mark Bloom) and a Baptist high school science teacher (Josh Hubbard).  The 
lead author (Joseph Shane, a college professor of chemistry and science educa-
tion) mentions his teaching of Sunday school at Christian churches, “In 2007, the 
pastor at my church asked me to teach a three-week adult Sunday school class on 
science and religion, and I have been teaching similar courses ever since at re-
gional Christian churches” (page vii).  He also describes himself as a “practicing 
Christian” in the “Presbyterian denomination” (page 13).
6		See	“Evolution	Apologetics	by	the	National	Academy	–Recommended	reading	
for	the	Creationist”	in	the	winter	2017 LSI Journal, 
www.LutheranScience.org/2017winter	(accessed	1-24-20).	
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along with several others writes,
Many	American	science	 teachers	know	the	 issues	 faced	
by	 students	 who	 are	 resistant	 to	 learning	 about	 evolu-
tion.	We	have	seen	them	struggle.	We	have	had	a	student	
raise	her	hand	and	say,	“You	mean	God	didn’t	create	the	
world?”	We	have	seen	a	little	bit	of	fear	in	her	eyes.	We	
have	watched	a	bright	student	take	his	first	zero	ever	be-
cause	he	would	not	even	attempt	the	evolution	test.7

	 The	book	proposes	a	solution:	“a	 teaching	approach	that	guides	
students	to	understand	evolution	but	not	necessarily	to	believe	it.”8  Class-
room	questions	should	ask	how	scientists	explain	the	earth’s	origin,	not	
what	the	student	believes	about	it.		The	authors	tell	their	students	(grade	
9-12),	and	the	students’	parents,	that	students	do	not	have	to	“compromise	
their	articles	of	faith”	while	learning	about	evolution	[italics	not	in	origi-
nal],

Even	with	 carefully	 constructed	questions,	Lindsey	and	
Nathan	have	had	occasions	when	a	student	answered	in	a	
religious	sense.	They	use	these	as	opportunities	to	have	a	
conversation	with	the	student	to	clarify	how	they	do	not	
intend	 to	 force	 students	 to	choose	between	 their	beliefs	
and	learning	science.	They	point	out	the	intentional	word-
ing	of	assignment	and	test	questions	to	the	student	as	an	
example	of	their	commitment	to	honoring	students’	jour-
neys	as	 learners	and	a	 sign	of	 respect	 that	 they	deserve	
the	space	and	freedom	to	learn	new	science	without	being	
required	to	discard	or	compromise	articles	of	their	faith.	
Similar	conversations	have	helped	concerned	parents	feel	
more	 at	 ease	 with	 this	 approach	 to	 science	 instruction,	
even	when	 it	 seems	 to	 conflict	with	 their	 views.	 	Ulti-
mately, when students are allowed to walk between both 
worlds, they stand a much greater chance of understand-
ing and accepting scientific ways of thinking.9

7		Meadows,	77.
8		Meadows,	80.
9		Meadows,	85.
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	 Notice	the	last	sentence	in	this	quote.		It	hints	at	the	authors’	goal	
behind	 their	 recommendations:	They	hope	 that	 in	 the	 future	 the	student	
will change his religious views so that they conform to evolution.  Shane, 
the	first	lead	author	shows	this	goal	in	clearer	words.		He	will	“often	direct	
students”	to	learn	about	two	Christian	scientists	who	think	God	used	bil-
lions	of	years	of	death	and	suffering	to	create	[italics	not	in	original],

Like	many	scientists	from	the	past,	Francis	Collins	(2006),	
current	director	of	the	National	Institutes	of	Health,	and	
Kenneth	Miller	(2007),	cell	biologist	and	public	advocate	
for	evolution,	view	their	scientific	work	as	a	form	of	wor-
ship	and	argue	for	the	general	consistency	of	science	and	
their religious faith.  I often direct students to these two 
scientists,	and	the	following	statement	from	Collins	(2007)	
is something I recite in every science-religion course that 
I teach: “But why couldn’t this [evolution] be God’s plan 
for creation? 	True,	this	is	incompatible	with	an	ultra-lit-
eral	 interpretation	 of	 Genesis,	 but	 long	 before	 Darwin,	
there	were	many	 thoughtful	 interpreters	 like	St.	Augus-
tine,	who	found	it	impossible	to	be	exactly	sure	what	the	
meaning	of	that	amazing	creation	story	was	supposed	to	
be.		So	attaching	oneself	to	such	literal	interpretations	in	
the	face	of	compelling	scientific	evidence	pointing	to	the	
ancient	age	of	Earth	and	the	relatedness	of	living	things	
by	evolution	seems	neither	wise	nor	necessary	for	the	be-
liever.		I	have	found	there	is	a	wonderful	harmony	in	the	
complementary	truths	of	science	and	faith.”10

	 The	NSTA	advertises	MAKING SENSE OF SCIENCE AND RE-
LIGION to	grade	K-12	teachers.		In	its	68-page	fall	2019	print	catalog,	the	
NSTA	claims	that	“science	and	religion	can	co-exist.”		Its	description	of	
this	book	begins	with	these	words,	

It’s	inevitable:	If	your	lessons	deal	with	evolution,	genet-
ics, the origin of the universe, or climate change, some 

10		Shane,	16.	
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students	are	bound	 to	question	whether	 they	can	 recon-
cile	what	you	teach	with	what	they	believe	about	religion.		
Making Sense of Science and Religion	 is	 the	 book	 that	
will	help	you	anticipate	and	respond	to	their	questions―
and	 help	 students	 learn	 science	while	maintaining	 their	
religious	beliefs.		Understanding	that	science	and	religion	
can	co-exist	can	also	make	students	more	willing	to	learn,	
regardless	of	the	messages	to	the	contrary	that	they	may	
hear	outside	your	classroom.11 

The NSTA leads Christian students to adapt the 
false religious doctrines of liberal Christians

	 The	NSTA	website	goes	even	further.		It	claims	that	this	book	will	
“help	students	reconcile	their	religious	beliefs”	with	evolution.		It	claims	
that	there	is	only	a	“perceived	conflict	between	science	and	religion.”		It	
claims	 that	 “educators	 have	 an	 ethical	 obligation	 to	minimize”	 the	 stu-
dents’	belief	that	such	a	conflict	exists.		The	NSTA	website	states,	

The	 book	 will	 help	 you	 anticipate	 and	 respond	 to	 stu-
dents’	questions—and	help	students	 reconcile	 their	 reli-
gious	beliefs	even	as	you	delve	into	topics	such	as	evolu-
tion, geochronology, genetics, the origin of the universe, 
and	climate	change.		…[The	authors]	know	that	educators	
have	an	ethical	obligation	to	minimize	the	perceived	con-
flict	between	science	and	religion.	As	the	authors	write,	
“When	students	hear	a	consistent	message	during	science	
instruction—that	they	can	learn	science	while	maintain-
ing	 their	 religious	beliefs—they	are	much	more	willing	
to	learn	regardless	of	messages	to	the	contrary	that	they	
might	hear	outside	of	your	classroom.”12

11		“Fall	2019	NSTA	RECOMMENDS	Professional	Resources	for	Science	Edu-
cators,”	(Arlington	VA:	NSTA,	2019),	4.	
12		“Science	Store	–	Making	Sense	of	Science	and	Religion:	Strategies	for	the	Class-
room	and	Beyond,”	National	Science	Teaching	Association,	(accessed	1-30-20)
https://www.nsta.org/store/product_detail.aspx?id=10.2505/9781681405766
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Leading Students to Reject What God Reveals in Scripture

	 By	insisting	that	Christianity	and	science	are	not	in	conflict,	and	
that	 students	 can	 “reconcile	 their	 religious	 beliefs”	 with	 evolution,	 the	
NSTA	 leads	Christian	 students	 to	 adapt	 the	 false	 religious	 doctrines	 of	
liberal	Christians.		These	unbiblical	teachings	include:

•	 Scripture	must	be	interpreted	in	a	way	that	agrees	with	science	(hu-
man	reason	is	above	Scripture).

•	 Jesus	knew	 that	 creation	and	 the	Flood	are	not	 true,	but	he	 taught	
them	anyway,	because	that’s	what	people	wanted.	

•	 Writers	of	Scripture	did	not	understand	modern	science,	so	they	got	
some things wrong.

•	 God	used	billions	of	years	of	death	and	suffering	to	create.

•	 The	Bible	reveals	why	God	created,	not	how	God	created.	

•	 Death	and	suffering	are	not	the	result	of	sin,	they	are	the	means	God	
used	to	create.	

Science is NOT neutral about the supernatural  
Rejection of the supernatural is an 

unprovable presupposition of science  

Is Science Neutral About God?

	 The	authors	describe	 science	 incorrectly	when	 they	write,	 “Hu-
mans	 often	 use	 supernatural	 explanations,	 but	 students	 understand	 that	
science	has	to	stay	neutral	about	the	supernatural,	arguing	neither	for	nor	
against it.”13	 	These	authors	certainly	know	 that	 science	 is	based	 solely	

13		Shane,	11.
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on	natural	explanations,	rejecting	supernatural	ones.		They	actually	state	
that	 in	 the	very	next	paragraph14	and	several	other	places	 in	 the	book.15  
Rejection	of	the	supernatural	is	an	unprovable	presupposition	of	science.		
Science	is	NOT	neutral	about	the	supernatural;	it	rejects	the	supernatural	
(miracles	and	a	creator)	before	any	science	is	started.		

	 While	the	above	quote	was	from	the	chapter	on	professional	teach-
ing	responsibilities,	here	is	a	somewhat	similar	quote	by	another	author,	
this	time	in	the	chapter	on	college	instruction,

Science	 is	 limited	 to	empirical	questions	and	cannot	be	
used	 to	 support	or	 refute	 supernatural	 explanations.	Af-
ter	instruction	emphasizing	how	acceptance	of	a	scientific	
theory	 does	 not	 necessarily	 preclude	 the	 existence	 of	 a	
supernatural	 entity,	 college	 freshmen	were	 less	 anxious	
about	learning	about	evolution.	Some	students	with	spir-
itual	views	integrated	their	religious	understandings	into	
scientific	 ones	 and	 others	 claimed	 that	 their	 faith	 was	
strengthened	upon	learning	that	evolution	does	not	neces-
sarily	conflict	with	religion.16

	 Here	we	see	that	students	are	instructed	that	science	need	not	con-
flict	with	religion.	 	 It	 is	 falsely	claimed	 that	science	“cannot	be	used	 to	
support	or	refute	supernatural	explanations.”		The	truth:	Evolution	IS	used	
to	refute	the	supernatural	explanation	of	biblical	creation.		These	students	

14		“Now, if you continue that focus on evidence as you begin the evolution unit, 
students are less apt to cry foul that you are teaching offensive content. Instead, 
you can make clear that they are going to be looking first at actual evidence for 
evolution, basing all of their learning in real data, and then working together to 
see how scientists explain that evidence limiting themselves to natural process-
es”	(bold	added),	Shane,	11.
15		Two	additional	examples:	“Additionally, science can only provide explana-
tions that employ natural processes and cannot invoke supernatural causes” 
(Binns	and	Bloom,	69).	 	“Science is limited to natural phenomena and natural 
explanations of them. This characteristic of science is critically important for 
discerning science from non-science, particularly when it comes to interactions 
between scientific and religious claims”	(Binns	and	Bloom,	75).		
16		Lisa	Borgerding,	“Science	and	Religion	in	Higher	Education,”	in	MAKING 
SENSE OF SCIENCE AND RELIGION –Strategies for the Classroom and Be-
yond,	Joseph	W.	Shane,	et	al.,	(Arlington	VA:	NSTA	Press,	2020),	95.
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are	being	misled	into	rejecting	their	Creator	God.		

Conclusion

Evolution	is	incompatible	with	the	Christian	faith.		Chris-
tians	who	accept	evolution	place	 their	Christian	faith	 in	
jeopardy.	False	teachings	about	creation	are	 just	 like	all	
other	 false	 teachings,	 they	 lead	 away	 from	 Jesus.	They	
are	extremely	dangerous	to	a	person’s	Christian	faith.	…
Evolution	 attacks	 the	 gospel	 and	 the	 need	 for	 a	Savior.	
Evolution	denies	the	doctrines	of	sin,	the	law,	and	death.	
Evolution	dispenses	with	the	need	for	a	Creator.		…Even	
though	parts	of	the	evolution	story	are	true,	much	of	the	
evolution	story	goes	against	Scripture.	We	can	be	CER-
TAIN	that	the	parts	of	evolution	which	go	against	Scrip-
ture	are	FALSE,	because	we	know	that	the	Bible	is	true.17

	 In	some	ways,	I	think	it	may	be	better	for	our	students	to	have	an	
outspoken	atheist	teacher	closer	to	Dawkins	than	a	more	polite	Christian	
teacher	like	NSTA	author	Shane.		At	least	Dawkins	lets	you	know	to	keep	
your	guard	up,	because	you	know	he	intends	to	destroy	your	faith	in	God.		
Shane	hides	his	intension	to	destroy	your	faith	in	the	Creator	God	of	Scrip-
ture,	and	you	may	not	notice	how	he	slowly	damages	your	faith	day	by	
day.		

Mark Bergemann is a retired electrical engineer with a B.S. from the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin–Milwaukee.  He serves as president of the Lutheran 
Science Institute and as Martin Luther College adjunct instructor for the 
online courses Creation Apologetics 101 and 102.  He is a member of 
Good Shepherd’s Evangelical Lutheran Church in West Allis, Wisconsin.

17		Mark	Bergemann,	“Did	God	Use	Evolution	to	Create?”	at	
www.LutheranScience.org/DidGodUseEvolution. 
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Faulty Logic Led to the
Darwinian Revolution

Jeffrey Stueber

		 Back	in	the	1990s,	I	was	reading	Phillip	Johnson’s	book	Darwin 
on Trial,	a	critique	of	supposed	evidences	for	materialistic	evolution,	and	
discovered	 Johnson’s	 suggestion	 that	 evolutionists	 of	Darwin’s	 day	 did	
not	want	the	scarcity	of	evidence	to	disprove	Darwin’s	arguments.		I	be-
came	 interested	 in	how	 this	happened	among	Darwin’s	contemporaries,	
but	 realized	 that	 reading	what	 they	wrote	would	be	difficult	because	of	
how	 long	 ago	 they	 lived.	My	work	here	 and	now	would	have	 to	 focus	
on	contemporary	evolutionist	writers—Richard	Dawkins,	Stephen	Gould,	
and	Michael	Ruse,	for	instance.

	 Because	 of	 this,	my	 interest	 remained	 on	 the	 back	 burner	 until	
2019	when	I	discovered	Edward	Larson’s	book	at	one	of	my	local	book-
stores, Evolution: The Remarkable History of a Scientific Theory.  This 
book,	 by	 an	 historian,	 features	 the	 history	 of	 scientific	 thought	 before,	
during,	and	after	Darwin,	explaining	the	reasoning	behind	Darwin’s	be-
lievers	as	well	as	his	critics.	 	 I	quickly	read	his	book,	paying	particular	
attention	to	the	evidence	that	Larson	cites	as	the	reasons	for	the	triumph	of	
evolution	among	scientists	of	Darwin’s	day.	

	 An	 evaluation	of	 the	 evidence	 is	 important,	 because,	 as	Larson	
documents,	 scientists	 of	 that	 day	 often	 were	 quite	 critical	 of	 Darwin’s	
ideas.		By	1900,	biologists,	Larson	says,	were	speaking	of	Darwin’s	de-
mise.	Despite	that,	as	Larson	tells	it,	Darwin	was	very	quickly	uncritically	
accepted	as	the	only	plausible	explanation	for	life’s	origin	and	develop-
ment.		Larson	says	that	“by	the	1870s,	Darwin	was	an	international	celeb-
rity.”		A	dozen	years	after	the	publication	of	Darwin’s	Origin of Species, 
American	paleontologist	Edward	Drinker	Cope	concluded	that	Darwin’s	
theory	was	“ascertained	fact.”1

1		Edward	Larson, Evolution: The Remarkable History of a Scientific Theory,	2nd	
ed.	(New	York:	Modern	Library,	2006),	105-107.
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	 I	 came	 to	 the	 conclusion	 that	 the	 evidence	 and	 reasoning	 that	
led	them	to	their	convictions	was,	in	Darwin’s	day,	often	philosophically	
flawed.		Often	the	evidence	did	not	exist,	and	it	continues	to	not	exist	to	
this	day.		Some	of	the	evidence	was	later	found	to	have	been	fabricated.		
Some	of	these	arguments,	despite	being	no	longer	valid,	are	advanced	to-
day	by	modern	evolutionists.		

	 Let’s	 take	a	brief	survey	of	some	of	 the	flawed	evidence	evolu-
tionists	use	to	advance	their	claims.			

To reason as atheistic evolutionists do, 
is to beg the question by only allowing 

conclusions they like and dismissing 
as inadmissible divine explanations. 

The Nature of Science

	 Entire	books	can	be	filled	with	discussions	on	the	nature	of	sci-
ence	(what	is	scientific	and	what	is	not).		One	reason,	according	to	Larson,	
that	evolution	was	accepted	so	early	is	that	Darwin	and	Huxley	(and	most	
likely	others)	claimed	special	creation	is	unscientific.		Larson	doesn’t	ex-
plain	 in	 detail	what	 evolutionists	 of	 that	 day	 considered	 scientific,	 and	
so	it’s	difficult	to	assess	their	opinion	on	this	matter.		However,	a	reveal-
ing	quotation,	from	Larson,	of	geologist	George	Frederick	Wright,	I	think	
sums	up	their	attitude.

We are	 to	press	known	secondary	causes	as	 far	 as	 they	
will	 go	 in	 explaining	 facts.	 	We	 are	 not	 to	 resort	 to	 an	
unknown	(i.e.	supernatural)	cause	for	explanation	of	phe-
nomena	till	the	power	of	known	causes	has	been	exhaust-
ed.		If	we	cease	to	observe	this	rule	there	is	an	end	to	all	



17

science	and	all	sound	sense.2

	 This	is	exactly	how	atheistic	evolutionists	reason	today.		To	give	
just	one	example,	materialist	skeptic	and	professor	of	neuropsychology,	
Berry	Beyerstein	says	(as	quoted	in	Thomas	Kuhn’s	book Close to Truth),

The	brain	and	the	kidneys	are	both	physical	organs.		Both	
have	 anatomical	 structures	 and	 physiological	 processes	
that	 generate	 particular	 things.	 	And,	 yes,	 the	 output	 of	
one	is	urine	and	the	output	of	the	other	is	thought.3   

	 This	 is	 clearly	 illogical	 because	 it	would	make	 impossible	 any	
rational	 thought,	 including	 the	supposition	 that	our	 thoughts	are	merely	
internal	secretions	(incretions)	in	our	brain.		What	leads	Beyerstein	to	ar-
gue	this	way	is	devotion	to	the	same	type	of	materialism	as	Wright.		Again,	
Beyerstein	(as	quoted	by	Kuhn)	says,

I	can’t	see	anything	that	we	need	to	bring	in	from	the	out-
side	 to	 explain	 anything	 in	neuroscience.	 	 I’m	going	 to	
push	the	materialist	position	as	far	as	it	will	go.		It’s	con-
ceivable	that	someday	I	could	come	up	against	something	
that	doesn’t	fit	the	neuroscience	model	of	mind,	and	if	that	
happens,	then	I’ll	have	to	change	my	mind.4

	 Clearly	 materialistic	 evolutionists	 see	 science	 as	 the	 only	 path	
to	truth.		Since	their	science	rules	out	anything	non-natural	like	a	divine	
work,	any	act	by	God	cannot	be	an	explanation	for	anything	in	our	world.		
Is	this,	however,	a	valid	way	of	looking	at	science	or	even	searching	for	
truth	regarding	the	origin	and	development	of	life?		Creationist	scientists	
claim	their	conclusions	about	life	come	from	scientific	studies	of	nature,	
and	even	though	they	do	not	invoke	a	natural	event	or	process	as	an	expla-
nation	for	life’s	origin	and	development,	they	say	their	scientific	studies	

2		Larson,	110-111.
3	 	Thomas	Kuhn,	Close to Truth: Challenging Current Belief (New York: Mc-
Graw-Hill,	2000),	20.
4		Kuhn,	22.
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lead	to	the	supposition	that	God	acted	to	create	life.		To	reason	as	atheistic	
evolutionists	do,	is	to	beg	the	question	by	only	allowing	conclusions	they	
like	and	dismissing	as	inadmissible	divine	explanations.		Creationist	Hen-
ry	Morris,	I	think,	explained	the	situation	perfectly,

Although	many	people	teach	evolution	as	though	it	were	a	
proven	fact	of	science,	it	is	obvious	that	this	is	false	teach-
ing.		There	are	literally	thousands	of	scientists	and	other	
educated	intellectuals	today	who	reject	evolution,	and	this	
would	certainly	not	be	the	case	if	evolution	were	as	obvi-
ous as many scientists say it is.  The same is true of cre-
ation,	of	course.		...Neither	evolution	nor	creation	can	be	
either	confirmed	or	falsified	scientifically.		Furthermore,	it	
is	clear	that	neither	evolution	nor	creation	is,	in	the	proper	
sense,	either	a	scientific	theory	or	a	scientific	hypothesis.		
...This	is	because	neither	can	be	tested.		A	valid	scientific	
hypothesis	must	be	capable	of	being	formulated	experi-
mentally,	such	that	the	experimental	results	either	confirm	
or	reject	its	validity.		...All	of	these	strictures	do	not	mean,	
however,	that	we	cannot	discuss	this	question	scientifical-
ly	and	objectively.		Indeed,	it	is	extremely	important	that	
we	do	so,	if	we	are	really	to	understand	this	vital	question	
of	origins	and	to	arrive	at	a	satisfactory	basis	for	the	faith	
we	must	ultimately	exercise	in	one	or	the	other.5

	 Morris	goes	on	to	point	out	that	we	should	consider	different	sci-
entific models	which	agree	with	Scripture.	 	The	model	 that	explains	 the	
most	data	is	the	preferred	model.		

Useless Organs

	 Darwin	wrote	about	rudimentary	organs	(also	called	vestigial	or-
gans)	as	remnants	of	a	blind	process	and	not	the	intelligent	work	of	a	cre-
ator.  Larson writes,

5		Henry	Morris,	Scientific Creationism,	2nd	ed.	(El	Cajon,	CA:	Master	Books,	
1985),	8-9.
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Useless	 organs	 and	 less-than-optimal	 homologies	made	
perfect	sense	as	by-products	of	evolutionary	development	
but	little	at	all	as	the	artwork	of	an	Intelligent	Designer.		
Seizing	on	this	evidence	for	evolution,	comparative	anat-
omists	and	evolutionary	morphologists	found	an	ever-in-
creasing	number	of	such	features	throughout	the	animal	
kingdom,	and	then	moved	beyond	Darwin	by	using	them	
to	investigate	genealogical	relationships	among	species	in	
a	bold	effort	to	diagram	the	evolutionary	tree	of	life.6

	 There	is	a	philosophical	problem	with	this	approach.		Evolution-
ists	often	criticize	theistic	and,	in	general,	Christian	claims	that	God	made	
everything	in	the	universe	as	a	“god	of	the	gaps”	claim.		What	they	mean	is	
that	in	places	where	creationists	find	it	difficult	to	explain	a	biological	fact,	
they	invoke	God	as	the	explanation,	and	they	only	invoke	God	as	an	ex-
planation	because	they	have	none	better.		As	scientists	find	more	and	more	
natural	explanations	for	biological	facts,	things	that	require	God	as	an	ex-
planation	become	fewer	and	fewer.		Yet,	this	evolutionist	claim	that	organs	
are	vestigial	is	itself	a	claim	that	particular	organs	are	useless	because	they	
cannot	find	a	use	for	them.		It’s	a	claim	based	on	lack	of	knowledge,	and	
as	scientists	find	uses	for	these	supposedly	vestigial	organs,	the	number	of	
organs	that	are	vestigial	declines.

	 Also,	many	 organs	 once	 considered	 vestigial	 have	 been	 shown	
to	be	useful.	 	Leonard	Brand	notes	 that,	around	1900,	 there	was	a	 long	
list	of	about	80	vestigial	organs	considered	evidence	for	macroevolution.		
However,	the	list	has	shrunk	because	of	later	discoveries,	and	Brand	gives	
examples.		The	human	appendix	was	once	thought	vestigial,	but	it	is	now	
known	to	be	part	of	the	immune	system.		The	tailbone	once	was	thought	to	
be	useless	but	is	now	known	to	be	an	attachment	point	for	the	muscles	that	
allow	us	to	walk	upright.		Hind	limbs	of	whales	are	the	attachment	points	
for	muscles	used	in	the	reproductive	system.7  Jerry Bergman goes so far 
as	to	say	that	the	list	shrank	to	zero	in	1999	and	gives	additional	examples	

6		Larson,	112.
7		Leonard	Brand,	Faith, Reason, & Earth History	(Berrein	Springs:	MI,	Andrews	
University	Press,	1997),	152-153.
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of	organs	once	thought	 to	be	vestigial.	 	They	include	the	thymus	which	
functions	similarly	to	the	appendix	in	helping	the	immune	system	and	the	
pineal	gland	which	secrets	a	hormone	important	in	our	circadian	rhythm	
and	has	other	functions.		Bergman	notes	that	evolutionists,	to	salvage	their	
theory,	have	changed	 their	definition	of	 “vestigial”	 to	 any	organ	whose	
use	has	diminished	over	time.		Bergman	goes	into	detail	on	why	this	new	
definition	is	flawed.8

Negative Theology

	 Larson	notes	 that	Darwin	also,	 to	bolster	his	evolutionist	 ideas,	
used	arguments	based	on	what	he	thought	God	would	or	would	not	create.		
“Darwin,”	 he	 says,	 “pressed	 the	 case	 for	 natural	 selection	 over	 special	
creation	by	citing	examples	of	self-serving	cruelty	and	lack	of	perfection	
in	nature.”		One	particular	instance	that	troubled	Darwin	was	the	fact	ich-
neumon	(parasitic	wasps)	deposits	 its	eggs	 in	 the	 living	bodies	of	other	
insects.9		Two	other	scholars,	Robert	Clark	and	James	Bales	add	to	this	by	
describing	Darwin’s	form	of	argument	this	way:	“Either	all	was	designed	
in	the	most	minute	events	and	details	or	nothing	was	designed.”		Darwin	
wrote	to	uniformitarian	Charles	Lyell	in	1861	asking	Lyell	if	he	could	hon-
estly	tell	Darwin	whether	the	shape	of	his	nose	was	ordained	and	guided	
by	an	intelligent	cause.	Darwin	could	no	more	believe	in	creation	than	he	
could	believe	that	the	spot	where	each	rain	drop	lands	was	designed.10  It 
would	seem	to	me	that	Darwin	set	up	his	arguments	so	he	had	no	choice	
but	to	reject	Biblical	creation.

	 The	major	problem	with	this	argument	is	that	atheists	who	make	
this	argument	will	on	one	hand	claim	God	is	unknowable	while	on	the	oth-
er	hand	claim	they	know	what	God	would	or	would	not	do.		This	is	a	major	
flaw	that,	to	this	date,	no	atheist	has	confronted	or	even	acknowledged	is	a	
flaw	in	their	arguments—at	least	not	that	I	have	seen.		To	know	what	God	

8		Jerry	Bergman,	“Do	Any	Vestigial	Organs	Exist	in	Humans?”	Journal of Cre-
ation, 14	no.	2	(august	2000):	95–98.		
https://creation.com/do-any-vestigial-organs-exist-in-humans	(accessed	2-19-20)
9		Larson,	91.
10		Robert	Clark	and	James	Bales,	Why Scientists Accept Evolution	(Grand	Rap-
ids:	Baker,	1966),	47.	
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would	not	create	is	to	also	know	what	God	would	create,	and	this	implies	
knowledge	that	could	only	come	by	divine	revelation	thus	implying	that	
God	does	indeed	exist.

	 A	2009	example	of	this	claim	by	evolutionists	is	Geoffrey	Berg’s	
book	The Six Ways of Atheism,	which	I	critiqued	in	a	2011	LSI	article.11  
Berg argues,

God,	being	by	definition	supremely	good	and	omnipotent	
and	our	creator,	would	if	he	existed	have	created	the	best	
possible	world.		Yet	we	can	be	sure...that	the	world	taken	
as	 a	whole	 throughout	 the	 ages	 is	 not	 the	best	 possible	
world.	 	Therefore	 it	 is	 logically	shown	 that	God	cannot	
actually	exist.		Therefore	as	God	cannot	exist	within	the	
parameters	 of	 Logic,	God	 cannot	 and	 does	 not	 exist	 at	
all.”12

	 Yet,	he	also	claims	that	we	cannot	identify	God	even	if	God	exists.		
If	this	is	true,	then	how	are	we	able	to	know	what	God	would	or	would	not	
do?		Berg	does	not	acknowledge	this	contradiction	in	his	book.	

Haeckel’s Embryos

	 German	 biologist	 Ernst	 Haeckel	 (1834-1919)	 included	 illustra-
tions	of	the	embryological	stages	of	vertebrates	in	a	series	of	books	pub-
lished	between	1868	and	1908.13		Darwin,	who	was	not	an	embryologist,	
said	that	Haeckel	“had	recently	brought	his	great	knowledge	and	abilities	
to	bear	on	what	he	called	phylogeny,	or	the	lines	of	descent	on	all	organic	
beings.”		Darwin	wrote,

11		Jeffrey	Stueber,	“Geoffrey	Berg’s	The	Six	Ways	of	Atheism,”	LSI Journal,	25,	
no.	1	 (January-March	2011):	8-11.	www.LutheranScience.org/2011-1	(accessed	
2-20-20)
12		Geoffrey	Hugh	Lewis	Berg,	The Six Ways of Atheism : New Logical Disproofs 
of the Existence of God	[G.	Berg,	2009],	82-83.
13		Matthew	Cobb,	“How	Fudged	Embryo	Illustrations	Led	to	Drawn-Out	Lies,”	
NewScientist,	 January	 14,	 2015,	 www.LutheranScience.org/Cobb-Embryo (ac-
cessed	2-20-20)
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[The]	 leading	 facts	 in	 embryology	 ...are	 explained	 on	
the	principle	of	variations	in	the	many	descendants	from	
some	 one	 ancient	 progenitor,	 having	 appeared	 at	 a	 not	
very	early	period	of	 life,	and	having	been	inherited	at	a	
corresponding	period.14  

	 Larson	notes	 that	Haeckel	has	“greatly	exaggerated	 the	similar-
ities	of	 the	early	embryos.”	 	However,	as	he	notes,	Haeckel’s	argument	
served	 as	 a	 powerful	 argument	 for	 evolution	 and	 his	 sketches	 of	 these	
embryos	were	widely	reproduced.		They	also	served	as	scientific	support	
for	racism,	as	Larson	documents.15

	 Jonathan	Wells	provides	more	detail	in	noting	that	Haeckel	faked	
his	drawings.		Vertebrate	embryos	never	look	as	similar	as	he	made	them	
to	be,	and	the	stage	he	labeled	as	the	first	stage	actually	appeared	midway	
through	development.	 	The	 similarities	he	 exaggerated	 are	preceded	by	
striking	differences	 in	 the	 early	 stages	of	 development.	 	He	 chose	only	
those	vertebrate	embryos	that	came	close	to	fitting	his	theory.		He	showed	
only	five	of	seven	classes	of	vertebrates	omitting	jawless	and	cartilaginous	
fish.	 	To	 represent	amphibians,	he	used	a	salamander	 rather	 than	a	 frog	
which	 looks	 very	 different.	 	Half	 of	 the	 embryos	 are	mammals	 and	 all	
from	one	order	 (placentals)	while	 some	other	 orders	 are	 omitted.	Writ-
ing	in	2000,	evolutionist	Stephen	Gould	said	that	Haeckel	“exaggerated	
the	similarities	by	idealization	and	omissions,”	and	Gould	concluded	that	
Haeckel’s	drawings	are	characterized	by	“inaccuracies	and	outright	falsi-
fication.”16

Similarities as Proof of Evolution

	 It	is	certainly	true	that	different	animals	resemble	each	other,	and	
Larson	lists	this	as	one	of	the	reasons	Darwin’s	contemporaries	accepted	
evolution.		Darwin,	Larson	notes,	felt	that	human	mental	faculties	differ	

14		Charles	Darwin,	The Origin of Species,	Mentor	ed.,	(New	York:	New	Ameri-
can	Library,	1958),	403,	418.
15		Larson,	113-114.
16		Jonathan	Wells,	Icons of Evolution: Science or Myth? (Washington D.C.: Reg-
nery,	2000),	chapter	five.
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in	 degree	 not	 in	 kind,	 and	 he	 attempted	 to	 bridge	 the	 gap	 by	 stressing	
the	human-like	feelings	of	some	animals	and	the	animal-like	qualities	of	
savages.		“Can	we	feel	sure	that	an	old	dog	with	an	excellent	memory…
never	reflects	on	his	past	pleasures	in	the	chase?		And	this	be	a	form	of	
self-consciousness,”	Darwin	wrote	as	quoted	by	Larson.17	 	Despite	 that,	
some	scientists	of	Darwin’s	day	did	not	accept	this	reasoning	because	hu-
mans	are	unique	because	of	their	mind	and	emotions,	things	non-humans	
lack.

	 Evolutionists	believe	that	animals	share	common	organs	and	limbs	
because	they	inherited	them	from	a	common	ancestor.		For	instance,	the	
arms	of	humans,	legs	of	cats,	and	wings	of	a	bat	were	supposedly	inherited	
from	a	common	ancestor	because	they	look	so	much	the	same.		However,	
where	animals	share	common	organs	and	limbs	that	do	not	come	from	a	
common	descent,	that	is	explained	as	the	“convergence”18 of evolution on 
a	particular	body	plan.	

	 What	I	learned	from	George	McGhee’s	book	Convergent Evolu-
tion	is	the	difficulty	in	deciding	what	is	convergent	and	what	is	not.		He	
begins	 his	 book	 describing	 how	much	 the	 porpoise	 looks	 like	 a	 fish:	 a	
streamlined	body	like	a	tuna,	fins	on	its	side,	and	so	forth.		Yet,	he	tells	us,	
it	is	not	a	fish	but	a	mammal:	it	gives	live	birth	and	nurses	its	young,	for	
instance.		The	mammal	traits,	he	tells	us,	are	derived	from	the	mammalian	
ancestor,	but	 the	fish	traits,	he	says,	“are	 independently	derived	conver-
gent	traits.”		McGhee	shows	us	several	diagrams	to	explain	the	difference	
between	 convergent	 evolution	 and	 others	 types	 of	 evolution	 (discussed	
below)	but	then	makes	a	stunning	admission:19

In real life,	 however,	 evolutionary	 relationships	 are	 not	

17		Larson,	96.
18	 	Evolutionists normally assume that two different creatures having a simi-
lar feature (such as four limbs) descended from a common ancestor (“divergent 
evolution”).  Often, evolutionists place creatures with a similar feature (such as 
feathers) on their “tree of life,” so that those creatures do not have a common 
ancestor (“convergent evolution”).  In those cases, evolutionists imagine that the 
same feature evolved separately in two (or even in dozens) of different creatures.    
19		George	McGhee,	Convergent Evolution: Limited Forms Most Beautiful (Cam-
bridge:	MIT	Press,	2011),	1-4.
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known	 beforehand,	 and	 we	 must	 carefully	 analyze	 all	
traits	 that	 we	 see	 are	 shared	 by	 different	 species.	 	 Do	
these	 species	 share	 these	 traits	 simply	 because	 they	 all	
inherit	them	from	a	common	ancestor?		Or	are	these	traits	
convergent—have	 they	 independently	 arisen	 in	 species	
that	belong	to	separate	evolutionary	lineages,	in	separate	
clades?		A	porpoise	is	not	a	fish,	even	though	it	looks	like	
one.20

	 That’s	precisely	the	point.		We	don’t	know	the	evolutionary	rela-
tionships,	but	we	infer	them	from	similarity	of	organs	and	limbs.		Wouldn’t	
we	be	as	correct	in	saying	the	porpoise	is	descended	from	a	fish	based	on	
morphology	when,	after	all,	that’s	exactly	how	we	decide	that	the	human	
arm,	bat,	and	cat	share	a	common	ancestor.		Likewise,	if	we	can’t	assume	
the	porpoise	is	descended	from	the	fish	or	mammal	based	on	morphology,	
what	confidence	can	we	place	in	other	judgements	we	make	based	on	mor-
phological	similarities?

	 There	is	also	the	phenomenon	of	reverse	evolution	which	is	loss	
of	 function	 in	body	parts	 instead	of	 their	 increasing	complexity.	 	 Jenny	
Morber	suggests	that	penguins	are	an	example	of	reverse	evolution	in	that	
they	are	birds	that	lost	their	flight	ability.		However,	these	birds	have	larger	
muscles	and	denser	bones	for	strength	which	allow	them	to	swim.		Snakes,	
she	suggests,	lost	their	legs	although	they	do	have	the	structures	needed	to	
hear	prey.		Birds	no	longer	have	teeth	although	Morber	suggests	the	loss	
of	teeth	helped	beaks	grow	as	a	precursor	to	flight.21		It	should	appear	to	
anyone	these	animals	are	excellently	designed	for	their	habitats,	but	evo-
lutionists	think	that,	if	their	theory	is	true,	these	animals	should	have	more	
limbs	and	organs	than	they	do	that	point	to	greater	ongoing	complexity,	
not regression. 

	 Furthermore,	there	are	many	genes	that	are	present	only	in	some	

20		McGhee,	5.
21		Jenny	Morber,	“5	Times	Evolution	Ran	in	‘Reverse’	-Hagfish,	penguins,	and	
aphids	are	just	some	of	the	creatures	that	have	been	shaped	by	what’s	known	as	
regressive	evolution,”	National	Geographic,	
www.LutheranScience.org/MorberReverseEvolution	(accessed	2-20-20)
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plants	and	animals	but	not	 in	others.	 	These	are	called	“orphan	genes.”	
Evolutionist	Richard	Buggs	states	that	orphan	genes	“comprise	a	sizeable	
proportion	of	each	new	genome	sequenced.”22		He	says	that	scientists	ex-
pected	to	find	these	genes	present	in	assumed	ancestral	populations,	but	
that	 has	 not	 happened	 over	 the	 past	 20	 years	 of	 looking.	 	These	 genes	
are	called	“orphans,”	because	they	seem	to	have	no	evolutionary	parents.		
Buggs	found	 that	9,604	of	 the	38,852	protein-coding	genes	 in	ash	 trees	
were	orphan	genes.		He	and	his	coauthors	published	this	research	in	the	
premier	science	journal	Nature.23		Buggs	comments	about	his	Nature ar-
ticle	in	a	paper	with	a	telling	title:	“The	Evolutionary	Mystery	of	Orphan	
Genes—Every	newly	sequenced	genome	contains	genes	with	no	traceable	
evolutionary	 descent—The	 ash	 genome	was	 no	 exception.”	 	 	This	 evi-
dence	fits	created	kinds	and	goes	against	evolutionary	common	descent.		
Evolutionist Buggs writes, 

Orphan	genes	are	“the	hard	problem”	for	evolutionary	ge-
nomics.		Because	we	can’t	find	other	genes	similar	to	them	
in	other	species,	we	can’t	build	family	trees	for	them.		We	
cannot	hypothesize	their	gradual	evolution;	instead	they	
seem	 to	appear	out	of	nowhere.	 	Various	attempts	have	
been	made	at	explaining	their	origins	but	 ...the	problem	
remains	unsolved.24

Evidence Against Evolution 
Is Re-Purposed as Evidence for Evolution

 So,	as	always,	evolutionist	theory	drives	the	assumption	of	what	
biology	should	show	us,	not	what	biology	actually	shows	us.		Some	fea-
tures	are	claimed	to	show	descent	from	a	common	ancestor,	except when 
they don’t―in	which	case	they	are	examples	of	“convergent”	evolution.		

22		Richard	Buggs,	“The	Evolutionary	Mystery	of	Orphan	Genes	-Every	newly	
sequenced	genome	contains	genes	with	no	 traceable	 evolutionary	descent	–the	
ash	genome	was	no	exception,”	Ecology	and	Evolution,	
www.LutheranScience.org/BuggsOrphan		(accessed	2-20-20)
23	 	Elizabeth	S.	A.	Sollars,	 et	 al.,	 “Genome	sequence	and	genetic	diversity	of	
European	ash	trees,”	Nature	541,	(2017):	212–216.	
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature20786	(accessed	2-20-20)
24		Buggs.
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Some	features	are	claimed	to	show	a	progress	of	animal	forms	to	greater	
function	and	complexity,	except when they don’t―in	which	case	they	are	
examples	of	“regressive”	evolution.		Genes	should	have	previous	ances-
tral forms, except when they don’t―in	which	 case	 they	 are	 called	 “or-
phan”	genes.		There	should	be	intermediate	links	between	different	animal	
groups	according	to	evolutionist	theory,	except when there isn’t―in	which	
case	the	missing	links	are	supposedly	due	to	“punctuated”	evolution	(rapid	
jumps	in	evolution	between	long	periods	with	no	change).		

	 What	 I	 realize	when	 studying	 evolution	 in	 this	way	 is	 that	 the	
evidence	does	not	validate	Darwin’s	central	theory	of	descent	with	modifi-
cation.		Rather,	theory	comes	first	and	the	data	is	labeled	in	a	special	way	
(convergent,	regressive,	orphan,	or	punctuated,	for	instance)	to	re-purpose	
what could be falsification	of	Darwin’s	theory	into	an	exception to Dar-
win’s	theory.		In	this	case,	it	would	be	incorrect	to	say	similarities	in	bodily	
organs	or	limbs	validate	Darwin’s	theory.

	 Furthermore,	DNA	often	does	not	agree	with	morphology.	 	Ho-
mologous	 structures	 (bodily	 features	 shared	 by	 numerous	 animals	 that	
come	from	a	common	ancestor)	should	be	specified	by	homologous	genes.		
However,	Michael	Denton,	writing	in	1986,	says	homologous	structures	
are	specified	by	quite	different	genes	in	different	species.25  This, to me, 
suggests	something	else	controlled	the	generation	of	the	organs	of	these	
animals other than DNA.  Perhaps they were divinely created that way. 

Progress in the Fossil Record

		 Finally,	Larson	notes	that	Darwin,	in	his	book	The Origin of Spe-
cies,	 claimed	 “the	 fossil	 record	 displayed	 a	 recognizable	 continuity	 in	
the	succession	of	species	within	contiguous	areas	and	a	tendency	toward	
greater	organic	variety	and	complexity	over	time.”		This	demands	a	great	
deal	 of	 intermediates	 between	 simple	 and	 complex	 animals,	 of	 course.		
With	further	research,	Larson	says,	Darwin	felt	paleontologists	would	find	
missing links in the evolutionary tree of life.26

25		Michael	Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis	(Bethesda:	MA,	Adler	&	Ad-
ler,	1985),	149.
26		Larson,	139.
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	 What	scientists	have	found,	however,	is	that	there	are	gaps	in	the	
fossil	record	often	with	alleged	transitions	between	major	groups	of	ani-
mals	—between	the	reptiles	and	birds,	for	instance.		Darwin	suggested	that	
the	fossil	record	was	incomplete,	and	to	this	day	some	evolutionists	argue	
this	way	even	after	more	than	150	years	of	fossil	discovery.		Other	evolu-
tionists	have	replied,	as	evolutionists	Stephen	Gould	and	Niles	Eldredge	
did	in	1972	and	college	text	books	still	do	today,	that	these	gaps	are	due	to	
the	phenomenon	of	punctuated	equilibrium	where	animals	evolve	quickly	
leaving	few	if	any	intermediate	fossils.

	 One	of	the	prominent	examples	of	this	phenomenon	is	the	Cam-
brian	explosion.		In	Precambrian	rock,	few	if	any	fossils	survive,	but	in	the	
Cambrian	rock	an	explosion	of	life	is	present	challenging	evolutionists	to	
explain	it.		An	article	on	the	PBS	web	site	indicates	this	is	still	a	problem,	
arguing	that	one	reason	for	the	missing	fossils	is	the	lack	of	fossilized	rem-
nants.27		So,	Darwin’s	explanation	of	poor	fossilization	persists	even	after	
over	150	years	of	fossil	research.		The	fossil	record	is	not	documenting	the	
fossils	that	Darwin	felt	we	would	find	to	ratify	his	beliefs.	

Conclusion

	 What	struck	me	upon	reading	Larson	is	how	easily	evolution	was	
accepted	by	Darwin’s	contemporaries,	and	evolutionists	today,	without	the	
realization	that	the	cart	was	put	before	the	horse.		Evolution	was	accepted	
and	continues	 to	be	accepted	for	personal	 reasons	as	part	of	a	 rebellion	
against	God.		The	truth	is	that	the	evidence	isn’t	there	any	more	now	than	
it	was	in	Darwin’s	day.		That’s	what	we	should	realize	when	studying	the	
history of evolutionist thought.

Jeffrey Stueber, a free-lance writer, serves as secretary of the Lutheran Sci-
ence Institute.  He is a member of St. John Evangelical Lutheran Church 
in Watertown WI.

27		“The	Cambrian	Explosion,”	PBS,	(accessed	2-22-20)	
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/evolution/library/03/4/l_034_02.html
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Dear	Supporters,

 Thank	you	so	much	for	participating	in	this	apologetic	minis-
try.		With	your	prayers	and	financial	support,	and	by	telling	others	
about	 this	ministry,	you	are	producing	and	distributing	Confes-
sional	Lutheran	creation	apologetic	materials.		This	is	an	exciting	
time	of	growth.		You	are	getting	creation	apologetic	materials	into	
the	hands	of	more	pastors,	teachers,	students,	and	laity	than	ever	
before.		

 You	have	enabled	an	expanding	apologetic	ministry.		Apolo-
getic	materials	for	5K	–	grade	12	were	published	in	the	spring	and	
fall	2019	LSI Journals,	a	first	step	toward	fulfilling	the	long-term	
goal	of	producing	an	apologetic	curriculum.		An	ambitious	2019	
conference	 schedule	 included	 displays	 at	 both	WELS	 and	ELS	
national	conventions	and	multiple	teacher	conferences,	where	we	
distributed	 thousands	of	LSI Journals and	spoke	with	hundreds	
of	called	workers	and	laity.		LSI	personnel	led	four	sectionals	at	
teacher	conferences	and	led	adult	Bible	studies	at	several	congre-
gations.  

 The	LSI	Lesson	Book,	“Evolution	–a	Lutheran	Response,”	is	
now	being	used	as	a	text	book	in	high	schools	and	colleges	and	in	
dozens	of	adult	Bible	studies.		2020	plans	include	mailing	an	ex-
panded	2nd	edition	to	every	WELS	and	ELS	congregation	(about	
1,400	 churches),	 and	 to	 teachers	 at	WELS	high	 schools.	 	Your	
generosity	makes	all	this	happen.		

Mark Bergemann
President,	Lutheran	Science	Institute	
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	 Financial	 support	 in	 2019	 came	 from	 a	 record	 number	 of	 new	
donors	 (22)	and	a	 record	number	of	 repeat	donors	 (24),	nearly	meeting	
our	2019	expenses.		Since	2017,	sixty-five	individuals	and	groups	(such	
as	 congregations	 and	 conferences)	 provided	 $22,395	 in	 gifts	 and	 dues.		
Please	consider	making	a	gift	 in	2020	so	that	our	pastors,	 teachers,	stu-
dents,	and	laity	continue	to	receive	the	apologetic	materials	for	which	they	
are looking.   Consider	a	gift	of	$25,	$125,	$250,	$500,	or	more.		

www.LutheranScience.org/donate
or mail your check to Lutheran Science Institute,
13390 W. Edgewood Ave., New Berlin WI 53151
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Operating Fund
Jan 1, 2019: Balance $3,853.59
     Gifts $6,952.53
     Dues $801.00
     Print LSI	Journal	subscriptions $914.64
     Other income $1.60
INCOME $8,669.77
     Expenses $9,300.71
     Outstanding Liabilities $0.00
EXPENSES $9,300.71
Dec 31, 2019: Balance $3,222.65

Trust Fund
Jan 1, 2019: Balance $8,230.81
Interest $209.50
Dec 31, 2019: Balance $8,440.31

LSI in Your Will
 The	LSI	Trust	Fund	is	ready	to	receive	estates	of	all	sizes,	whether	
$3,000	or	$300,000.	The	Trust	Fund	accumulates	funds	for	larger	minis-
try	programs	and	possibly	for	a	paid	staff	to	do	tasks	our	volunteer	staff	
is	unable	to	do.		It	also	ensures	LSI	operating	expenses	are	met	in	years	
of	income	shortfall,	as	occurred	in	2016	when	the	trust	provided	$2,000	
toward	operating	expenses.	The	LSI	Trust	Fund	was	created	in	late	2014	
and	is	governed	by	the	document	at: www.LutheranScience.org/Trust 

Assets: Dec 31, 2019
     Operating: US Bank checking $3,222.65
Operating Fund Assets $3,222.65
     Trust: US Bank (separate account) $1,528.89
     Trust: LACE 6 notes at 3.0% and 3.5% $6,911.42
Trust Fund Assets $8,440.31
TOTAL ASSETS $11,662.96
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