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4 Light

Light
Scott Bergemann

	 Can you guess what the biggest complaint is of those who have 
been put into a dark prison cell?   You might think it would be missing 
family, friends, a favorite food, or their cell phone.  But those who have 
been put into a dark prison cell say that the worst part is being deprived of 
light.  Without light you cannot see what you are doing, or where you are 
going, or what is in the cell with you.  Worse, you soon lose track of time 
and don’t even know for sure what day it is!

	 How often do we thank God for the wonderful gift of light?  
God created light on the very first day of Creation. 

God said, “Let there be light,” and there was light.
(Genesis 1:3, EHV)

	 God made light for all.  Scientists have been fascinated by light.  It 
is an amazing form of energy―behaving as a wave and as particles at the 
same time!1  Light enables us to see clearly.  Light enables living things to 
grow and bear fruit. 

	 In the Bible the Holy Spirit uses “darkness” to bring to mind 
sin,  judgment, ignorance, unbelief, and ultimately hell.   “Light,” on 
the other hand, calls to mind rescue, forgiveness, faith, God’s revelation of 
himself, and ultimately salvation.

	 We deal with darkness every day.  A happy day can be ruined by a 
few dark words from a friend.  We can sit in the darkness of our guilt over 
something bad we have done. 	

	 In these instances, what precious gift have we been given that 
drives away the darkness?  Jesus!  

1  L Piazza et al., “Simultaneous observation of the quantization and the interfer-
ence pattern of a plasmonic near-field,” Nature Communications, 6, 6407 (March 
2, 2015). https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7407 (accessed 7-7-20)
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Jesus is 
The real light that shines on everyone.

(John 1:9, EHV)

	 We do not place our worth on the words of others, or on what we 
have done.  Jesus’ light enables us to see clearly.  We are his dearly loved 
children, based solely on what He has done.  On the cross Jesus died for 
all our sins.  Because of Jesus’ victory over sin and death, we are forgiven!  
Because of Jesus’ victory, we too are victorious!  Because of Jesus’ victo-
ry, we are his children who live in the light of salvation.  

We Pray:  

	 Dear Jesus, help me to be thankful for the wonderful gift of your 
Light in my life.  Use me in any way that my words and actions may reflect 
your saving light to those who are in darkness around me.  Amen

Scott Bergemann serves as family outreach pastor at Mt. Zion Evangelical 
Lutheran Church (www.mtzionwi.org), and as pastor at Oasis Youth Cen-
ter (www.oyckenosha.net), both in Kenosha, Wisconsin. 
___
image credit: Pixabay
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6 Logical Fallacies

article series

Logical Fallacies
Mark Bergemann

	 Logic is the study of reasoning.1  The proper use of reasoning is 
essential in our apologetic―in our defense of the faith.  Understanding 
logic can help us avoid using incorrect reasoning as we minister to others.  
It can also help us recognize when others make such errors.  

	 A logical argument―a claim―may be false due to one of many 
common errors in reasoning called “logical fallacies.”  These “fallacious 
claims” are in our daily lives: in social media, everyday conversations, 
TV news, advertisements, books, and even classrooms.  Such errors are 
frequently made by both creationists and evolutionists.   Some users of 
these fallacious claims are even aware that they are using a logical fallacy.  
They use it anyway, since using a logical fallacy is often very effective in 
convincing others that your claim is true.  

	 It is very important to learn some of the more common logical 
fallacies for three reasons:

1) To avoid making these errors in your own apologetic.
2) To notice these errors when used by other creationists.
3) To notice these errors when used by evolutionists.

	 You may be amazed to find out that a fallacious argument (an error 
in reasoning) may have a conclusion that is true.  A fallacious argument is 
simply considered to be an invalid argument—even a worthless argument, 
as it may have a true or a false conclusion.

1  A college textbook on logic states, “Logic is the study of the methods and prin-
ciples used to distinguish correct from incorrect reasoning.  ...Using the methods 
and techniques of logic—the subject matter of this book—we can distinguish reli-
ably between sound and faulty reasoning.” 
Irving M. Copi and Carl Cohen, Introduction to Logic, 13th ed. (Upper Saddle 
River NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall, 2009), 4.
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	 This article series began in the spring 2018 LSI Journal with a 
four page discussion of logic (www.LutheranScience.org/2018spring).  
Consider rereading that article.  That issue of the LSI Journal also had an 
article on the straw-man fallacy.  We continue this series by examining ad-
ditional logical fallacies commonly used by creationists and evolutionists.  
Some of these fallacies have multiple names, which you may find used in 
other sources.  

	 The most important skill to acquire by studying logical fallacies, 
is to recognize that a fallacious claim is being made.  It is useful to also 
know the exact fallacy being used, but that is far less important.  Most 
importantly, remember that you are ministering to others.  Show the love 
of Christ in your apologetic.

No True Scotsman
Using a biased definition to make 

your claim seem to be true. 

	 The no true Scotsman fallacy is easy to remember once you have 
heard the story behind the name.  A book on logic relates that story.  Jason 
Lisle explains,

The example from which the name of this fallacy is taken is this: 
Person A asserts that no Scotsman puts sugar on his porridge.  Per-
son B refutes this claim by providing a counter-example: “Angus 
is a Scotsman—and he puts sugar on his porridge.”  But Person A 
responds by saying, “Ah, but no true Scotsman puts sugar on his 
porridge.”  He has essentially refined the term “Scotsman” in such 
a way that his original claim cannot be wrong.  But since the defi-
nition is fallacious, so is his argument. This comes up in origins 
debates quite frequently: 

Evolutionist: “No scientist believes that God created everything 
in six days.”



8 Logical Fallacies

Creationist: “The scientists at Answers in Genesis believe that 
God created in six days.”

Evolutionist: “Well, no real scientist believes that God created 
in six days.”2 

	 Watch out for evolutionists defining terms in a biased way to sup-
port their claims both for evolution and against creation.  It is extremely 
common.  We Christians also need to be careful not to use biased terms to 
defend our faith in the Creator God of Scripture, which sadly, is also far 
too common.

Evolutionists using the “No True Scotsman” fallacy
There is no dissent among serious biologists about the major 
claims of evolutionary theory.3  

No serious biologist doubts these propositions [the common 
descent of species by natural selection].4  

There is no debate within the scientific community over whether 
evolution occurred.5

But there is no controversy within the scientific community over 
whether evolution occurred.6

	 The first two claims above define “serious biologists” as biologists 
who do not question the major claims of evolution.  There are many biol-
ogists who reject millions of years, but one only needs a single example to 
disprove such a broad claim.  Here are two examples: Answers in Genesis 

2   Jason Lisle, Discerning Truth –Exposing Errors in Evolutionary Arguments 
(Green Forest: Master Books, 2010), 78.
3  Jerry A. Coyne, Why Evolution is True, (NY: Penguin Group, 2009), 223.
4  Coyne, 223.
5  Working group on Teaching Evolution, Teaching About Evolution and the Na-
ture of Science (Washington D.C.: The National Academies Press, 1998), 4. Free 
pdf at http://nap.edu/5787 (accessed 7-1-20)
6   Committee on revising science and creationism: A view from the National 
Academy of Sciences, Science, Evolution, and Creationism (Washington D.C.: 
The National Academies Press, 2008), xiii.  Free pdf at (accessed 7-1-20) 
https://www.nap.edu/catalog/11876/science-evolution-and-creationism
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has several biologists on their staff.  “Dr. Nathaniel Jeanson holds a PhD 
in cell and developmental biology from Harvard University.”  “Dr. David 
Menton holds a PhD in biology from Brown University and served as an 
award-winning professor at Washington University School of Medicine in 
St. Louis for 34 years.”7  Similarly, the last two claims define “scientific 
community” as the portion of that community that does not question evo-
lution.

No unbiased reader will close the book doubting [evolution].8  

	 This claim defines an “unbiased reader” as a reader of Dawkins’ 
book who does not doubt evolution.  All readers who do not accept evolu-
tion as true are declared to be biased.  

There is no evidence that evolution has not occurred.9

Despite the lack of scientific evidence for creationist positions…10

Nor is there any evidence that the entire geological record, with 
its orderly succession of fossils, is the product of a single uni-
versal flood that occurred a few thousand years ago, lasted a 
little longer than a year, and covered the highest mountains to 
a depth of several meters.11

	 Some evolutionists claim there is no evidence (not even weak ev-
idence) showing evolution to be false or creation to be true.  Their biased 
definition for the word “evidence” arbitrarily rejects all evidence against 
evolution or for creation.  If the standard and widely used definition for 
evidence is used, then there is evidence for creation and against evolution.  

7  https://answersingenesis.org/bios/ (accessed 7-1-20)
8  Dr. Alice Roberts quoting Dawkins on the cover jacket of: Richard Dawkins, 
The Greatest Show on Earth –The Evidence for Evolution (NY: Free Press, 2009).
9  Working group on Teaching Evolution, 4.
10  Committee on revising science and creationism, 43.
11  Steering Committee on Science and Creationism, Science and Creationism: 
A View from the National Academy of Sciences, 2nd ed. (Washington D.C.: The 
National Academies Press, 1999), 8. Free pdf at (accessed 7-1-20) 
https://www.nap.edu/download/6024 
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Creationists using the “No True Scotsman” fallacy
In summing up an examination of prehistory, the literature 
shows many attempts to deal with the past, from serious scien-
tists who report honestly, to evolutionists whose first loyalty is to 
their theory despite the evidence, and to those who are often 
called the lunatic fringe.12   

	 This creationist defines “serious scientists” as those who reject 
evolution, and in doing so, uses the no true Scotsman fallacy.  These seri-
ous scientists (creationists) practice science “honestly” while non-serious 
scientists (evolutionists) practice science dishonestly.  

a supposedly scientific enterprise13  

	 An accepted scientific method for dating seafloor drillings to evo-
lutionary timescales is called “a supposedly scientific enterprise” in a cre-
ationist magazine.  Now this creationist may be correct in pointing out that 
a particular detail used in this calculation method is in error, or he may be 
incorrect.  Either way, he is claiming that an accepted and widely used sci-
entific method is not scientific because he is using a biased definition for 
“science.”  If the standard and widely used definition for science is used, 
then the method is scientific. 

There Is No Evidence Evolution Took Place in the Past.14  

Evolution…without a shred of scientific evidence supporting it.15

	 Some creationists commonly claim that there is no evidence for 
evolution.  They claim evolution has no evidence at all, not even weak ev-
idence.  This claim commits the “no true Scotsman” error in reasoning, be-
cause it uses a biased definition for the word “evidence.”  Such creationists 

12  Erich A. Von Fange, In SEARCH of the GENESIS World -DEBUNKING THE 
EVOLUTION MYTH, (St. Louis, Concordia Publishing House: 2006), 359. 
13  Brian Thomas, The Gospel and ICR, in Acts & Facts, December 2017, 6.
14  Episode title of a 13-minute radio program by Institute of Creation Research 
(ICR) CEO Henry Morris III, June 9, 2016.  
https://www.icr.org/article/no-evidence-evolution-past (accessed 7-1-20)
15  Henry M. Morris, “Pseudo-Science,” in Days of Praise, (Oct. 5, 1996).  
https://www.icr.org/article/pseudo-science/ (accessed 7-1-20)



11Logical Fallacies

define “evidence” in this context as being certain solid proof.  They claim 
weak evidence, or evidence that seems to support both sides, is really not 
evidence at all.  If the standard and widely used definition for evidence is 
used, then evolution does have evidence.  Creationists tend to see most 
of the evidence for common descent and millions of years as being rather 
weak, but it is still evidence, and even that weak evidence has convinced 
many that evolution is true.  

True science always supports the Scriptures.16 

True science has always affirmed the teaching of Scripture.17

True science demonstrates the truth of the biblical record.18

But real science shows that comets are not that old.19

In reality, there is harmony between science and religion.20

True science always lines up with God’s Word when properly 
understood.21

[Evolution is] pseudoscience.22

	 Some creationists claim that science and the Bible are always in 
harmony when both are properly understood.  Some creationists common-
ly use the term “true science” or “real science” to describe science that 
agrees with Scripture, and “false science,” “pseudoscience,” or “science 
falsely so-called” to describe science that disagrees with Scripture.   In 

16  Henry M. Morris, “True Science,” Days of Praise (Oct 10, 1995). 
https://www.icr.org/article/true-science/ (accessed 7-1-20)
17  John MacArthur, THE BATTLE FOR BEGINNING: The Bible on Creation 
and the Fall of Adam, (John MacArthur: 2001), 28.
18  Timothy Clarey, “Stromatolites: Evidence of Pre-Flood Hydrology,” Acts & 
Facts, 47 no. 5 (May 2018): 12. 
19  Timothy Clarey, Carved in Stone —Geological Evidence of the Worldwide 
Flood, (Dallas TX, Institute for Creation Research: 2020), 452.
20  Michael L. McCoy, A Christian Perspective on Creation vs. Evolution, (St. 
Louis, Concordia Publishing House: 1996), 27.
21   Jay Seegert, “Faith is not a 4-Letter word,” presented Feb 26, 2013 to the 
Creation Science Society of Milwaukee (CSSM) annual business meeting, at Mil-
waukee Lutheran High School.  Quote is from the meeting advertisement on the 
CSSM website at that time.
22  Von Fange, 265.
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making this claim, they have removed from science everything that dis-
agrees with Scripture.  The result of this biased definition is that science 
always agrees with Scripture, because that is how they have redefined the 
word “science.”  

Conclusion

	 Sadly, it is common for both creationists and evolutionists to de-
fine terms in a biased way in an attempt to make their claims seem to be 
true.  Look out for these biased definitions as you read about evolution and 
about creation.  By doing so, you might avoid being misled by those who 
resort to using the no true Scotsman fallacy.  More importantly, work to 
avoid using biased, nonstandard definitions in your own apologetic.  

Ad Hominem
Instead of critiquing a person’s claim, 
you insult that person or question his 

motives, background, or qualifications.  

	 Ad hominem is Latin for “to the man.”  Those using this error in 
reasoning attack the person instead of his claim.  

	 Whether a person is a good person or a bad person, highly educat-
ed or a grade school dropout, is well respected or reviled, has nothing to do 
with whether that person’s claim is true or false.  Good people can make 
false claims, and bad people can make true claims.   
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Evolutionists using the ad hominem fallacy
If the history-deniers who doubt the fact of evolution are igno-
rant of biology, those who think the world began less than ten 
thousand years ago are worse than ignorant, they are deluded 
to the point of perversity.23

During the filming of this series I developed a deep irritation 
with the intellectual vacuity of those who actively seek to deny 
the reality of evolution and the science of biology in general.  So 
empty is such a position, in the face of evidence collected over 
the centuries, that it can only be politically motivated: there is 
not a hint of reason in it.24

Anybody who doesn’t believe in evolution is stupid, insane, or 
hasn’t read Jerry Coyne.25

Creationists using the ad hominem fallacy
Bill Nye does not know what he is talking about, since he only 
has a bachelor’s degree.

	 I often hear creationists make this charge against Nye.  If we must 
have an advanced college degree in something to make claims about that 
thing, then most of us would be unable to discuss science, history, art, ath-
letics, cooking, cars, pets, religion, or other common topics.  This shows 
how ridiculous it is to attack the person instead of that person’s claim.  

23  Richard Dawkins, The Greatest Show on Earth –The Evidence for Evolution, 
(New York: Free Press, 2009), page 85.
24  Brian Cox and Andrew Cohen, Wonders of Life―Exploring the Most Extraor-
dinary Force in the Universe, (New York: HarperCollinsPubishers, 2013), 9.
25  Richard Dawkins, in Jerry A. Coyne, Why Evolution is True, (NY: Penguin 
Group, 2009), back-side of book jacket.
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Begging the Question
When one claims something is true, 

because it is true.  

Jason Lisle describes begging the question this way, 
This fallacy is committed when a person merely assumes what he 
or she is attempting to prove, or when the premise of an argument 
actually depends on its conclusion.26  

	 Begging the question is considered to be a logical fallacy because 
such a claim does not have logical reasoning as support.  It is a type of 
circular reasoning.  In addition, it is based on subjective personal choice 
instead of logic, so it is considered to be arbitrary.  Lisle explains that 
such claims can be turned around to assert the exact opposite,   

“Evolution must be true because it is a fact,” while technically 
valid, is fallacious because the arguer has merely assumed what 
he is trying to prove.  Arbitrary assumptions are not to be used in 
logical reasoning because we could equally well assume the exact 
opposite.  It would be just as legitimate to argue, “Evolution can-
not be true because it is false.”27

A college textbook on logic describes begging the question as,
...the mistake of assuming the truth of what one seeks to prove.  
The “question” in a formal debate is the issue that is in dispute; 
to “beg” the question is to ask, or to suppose, that the very matter 
in controversy be conceded.  This is an argument with no merit at 
all, of course, and one who makes such as assumption commits a 
gross fallacy.28

26  Lisle, Discerning Truth, 23.
27  Lisle, Discerning Truth, 26.
28  Copi, 152-153.
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	 Begging the question claims are technically “valid” statements of 
logic because the conclusion follows the premise.  They are still consid-
ered to be fallacious (an error in reasoning), because they are arbitrary 
claims.

	 It is perfectly fine to simply state your position: “I believe evolution 
is true,” or “I believe evolution is false.”  When you are trying to explain 
why your claim is true, then you should include a logical reason for its truth.  

	 Both creationists and evolutionists commit this fallacy, but I find 
evolutionists doing so more frequently.  Many evolutionists, even highly 
educated and accomplished evolutionists, seem to have difficulty avoid-
ing this fallacy.  They are so ingrained in naturalism (everything has a 
physical cause) that they end up basing their claims on the assumption 
of naturalism (that miracles are impossible).  They often base their claim 
that evolution is true, on the assumption that there are no miracles (the as-
sumption that naturalism is true).  That is the very definition of begging the 
question: “Evolution is true because everything has a natural (non-super-
natural) cause.”   When the discussion is about whether or not everything 
has a physical cause, one cannot claim the answer is “No” because one 
assumes it’s “No.”  

Evolutionists using the “Begging the Question” fallacy
Convergent evolution involves independent adaptations that 
result in analogous structures because organisms have evolved 
in similar environments. (Figure 23.8)29 

Homologous structures are similar to each other because they 
are derived from a common ancestral structure.  The set of 
bones in the forearms of vertebrates is one example.  (Figure 
23.12)30

29  Robert J. Brooker et al., Biology, 2nd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2011), 488.
30  Brooker, 488.
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	 When two different animals have a similar body part, evolution-
ists assume it is the result of either:
1) Those body parts evolving independently in two different animals 
(“convergent evolution” of  “analogous structures”), or 
2) Those two animals descended from a common ancestor (inheriting “ho-
mologous structures”).  

	 The two preceding example quotes that beg the question are from 
a college biology textbook (second from bottom on page 31).  The first 
quote refers to figure 23.8 where two different animals have long snouts 
and long tongues allowing them to eat ants, two different vines have aerial 
roots allowing them to climb trees, and two different fish “have antifreeze 
proteins that enable them to survive frigid waters.”31  The second quote 
refers to figure 23.12 which shows the similarity of human arm bones to 
the bones in a turtle leg, bat wing, and whale flipper.32  

	 These two quotes from the textbook could be summarized as, 
“The similar body parts (analogous and homologous structures) in these 
plants and animals evolved because they evolved.  That is begging the 
question.  

	 These two quotes are from the textbook chapter, “An Introduction 
to Evolution,” which is devoted to describing evolution theory and why it 
is true.  The chapter ends with five points to discuss, three of which ask 
the student to explain how the material presented supports the truth of 
evolution.  One of the five discussion points is, “How does [convergent 
evolution] support evolution?”  A second is, “Explain how homologous 
forelimbs of vertebrates support the theory of evolution.”33

	 Since this textbook chapter is about showing why evolution is 
true—and by implication why the alternative, creation, is false—the over-
all question being considered is, “Are these similar body parts due to evo-
lution or due to creation (common design)?”  The textbook begs the ques-
tion by, in essence, claiming that evolution is true because evolution is true.

31  Brooker, 481.
32  Brooker 483.
33  Brooker, 489.
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Nevertheless, all organisms share some common traits because 
they all share common ancestors at some point in the past.34

Different kinds of organisms share so many characteristics of 
structure and function because they are related to one another.35  

A bat wing, a mouse forelimb, and a human arm serve very 
different purposes, but they have the same basic components.  
The similarities arise because all three species share a common 
four-limbed vertebrate ancestor.36

The bones in the forelimbs of terrestrial and some aquatic ver-
tebrates are remarkably similar because they have all evolved 
from the forelimbs of a common ancestor.37  
[This last quote is used to describe the figure below.]

	 Again, the question here is whether creatures are similar due to 
common descent or common design.  The authors are attempting to prove 
that common descent is true, and common design (a creator god) is false.  
Their argument is: “Common descent is true because common descent is 
true.”  The National Academy of Sciences made all four of the preceding 
fallacious statements in three of the books it wrote to defend evolution 

34  Committee on revising science and creationism, 24.
35  Working group on Teaching Evolution, 2.
36  Steering Committee on Science and Creationism, 14. 
37  Committee on revising science and creationism, 26.

Logical Fallacies
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against creationist claims.  These books were reviewed on pages 8-22 in 
the winter 2017 LSI Journal at www.LutheranScience.org/2017winter.  
The National Academy of Sciences is a group of over 2,000 leading scien-
tists formed by act of Congress, a group that advises the US president.  

	 Even if these quoted claims were surrounded by sentences con-
taining good logical reasons of support, the claims would still be falla-
cious.  It would be best to rewrite the claims to eliminate the fallacy, pos-
sibly by simply adding “as we will see in the next paragraph.”  

	 The Academy wrote these books to defend evolution against cre-
ationist claims, especially to show that common descent is true and the 
creationist claim of common design is false.  The overall argument of these 
books is to list similarities between creatures (both living and fossilized) 
and how they each fit their ecosystem, then claim that as proof of common 
descent.  The overall argument of these books begs the question.  The 
Academy claims common descent is true, and common design is false, 
because that’s the way it is.  

	 What the National Academy does in its books is common practice 
when defending evolution.  For example: Five general biology college text-
books are shown on the bottom of  page 31.  The evolution story is woven 
throughout each book.  Each also dedicates a section of 16-22 pages present-
ing evidence that evolution is true.  These sections all include a drawing com-
paring human arm bones to animal bones, similar to what the Academy did.  

	 The text and the graphic on the next page are from one of these 
textbooks38 (third book from the bottom of page 31).  The text claims that the 
forelimbs of mammals are similar because each descended from a common 
ancestor.  That begs the question.  

	 The text mentions a riddle.  The answer to that riddle is that God 
used a common design.  Evolutionists impose a “no creator” assumption 
on their science, so they do not take into account the possibility of common 
design by a creator.

38  Peter H. Raven et al., Biology, 8th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2008), 426.
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Creationists using the “Begging the Question” fallacy

	 The Big Bang never happened.  It is simply wrong.

	 If the creationist making this statement only intends to convey 
that he believes the Big Bang is false, and not explain why he thinks so, 
then it would be best if he chose words to make that clearer.  If he is trying 
to convince others that evolution is wrong, then he should provide some 
reason why it is wrong.  As it stands, this statement is fallacious, unless he 
adds some evidence or reasoning for his claim.  

The bodies of people, cats, and dogs are similar in many ways 
because God used a common design in creating them.   

	 This example of begging the question is the creationist version 
of what we criticized evolutionists for doing.  I admit that I have made a 
few similar claims in the past.  It would be best to state the same thing in 
a way that avoids using a logical fallacy.  How about: “People, cats, and 
dogs live in a common environment (Earth) and digest similar food (car-
bohydrates, proteins, and fats), so it is not surprising that we find so many 
similarities between them.  These similarities are evidence that God used 
a similar design in creating people and animals.”  

Your Ministry

	 Avoiding logical fallacies in your apologetic can be challenging, 
but it is a worthy goal.  In addition, gaining the ability to notice logical fal-
lacies committed by others is a useful skill in seeing through false claims.  

	 Finally, remember to show the love of Christ as you talk with 
others about their Savior.  Use apologetics as needed to remove barriers to 
that gospel message.  

Mark Bergemann is a retired electrical engineer with a B.S. from the University of 
Wisconsin–Milwaukee.  He serves as president of the Lutheran Science Institute and 
as Martin Luther College adjunct instructor for the online courses Creation Apol-
ogetics 101 and 102.  He is a member of Good Shepherd’s Evangelical Lutheran 
Church in West Allis, Wisconsin.
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A Biology Textbook 
—Responds to Creationist Claims

Mark Bergemann

	 A popular college biology “textbook for students majoring in bi-
ology” states its “primary goal” is to teach evolution.  Shouldn’t the pri-
mary goal of a biology textbook be to teach biology?  So, if students in 
a classroom using this textbook gain “a comprehensive understanding of 
evolutionary theory,” but a minimal understanding of biology, then the pri-
mary goal of this 1,300-page textbook was achieved.  The book’s preface 
proclaims that the new 8th edition of this textbook, 

...maintains the clear, accessible, and engaging writing style of 
past editions and the pervasive emphasis on evolution and scien-
tific inquiry that have made this a leading textbook for students 
majoring in biology.  …This begins with the primary goal of this 
textbook to provide a comprehensive understanding of evolution-
ary theory and the scientific basis for this view.  [The first edition] 
presented biology…as the product of evolution.  Much as all biol-
ogy “only makes sense in light of evolution,” this text is enhanced 
by a consistent evolutionary theme that is woven throughout the 
text, and we have enhanced this theme in the eighth edition.1  

	 College biology textbooks tend to devote extensive space to evo-
lution and weave it into most chapters.  It is also common to devote one or 
more chapters to presenting evidence to show that evolution is true.  It is 
less common to include a section which critiques creationist claims.  The 
biology textbook we are evaluating (shown third from bottom on page 31) 
has a section titled, “Darwin’s Critics.”  On pages 429–431 the authors 
“discuss seven principle objections that critics raise to the teaching of evo-
lution as a biological fact.”  

	 Let’s examine each of these seven objections to biological evolu-
tion.  The first objection is,

1  Peter H. Raven et al., Biology, 8th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2008), v-vi. 
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1.	 “Evolution is just a theory,” Darwin’s critics point out, as 
though theory meant a lack of knowledge, or some kind 
of guess.2

	 A strong case can be made that most evidence for evolution is 
rather weak.  That said, the textbook authors correctly call out a glaring 
error on the part of many creationists.  Creationists often make the claim, 
“Evolution is only a theory―it is not proven.”  These creationists dam-
age their credibility, and may indirectly damage their gospel message too.  
Many articles in the LSI Journal have warned creationists to never say 
“Evolution is only a theory,” since it shows they know little about basic 
scientific terminology.  Scientific theories do not become laws when they 
accumulate additional evidence.  Both the laws and the theories of science 
are scientific facts, since those laws and theories are overwhelmingly ac-
cepted as such by the scientific community.  In science, the terms “theory,” 
“law,” and “fact” are treated as temporary truth, which can be overturned 
at any time when falsified, and then replaced with another temporary 
truth.3,4  

2.	 There are no fossil intermediates.5 

	 In response to this claim of creationists, the authors respond: “A 
clear line of fossils now traces the transition between hoofed mammals 
and whales, between reptiles and mammals, between dinosaurs and birds, 
and between apes and humans.  The fossil evidence between major forms 
is compelling.”6  

2  Raven, 429.
3  “Fact: In science, an observation that has been repeatedly confirmed and for 
all practical purposes is accepted as ‘true.’ Truth in science, however, is never 
final, and what is accepted as a fact today may be modified or even discarded 
tomorrow.”  
Steering Committee on Science and Creationism, Science and Creationism: A 
View from the National Academy of Sciences, 2nd ed. (Washington, DC: National 
Academy Press, 1999), 2. [pdf page 13.] http://nap.edu/6024  (accessed 4-27-20)
4  For an explanation why laws and theories of science (facts of science) are 
temporary truth, see: Mark Bergemann, “How Can A Lie Like Evolution Have 
Scientific Evidence?”, LSI Journal vol. 29 no. 1 (2015). 
www.LutheranScience.org/2015lie  (accessed April 17. 2020) 
5  Raven, 429.
6  Raven, 429.
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	 Yet, the lack of fossil evidence between major forms is why 
punctuated equilibrium has become an accepted part of evolution theory.  
Punctuated equilibrium is the claim that biological evolution often hap-
pens very rapidly between long periods of stability.  One kind of plant or 
animal evolved into another kind so fast that it left no fossil evidence (or 
so few fossils that we have not yet found any).  Punctuated equilibrium is 
taught on pages 447-448 of the biology textbook we are discussing.  

	 Famed Harvard evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould explained why he 
and Niles Eldredge invented punctuated equilibrium, 

The cardinal and dominant fact of the fossil record… [is that] the 
great majority of species appear with geological abruptness in the 
fossil record and then persist in stasis until their extinction.7  

	 Bill Nye writes, “Some of life’s biggest transitions seem to have 
happened so rapidly that they disappeared between the grooves (or digital 
bits) of the fossil record.”8  Nye lists the transition from dinosaurs to birds, 
and from land animals to whales, as places where expected fossil evidence 
is missing.  These are two of the same transitions our textbook authors 
claim have “compelling” fossil evidence.  That compelling fossil evidence 
turns out to be that the fossils are missing, a fact that Nye says is “proof 
of evolution.”9  Yes, Nye claims that if the fossils remain missing, or if 
the fossils are found, both cases are proof of evolution.  It is tortured logic 
to claim that whatever evidence we find (fossils or no fossils), is proof of 
evolution.  For a more complete discussion of punctuated equilibrium, and 
for extensive quotes from Gould and Nye, see pages 28-30 in the spring 
2018 LSI Journal at www.LutheranScience.org/2018spring. 

3.	 “The organs of living creatures are too complex for a ran-
dom process to have produced―the existence of a clock 
is evidence of the existence of a clockmaker.”10

7  Stephen Jay Gould, The Structure of Evolutionary Theory (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 2002), 749. 
8  Bill Nye, Undeniable ―Evolution and the Science of Creation (New York: St. 
Martin’s Press, 2014), 121. 
9  Nye, 123.
10  Raven, 430.
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	 The authors respond to each part of this 2-part claim.  First, the 
authors correctly state that natural selection is not a random process.  The 
LSI Journal has repeatedly warned its readers to never say, “Evolution is 
a random process.”11  While some aspects of evolution are random, bio-
logical evolution through natural selection is not random.  Claiming that 
evolution is random is a straw-man argument, where people inaccurately 
state someone else’s claim so they can easily knock down that fake claim 
instead of the real claim.  

	 Second, the authors claim that organs are produced in incremen-
tal steps.  Early eyes were simply light detectors that in many additional 
steps developed into complex eyes for color sight.  I find that explanation 
wanting because they fail to explain how we go from no eye to an eye 
that simply detects light.  On a molecular level that transition is extremely 
complex.  

	 Finally, in a single sentence, the authors mention “vestigial” or-
gans and “inefficient designs such as the vertebrate eye.”  I find both of 
these common claims by evolutionists to be extremely weak.  The “inef-
ficient designs” evolutionists commonly mention are actually very amaz-
ing designs which perform their purpose extremely well.  A function has 
been found for nearly all human “vestigial” organs (supposedly useless 
and non-functional human organs leftover from our evolutionary past).  
Functions for “vestigial” organs in animals are also being discovered, but 
such scientific work is extremely slow, since evolutionists see no reason to 
search for the function of organs that they assume have no function.  This 
is an example of how evolutionary thought stifles the advancement of sci-
ence.  Even if a function is never found for some “vestigial” organs, that 
does not mean that these are leftover organs from an evolutionary past.  

4.	 Evolution violates the Second Law of Thermodynamics.12

	 The authors’ short two-sentence response is that the Earth is not a 
closed system.  This response shows they are thinking only of biological 

11  For example: see pages 30-31 of the summer 2016 LSI Journal at 
www.LutheranScience.org/2016summer (accessed 04-17-20).
12  Raven, 430.
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evolution and ignoring the Big Bang and cosmic evolution.  

	 Using second law arguments can become lengthy and detailed, 
depending on the scientific knowledge of those involved on each side of 
the discussion.  My personal opinion is that there are more fruitful apolo-
getic options available to the creationist.  

5.	 Proteins are too improbable.13

	 The creationist claim addressed here by the authors, is that hemo-
globin (a protein in red blood cells) originating by chance is impossible, 
since 141 amino acids must link together in an exact order.  The probabil-
ity of this happening by chance is (1/20)141.  It is commonly accepted that 
things with such a low probability will never happen.  

	 Amazingly, the authors respond by making an error in reasoning 
(by committing a logical fallacy).  Their argument seems very compelling 
until you realize the error they made.  See if you can catch their mistake.  
Here is every word of their response, including the words they use in the 
section review,  

This argument illustrates a lack of understanding of probability 
and statistics―probability cannot be used to argue backwards.  
The probability that a student in a classroom has a particular birth-
date is 1/365; arguing this way, the probability that everyone in a 
class of 50 would have the birthdates that they do is (1/365)50, and 
yet there the class sits, all with their actual birthdates.14  
Evolution cannot be discounted by using statistics in reverse.15  

	 The authors are correct when they say you cannot argue proba-
bility backwards.  In their birthdate example, there is a 100% probability 
that the students were born on the date they were born, so every time that 
experiment is done, there will be a 100% chance of an “impossible” event 
happening.  

13  Raven, 430.
14  Raven, 430.
15  Raven, “concept review” page 431.
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One in a Million―Every Time
	 This concept may be easier to notice in the following example: 
Larry says, “I can make something happen that has a one-in-a-million 
chance of happening.”  Larry gathers his friends, takes a die, and rolls a 5.  
Then he rolls a 4, then in succession rolls a 2, 5, 6, 6, 1, and finally 2. Then 
Larry says, “There is a probability of only one in 1.7 million of this exact 
numerical sequence coming up, but it did come up [(1/6)8].  I made the 
improbable happen.”  His friends are not impressed.  There was a 100% 
chance that he would roll one of the 1.7 million number combinations.  So, 
Larry was not demonstrating a low chance event, he was demonstrating 
something guaranteed to happen.  It is the same for the classroom exam-
ple.  So, the authors are correct: You cannot argue probability backwards 
in situations like the classroom and dice examples, where one of many 
possible events had to happen, because we set up the experiment to guar-
antee that outcome.  

	 Then the authors make a mistake.  They charge creationists with 
arguing probability backwards, even though the creationists are not doing 
that.  The creationists are essentially saying, “At one point in time there 
was no hemoglobin.  The probability of it coming into existence by chance 
is so low that it is impossible.  Since hemoglobin did not come into exis-
tence by chance, it must have been created by God.”  This is not arguing 
probability backwards from an event that already happened.  The authors 
incorrectly and blindly see it as arguing backwards, because to them it 
definitely did happen by chance, because they reject the alternative―a 
creator god.

True Because It’s True
	 The authors are in essence claiming: “It is true that 141 amino 
acids assembled into hemoglobin by chance, because they assembled into 
hemoglobin by chance.”  This claim by the authors is fallacious, since 
they commit the “begging the question” logical fallacy, where one claims 
something is true because it is true.  The question under discussion is 
whether hemoglobin came into existence by chance or through creation by 
God.  These authors declare it happened by chance, because they assume 
it happened by chance.  This is an error on their part.
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Evolution Faces Impossible Odds
	 Parts of evolution include random chance, and the origin of he-
moglobin is one of those places.  The random self-assembly of non-liv-
ing chemicals into the first living thing is also such a place.  Larry’s dice 
demonstration had a one in 1.7 million chance of happening.  The possibil-
ity of hemoglobin assembling by chance is one in 2,788,000,000,000,000
,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,00
0,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,0
00,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,
000,000,000,000,000,000 [a probability of (1/20)141].  

	 The theory of evolution assumes that a very long chain of such 
unlikely events all happened by chance to produce the first living thing.  
Some evolutionists attempt to address this problem with the amazing claim 
that the universe exists in a way that steers chemicals to come together to 
form living things.  Bill Nye states, “Molecules just happen.  ...Somehow, 
probably with energy from the sun, these molecules hooked together and 
accidentally found ways to reproduce themselves the same way crystals 
reproduce themselves.”16  We should never claim that evolution is random, 
since natural selection is not random, but as illustrated here, we can cor-
rectly claim that some parts of evolution are random.  Some of the random 
parts of evolution face impossible odds.  

6.	 “No scientist has come up with an experiment in which fish 
evolve into frogs and leap away from predators.”17  

	 Let me restate this common creationist claim another way: “The 
evidence that one biblical kind descended from another biblical kind is, 
overall, rather weak.”   Clearly, the objection is about change between 
kinds, or as the authors state it, “transition” from one “major form” to 
another.  Most of the authors’ response does not address this creationist 
claim at all.  The authors simply talk about how natural selection produces 
change within species and produces new species (within kind).  Finally, 
the authors provide a two-sentence response to what the creationist ac-

16  Bill Nye,  www.LutheranScience.org/Bill (accessed 7-1-20)
17  Raven, 430.

Biology Textbook
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tually wants discussed: change outside of the biblical kind.  Here is the 
authors’ entire response to change outside of kind: 

To object that evolution does not explain really major differences, 
such as those between fish and amphibians, simply takes us back 
to point 2 [no fossil intermediates].  These changes take millions 
of years, and they are clearly seen in the fossil record.18  

	 So, the only response the authors provide is that one “major form” 
(one biblical kind) descending from another is “clearly seen in the fos-
sil record.”  Yet, as we discussed previously, the evolutionist community 
has embraced “punctuated equilibrium” to address the problem that such 
transitions are not seen in the fossil record.  If, as the authors contend, 
transitions between major forms are “clearly seen in the fossil record” and 
this evidence is “compelling,” then why did the evolutionist community 
embrace punctuated equilibrium which states the opposite, that the fossils 
are missing?  The authors make an extremely weak argument.  

7.	 The irreducible complexity argument.  Because each part 
of a complex cellular mechanism such as blood clotting 
is essential to the overall process, the intricate machinery 
of the cell cannot be explained by evolution from simpler 
stages.19

	 The authors devote 40% of their words to this last objection to 
evolution.   They discuss how blood clotting in lamprey eels is a sim-
pler clotting system, which they see as representing “primitive” clotting 
methods from 500 million years ago.  I found several scientific papers on 
this research such as this one20.  Of course, these “primitive” and simpler 
clotting schemes are still extremely complex, so at best evolutionists can 
use them to claim these simpler systems evolved into complex clotting in 
mammals and then humans.  In general, evolutionists assume that similari-

18  Raven, 430.
19  Raven, 430.
20  Yong Jiang, Russell F. Doolittle, “The evolution of vertebrate blood coagu-
lation as viewed from a comparison of puffer fish and sea squirt genomes,” Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, Jun 2003, 100 (13) 
https://www.pnas.org/content/100/13/7527 (accessed 7-1-20)
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ties between various biblical kinds of animals are due to 1) those two kinds 
descending from a common ancestor (divergent evolution), or 2) that fea-
ture evolving independently two or more times (convergent evolution).  
So, when evolutionists see similarities (like common proteins being used) 
between the clotting systems of two different creatures, their first thought 
is that maybe those creatures descended from a common ancestor.  

	 In this case, the authors are claiming that humans and lamprey 
eels descended from a common ancestor because they have some similar-
ity in their blood clotting systems.  The thought that God used a similar 
clotting design repeatedly is not even a possibility to an evolutionist.  God 
created all plants and animals to exist on the same planet, so we need to be 
able to process some of the same food, air, water, etc. in our bodies.  It is 
reasonable to expect that God used similar features in various creatures to 
accomplish this.  It is also possible that similar mutations occurred in un-
related creatures or that God placed similar “errors” in the genes of many 
creatures as a part of the curse resulting from the fall into sin of Adam and 
Eve.  Therefore, the authors’ arguments do not seem all that strong to me.  

	 I rarely use irreducible complexity arguments in my personal apol-
ogetic, as I see many other arguments as stronger and more effective.  That 
said, in my opinion, the authors do not make a strong argument against 
irreducible complexity.  They give weak evidence that simpler (“primi-
tive”), yet still extremely complex, clotting systems may have evolved 
into the clotting system of mammals.  They do not even address (give 
zero evidence) about how the still very complex clotting system of these 
“primitive” creatures evolved from no clotting at all.    

Summary
	 We must take note that the authors correctly bring to light two 
places where many creationists are wrong.   Creationists are wrong to 
claim that “Evolution is only a theory―it is not proven.”  Creationists 
are wrong to claim that “Evolution is random.”  When creationists make 
those claims, they help evolutionists make their case that creationists do 
not know what they are talking about.   It is not surprising that the authors 
include these two points, since books written to defend evolution from 
creationist claims commonly do so.  
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	 The authors made fairly weak claims on most other points.  For 
“proteins are too improbable,” their entire case rested on the logical falla-
cy of begging the question.  The authors close with a highlighted callout 
box summary, 

Darwin’s theory of evolution has proven controversial among 
some of the general public, although the commonly raised objec-
tions are without scientific merit.21

	 In a 2014 Pew poll of the USA, 34% said “humans always existed 
in [their] present form,” while 62% said “humans evolved over time.”22  
So, our authors think that 1 out of 3 people is only “some” of the people.  

	 The authors also imply that only the “general public” questions 
the truth of evolution, even though many thousands with science degrees 
also question evolution, including a significant number holding a Ph.D. in 
biology.   Finally, the authors claim these “objections are without scientific 
merit,” even though, as we have seen, the authors are unable to make a 
sound scientific response to most of the seven objections which they cher-
ry-picked to address in their textbook.  

	 Very weak, highly biased, and sometimes even fallacious claims 
are being used to destroy students’ faith in their Creator God.  This even-
tually leads some of those students to deny Jesus as their Savior.  We need 
to teach our students creation apologetics starting as early as preschool.  
Evolutionists start that early, and we must also.  

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

Textbook photo: Most of these textbooks have been quoted over the past five 
years in the LSI Journal.  Photo credit: 2020 by Mark Bergemann.

21  Raven, 430.
22  Pew Research Center, “Chapter 4: Social and Political Attitudes,” 11-3-15.  
https://www.pewforum.org/2015/11/03/chapter-4-social-and-political-attitudes/ 
(accessed 7-1-20)
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