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AtheistsAtheists  
Advertise 
Like This
-------------->

	 Every issue of Scientific Amer-
ican magazine has a 10.5” x 2.75” 
advertisement by the Freedom From 
Religion Foundation.  Every ad begins 
with the words, “In Science We Trust.”  

	 The ad from July 2021 pro-
claims, “Let’s reinvent a reverence for 
our real creator—Nature.”  This re-
veals a common attribute of our sinful 
nature: worshipping nature.  God says 
in Romans 1:25 (EHV), “Such people 
have traded the truth about God for 
the lie, worshipping and serving the 
creation rather than the Creator.”

	 The ad on the right is repro-
duced full size with the bottom two 
inches cut off, since the print Scientific 
American magazine is two inches tall-
er than the print LSI Journal.

_______

	 This issue of the LSI Journal 
will briefly introduce you to athe-
ist claims, a Christian response to 
those claims, and how we may lov-
ingly witness about Jesus to these 
lost souls.  
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Glossary
Mark Bergemann

	 It is important for the apologist to know the correct meaning of 
words.  This is the third in a series of glossary articles.  Previously we de-
fined fossils, natural selection, species, and kinds (pages 6–8 in the spring 
2018 LSI Journal (www.LutheranScience.org/2018spring).  Dark matter 
and dark energy were explained on page 6 in the summer 2018 LSI Jour-
nal (www.LutheranScience.org/2018summer).

	 The italicized definitions below are the basic definitions.  Beyond 
those short descriptions, there is great variance in the finer definitions of 
these terms.   

Agnostic—from Greek: “without knowledge.”
	 Agnostics claim that we cannot know if there is a God.  Agnostics 
deny the God of Scripture.  In theory, an agnostic could believe that there 
is a god(s), or he could believe that there is no god at all; he simply thinks 
that the existence of god cannot be proven or disproven.  In practice, it 
seems to me that many people calling themselves “agnostic,” are actually 
atheists who are unwilling to call themselves atheists.   

Atheist—from Greek: “without god.”
	 Atheists deny that God exists.  Some atheists so detest the con-
cept of God that they work to convince others to reject God, sometimes 
in a strong and vocal way.  In my opinion, that leads many atheists to call 
themselves “agnostic,” so as to avoid association with vocal atheists.  

Freethinker 
	 Many atheists and agnostics consider them selves “freethinkers” 
who have “freethought.”  These terms stress that they base their beliefs 
on  human logic—such as on science—not on faith, emotions, authority, 
or revelation.  They are “free” from religion.  

Glossary
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Humanist 
	 Humanists (or “secular humanists”) are atheists and agnostics 
who advance human values in society.  The byline of the American Hu-
manist Association is “Good Without God.”   The top of their website 
proclaims in all caps, “ADVOCATING PROGRESSIVE VALUES AND 
EQUALITY FOR HUMANISTS, ATHEISTS, AND FREETHINKERS.”1  
There is tremendous variation in how the terms “humanist” and “human-
ism” are defined.  

Materialist
	 Materialists believe that matter is all that exists.  There is no spir-
itual realm, no god, and humans have no spiritual soul.  Human conscious-
ness and mind are simply material (chemical and electrical) interactions in 
our brains.  A materialist should by definition be an atheist, but some may 
consider themselves as agnostics.  Some atheists and some agnostics are 
not materialists, since they may believe in some spiritual phenomena.  

Naturalist
	 Naturalists base their beliefs upon science and they do not look to 
philosophy to justify that belief.  Most naturalists are also materialists, but 
they need not be if their scientific thinking leads them in another direction.   

Skeptic 
	 Skeptics are skeptical, particularly about the supernatural.  They 
use human reason—such as science—to evaluate all claims that they see 
as violating the laws of nature or violating common sense.    

_________________________________

	 Note a common thread through the above terms.  Agnostics, 
atheists, freethinkers, materialists, naturalists, and skeptics look to hu-
man reason—such as to science—for knowledge, answers, and how 
to live.  Agnostics at least favor human reason over other sources of 
knowledge (such as religious texts).  The others fully reject all sources 
of knowledge other than human reason.  

1 https://americanhumanist.org/ (accessed 9-17-21).
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	 By definition, a person can be an agnostic OR an atheist, but 
not both.  That does not stop some people from switching back and 
forth between the two terms to describe their own position.  Many 
(most?) agnostics and atheists also consider themselves to be a free-
thinker, humanist, materialist, naturalist, and skeptic.

_________________________________

	 The following terms describe Christians.  It is important that 
we not confuse these terms with any of the previous terms in this 
glossary.  Some of these Christians have saving faith in Jesus.  

	 All teachings that go against biblical doctrine are a danger to 
the faith.  Evolution is especially dangerous, since evolution, if taken 
to its logical conclusion, destroys the Christian faith.  If God used evo-
lution to create, then God is the source of evil, since God used a billion 
years of suffering and death to create.  See pages 11–12 of the summer 
2021 LSI Journal2 and the video “Part 3—Did God Use Evolution to 
Create?”3

Theistic Evolutionist
	 Theistic evolutionists believe that God used evolution to create.  
They claim that God initiated the Big Bang.  Some claim that was the full 
extent of God’s creating activity.  Others think that God may have been 
involved with evolution in some additional ways—such as placing souls 
into the first humans (who had descended from ape-like creatures).  

Old Earth Creationist
	 Some theistic evolutionists call themselves “old Earth creation-
ists,” since they do believe that God is our Creator, but that God used 
evolution to create.  

2. www.LutheranScience.org/2021summer.
3  www.LutheranScience.org/LBvideos.

Glossary
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Humanist Organizations
Mark Bergemann

	 There are many humanist organizations in the US and some are 
large, multi-million dollar groups with hundreds of local affiliates.  They 
file lawsuits, publish magazines, provide training and resources to school 
teachers, and advertise on TV and in prominent newspapers and maga-
zines.  Here are a few groups that caught my eye.

American Atheists1

	 American Atheists has 392,000 members/supporters and over 
2402 local affiliates.  It publishes American Atheist magazine3 and files 
court cases to advance its causes.  

American Humanist Association (AHA)4

	 The association claims 153 chapters and 87 affiliates.  It has 
47,000 email subscribers.  The AHA is involved in many legal cases and 
works to help shape US laws.    The AHA has alliances with many racial 
and LGBTQ+ groups.  Its print and online magazine is The Humanist.5  
See its 2020 annual report6 for details.

Center For Inquiry (CFI)7

	 CFI is active in legal battles and in lobbying the US congress.  It 
publishes Skeptical Inquirer magazine.  The Richard Dawkins Foundation 
For Reason and Science (RDF) became a division of CFI in 2016.  An 
RDF program called the Teacher Institute for Evolutionary Science (TIES) 
trains middle school teachers in all 50 (US) states how to answer critics of 

1  https://www.atheists.org/ (accessed 9-18-21).
2  https://www.atheists.org/activism/affiliates/ (accessed 9-18-21).
3  https://www.atheists.org/magazine/ (accessed 9-18-21).
4  https://americanhumanist.org/ (accessed 9-17-21).
5  https://thehumanist.com/magazine/summer-2021/ (accessed 9-17-21).
6  https://americanhumanist.org/about/annualreport/ (accessed 9-17-21).
7  https://centerforinquiry.org/ (accessed 9-18-21).
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evolution.  The 2020 CFI annual report states, 

As a sign of just how vital TIES has become to educators across the 
country, Miami-Dade County Public Schools—the fourth-largest 
school district in the United States with 345,000 students—and 
Winston-Salem Forsyth Schools, with 52,000 students, have ad-
opted TIES’s virtual units into their core teacher training.8

Freedom From Religion Foundation (FFRF)9 
	 The foundation claims its membership “reached an all-time high” 
as of fall 2020, with “more than 33,000 dues-paying members.”  Its 2020 
annual report10 shows it has 27 full-time and several part-time employees, 
and that there are 22 local FFRF chapters.  “Freethought radio” is in its 15th 
year.  The report mentions some of its successful court cases plus so much 
more, including some of the FFRF advertising for new members, 

FFRF continued to place the powerful 30-second TV spot ...during 
several major Democratic debates on CNN, where once again it 
trended over social media.  ...The ad appeared as finances per-
mitted several times this year on MSNBC’s “Rachel Maddow 
Show,”attracting many new members.  FFRF ran striking ads in 
The New York Times, The Nation, The Progressive, and Scientific 
American—all excellent sources to reach new members and sup-
porters and to educate the public.11 

The Skeptics Society12 
	 The Skeptics Society has published Skeptic magazine since 1992.  
Michael Shermer, the society’s executive director, is a well-known skep-
tic.  Junior Skeptic magazine has been published since 1998 to reach chil-
dren.  

8  https://centerforinquiry.org/progress/ (accessed 9-18-21).
9  https://ffrf.org/ (accessed 9-17-21).
10  https://ffrf.org/images/annual-reports/2020-FFRF-Year-in-Review.pdf (ac-
cessed 9-17-21).
11  https://ffrf.org/images/annual-reports/2020-FFRF-Year-in-Review.pdf (ac-
cessed 9-17-21).
12  https://www.skeptic.com/ (accessed 9-17-21).

Humanist Organizations
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Atheist Denial of the Human Soul
Jeffrey Stueber

	 Are you a mere natural robot controlled by brain cells and matter, 
or are you a living being comprised of soul and matter as most religious 
people believe?  That question was the subject of a debate between Jeffrey 
Schwartz and Michael Shermer.1  

Veritas Forum Debate at UCLA

	 The debate was a 2004 Veritas Forum2 held at UCLA, moderated 
by University of Southern California philosophy Professor Dallas Willard, 
and covered by C-Span.  The debate was to be a discussion of whether 
material scientific explanations can be used to learn about the existence or 
nonexistence of the human soul,3 yet each debater based their arguments 
on their belief that the soul exists or does not exist.  Even though the de-
bate was about the human soul, the term “soul” was avoided.  

The Soul Exists

	 Schwartz advanced the position that there is a human soul.  He 
is research professor of psychiatry at the UCLA School of Medicine and 

1  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3ascfsEr0-o&t (accessed 9-15-21)
2  “What is Veritas?  OUR MISSION— How can we mend a broken world?  How 
should we seek justice?  What is the good life?  The Veritas Forum helps students 
and faculty ask life’s hardest questions.  Many of the world’s leading universities 
were founded to answer the big “why” questions.  Our mission is to help them 
confront these questions anew.  The first Veritas Forum was planned by students, 
faculty and chaplains at Harvard University in 1992. Since then, over 200 univer-
sities in North America and Europe have hosted over 2,000 Forums.  The Veritas 
Forum is committed to courageous conversations. We place the historic Christian 
faith in dialogue with other beliefs and invite participants from all backgrounds 
to pursue Truth together.”  
The Veritas Forum, http://www.veritas.org/about/  (accessed 08-31-21)
3  The debate was titled, “Can scientific explanations restricted solely to material 
entities speak meaningfully about issues often deemed to have spiritual content, 
such as the role of willful action in nature?”  Video at 3:03-3:23. 
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a leader in the pursuit of helping those with OCD (obsessive-compulsive 
disorder).  He says there is no way to get from the complicated piece of 
Jell-O in your head to mind or will.  His point is that his patients exert 
mental effort at changing the brain.  This mental effort must be attributed 
to something other than the material brain.  You can call it a rubber chicken 
or a baloney sandwich if you want—Scripture calls it the soul—the point 
is that there is something within each human that exerts effort at changing 
brain structure.  In essence, we are not our brains. We can observe what 
goes on in our brains, including our thoughts, and make changes through 
mental effort.

The Soul Does NOT Exist

	 Shermer advanced the position that there is no such thing as a 
human soul.  He is a renowned atheist apologist, founder of the Skeptics 
Society, author of several books—some of which I have critiqued—in-
cluding How We Believe and Why Darwin Matters.4  In the debate, he re-
called interesting historical cases where people saw things that didn’t exist.  
Shermer’s move to debunk Schwartz is to argue that Schwartz’s claim of 
mental effort (mental force) is akin to explaining that a locomotive works 
with “locomotive force,” instead of searching inward to find out the true 
reason for how the machine works.  In essence, Shermer agrees that we 
can change our brains through a mental force, but it is simply the brain 
changing itself through some means yet to be discovered.

	 Shermer has a point.  There have been many times in the past 
when scientists turned to vague explanations of natural phenomena in-
stead of doing the required additional research to find the actual cause.  Is 
consciousness like that?  

	 For one thing, there is a unique first-person quality to conscious-
ness that is lacking in, for example, “locomotive force.”  Shermer has to 
admit that he also has this quality.  If Shermer was a robot programmed 
by only cogs and wheels of matter, maybe we could reduce his entire be-

4  https://thesecularleftcritique.wordpress.com/critique-of-michael-shermer/  
(accessed 9-15-21).
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havior to physical and mental properties inherent in his material body.  If 
that were the case, how could he argue that his beliefs are valid, since his 
beliefs would simply be the cogs and wheels that make him believe?  If he 
is nothing but a naturalistic robot, then it’s impossible to justify his beliefs 
and arguments, because they could come from the makeup of his biologi-
cal robot, not his freedom to think freely.  I have yet to see naturalists cope 
with this dilemma. 

They talk past each other—
a common problem in debates

	 Shermer’s argument is largely definitional.  Schwartz’s argument 
is operational.  For that reason, they talk past each other—a common prob-
lem in debates.  According to Shermer, we should dismiss Schwartz’s ar-
guments because what he’s arguing for has, in the past, belonged to a class 
of definitions that are akin to explaining how a train works by “locomotive 
force.”  But how does Shermer know that Schwartz’s argument does not 
point to a legitimate source?  If, for example, we came across a train pos-
sessing consciousness and able to, for instance, speak about Shakespeare, 
and was clearly not the result of being programmed to do this, we would 
not assume the train’s consciousness was akin to natural forces and the in-
ternal guts of the train.  We would insist that we had discovered something 
new that surpasses normal scientific knowledge, and we would seek to 
understand it.

	 Denying the existence of the human soul—as Shermer and others 
do—is akin to flat Earth believers who take joy in announcing they have 
followers “all around the globe.”  (A nice turn around, since they often say 
Christians believe in a flat Earth).  

	 Shermer argues as though he believes there is no free will, yet he 
does not take a formal position on whether-or-not free will exists.  He says 
the question of whether we have free will, or do not have it, is “unknow-
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able” and “insoluble.”5  Later, Shermer says “the mind does not exist.”6  
Schwartz, who takes the quantum physics (which he also calls “new phys-
ics”) view that we each have free will, reports that “mainstream classical 
science based on classical Newtonian physics” denies the very existence 
of free will and that our thoughts and actions are predetermined “since the 
time of the Big Bang.”7  Schwartz’s treatments for OCD rest on the ability 
of our free will to change our material brains.  

	 Yet even those who deny the existence of free will, talk about the 
“choices” they make.  How can one make choices without free will?  To 
speak of a choice is to speak of an agent freely choosing without a prede-
termined unable-to-be-stopped outcome.  How could Shermer “choose” to 
participate in this debate if he had no free will?  A puppet that is controlled 
by a puppeteer can’t make choices.  Without free will, the ability to make 
choices is an illusion.  

Without free will, 
the ability to make choices 

is an illusion

	 There is more that can be said about human consciousness and the 
human soul.  Naturalists like Shermer insist on believing that we can be 
logically coherent biological robots.  If he’s right, the thought that he is 

5  “How do you prove a negative?  I can’t prove there is no God any more than I 
can prove there is no Santa Claus, there are no unicorns.  How do you prove that?  
How do you prove there is no free will?  For that matter, how do you prove there is 
a god?  How do you prove there is free will?  …God’s existence and free will and 
determinism I would put in the category of unknowable.  …from a scientific point 
of view, it is an insoluble problem.   We can’t figure it out.”  
Video at 19:40–19:57 and 23:20–23:37.  
6  “The mind is a metaphor.  It doesn’t exist.  It’s just a word to describe—We don’t 
know what it is.  …The mind is one of the last remnants of the Middle Ages that 
we’re hanging onto, because we can’t explain this hard problem.”  
Video at 57:45–58:55.
7  Schwartz begins his opening remarks with such comments and repeats them 
frequently throughout the debate.  Video from 31:15–34:20. 
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logically coherent in his claims is pure fantasy.  The self-refuting claims 
of atheists like Shermer seem to just be their way of criticizing religious 
belief that they find disgusting.  

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.

Editor’s note: 
	 As Christians, we know that humans are souls with a material 
body.  When a person dies, their material body returns to “dust” and 
their soul goes “back to God who gave it.”8  They will wait in heaven 
or hell until Judgment Day, when God will reunite each person (each 
soul) with their material body.9  God reveals these details to us in the 
Bible.  Human investigation (such as using science) will never lead to 
these truths.  

	 Are there logical arguments for the existence of the human 
soul?  Sure, Schwartz makes such arguments in this debate.  That said, 
it is God speaking to us in Scripture where we learn the details, and 
where we gain absolute certainty that those details are true.  

	 Will Veritas Forums like this one lead listeners to eventually 
hear the gospel message of free forgiveness through Jesus?  It seems 
possible but unlikely, and that’s a shame.  At least this particular Ver-
itas Forum helped us peer into the thoughts of an atheist, and hear 
his claims against the existence of the human soul.  His arguments are 
self-refuting—a common attribute of unbelief.  

8  Remember your Creator before the silver cord is snapped, and the golden bowl 
is broken, before the jar is shattered by the spring, and the water wheel is broken 
by the well, and the dust goes back into the ground―just as it was before, and the 
spirit goes back to God who gave it.  Ecclesiastes 12:6-7 (EHV).
9  At that time your people will be delivered, everyone who is found written in the 
book. Many who are sleeping in the dusty ground will awake, some to everlasting 
life, and some to shame, to everlasting contempt. Daniel 12:1-2 (EHV).  Also see 
1 Thessalonians 4:13–17; Luke 16:19–31;  1 Peter 3:18–20;  Luke 23:42–43.
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Learn to Converse 
with evolutionists—including atheists

Mark Bergemann

Responding to false claims about God and Scripture

	 The following “conversation” articles introduce some false claims 
you might hear, and then show one of the many ways to respond.  These 
simulated dialogs may differ from real conversations.  Even so, they 
demonstrate various apologetic methods, and can also help us learn re-
sponses to common false claims.  

	 Always remember: Our goal is not to win a debate about a 6-day 
creation—or even about the existence of God.  Our goal in presenting 
non-biblical arguments in our apologetic—in our defense of the faith—is 
to remove barriers to the gospel, the good news that Jesus is the Savior of 
everyone.  

	 In ministry to believers, our apologetic can often remove barriers 
to the gospel by reducing temptations and enabling a better understanding 
of spiritual truths.  

	 In ministry to unbelievers, our apologetic has a more limited 
role—that of leading the unbeliever to listen to the gospel message.  Only 
the gospel can create and strengthen faith in Jesus as our Savior.1  

1  For more on this see: “Theological Foundations,” pages 8-11 in the LSI Lesson 
Book: Evolution–A Lutheran Response, 2nd ed.  A free pdf is at 
www.LutheranScience.org/LessonBook. 
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You Can Be a Happy Atheist
—conversation with Richard Dawkins

Mark Bergemann

	 Atheist Richard Dawkins invites everyone—including Christians, 
Muslims, and even agnostics1—to become an atheist.  The following sim-
ulated dialog uses Dawkins’ own words from his best-selling book, The 
God Delusion.  

Dawkins: “To be an atheist is a realistic aspiration, and a brave and splen-
did one.  You can be an atheist who is happy, balanced, moral, and intellec-
tually fulfilled.  …Being an atheist…is something to be proud of, standing 
tall to face the far horizon, for atheism nearly always indicates a healthy 
independence of mind and, indeed, a healthy mind.”2

John: Great to hear that your life is happy and fulfilling.  My life is happy 
and fulfilling too.  Like you, I also believe I have a healthy and indepen-
dent mind.  Richard, why should I become an atheist, since I already have 
everything you are offering? 

Dawkins: But you are suffering from a delusion.  There is no God.  God is 
a figment of your imagination.

John: As you know, the existence of God, or lack thereof, cannot be prov-
en.  Your book spends 50 pages developing a single argument against the 
existence of God.  You hedge your bets by titling that chapter, “Why There 
is Almost Certainly No God.”3  Can you very briefly summarize why God 
almost certainly does not exist?   

1  “Perhaps you feel that agnosticism is a reasonable position, but that atheism 
is just as dogmatic as religious belief?  If so, I hope Chapter 2 will change your 
mind.”  
Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 2006), 2. 
2  Dawkins, 1,3.
3  Dawkins, chapter 4, “Why There is Almost Certainly No God,” 111–160. 
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Dawkins: “The argument from improbability, properly deployed, comes 
close to proving that God does not exist.”4  “A God capable of designing 
a universe, or anything else, would have to be complex and statistically 
improbable.”5  “The first cause that we seek must have been the simple 
basis for a self-bootstrapping crane which eventually raised the world as 
we know it into its present complex existence.”6  The first cause “will most 
certainly not be a designer who just popped into existence, or who always 
existed.”7  This is “the central argument of my book.”8

John: So your book, The God Delusion, stands or falls on your claim that 
whatever caused the universe to exist must be simple.  I don’t understand.  
Why must the “first cause” be simple?  

Dawkins: “To suggest that the first cause, the great unknown which is re-
sponsible for something existing rather than nothing, is a being capable of 
designing the universe and of talking to a million people simultaneously, is 
a total abdication of the responsibility to find an explanation.  It is a dread-
ful exhibition of self-indulgent, thought-denying skyhookery.”9  “The 
whole problem we started out with was the problem of explaining statisti-
cal improbability.  It is obviously no solution at all to postulate something 
even more improbable.”10

John: The God of the Bible claims that He created everything—both ma-
terial and spiritual—including time itself, and that before creation (before 
time began) He was the only thing in existence.  You hedged your bets by 
titling the central chapter of your book, “Why There is Almost Certainly 
No God.”11  What if the God of the Bible really exists as He claims?  

4  Dawkins, 113.  Italics in original. 
5  Dawkins, 153.
6  Dawkins 155. 
7  Dawkins, 156.  Italics in original.
8  This series of quotes summarizes what Dawkins calls “the central argument 
of my book.”  Dawkins states about pages 111–160 (chapter 4), “This chapter 
has contained the central argument of my book.”  Dawkins, 157.
9  Dawkins 155.
10  Dawkins, 158.
11  Dawkins, chapter 4, “Why There is Almost Certainly No God,” 111–160. 
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Dawkins: It is obvious that God does not exist.  

John: We started this discussion by admitting that we are each living hap-
py and fulfilling lives, but what happens to us when we die?  If you are 
correct, then we will no longer exist as beings.  If the God of the Bible 
exists, then we will each face that God, who will decide how we will each 
spend eternity.  At that time whether or not our lives had been happy or not 
will be of no consequence.  All that will matter is our relationship with that 
God, our faith in Jesus our Savior.  Are you ready to meet God?   

Dawkins is not the only happy atheist.  Other atheists also want you 
to know that they are happy as atheists—and you can be happy like 
them—as an atheist.  The winner of a college essay contest titled his 
work, “Happier without God.”12  There is even a book titled, The Happy 
Atheist.13  

12  Nathan Held, Happier Without God, in Freethought Today 28 No. 7 (2011).  
https://ffrf.org/news/news-releases/item/13828-happier-without-god (accessed 
10-8-21). 
13  P. Z. Myers, The Happy Atheist (New York: Pantheon Books, 2013).
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Sending People to Hell
—conversation with an agnostic

Mark Bergemann

Bill is a Christian.  Bill occasionally talks to his agnostic friend, Tim, 
about sin and grace—about Jesus—but Tim usually changes the discus-
sion to anything other than religion.  Bill again mentions something about 
Jesus our Savior, and this time, Tim doesn’t move to a non-religious topic.  
Tim asks a question that has been on his mind for some time.  Here is a 
summary of their conversation.

Tim: [In response to Bill’s witness about Jesus] Some people have never 
even heard about the God of the Bible.  How can a loving God send them 
to hell?  

Bill: I’m so glad you asked, but that is a tough question.  There is no short 
answer, so I hope we can discuss the many aspects involved.  

Tim: This is something that has been bothering me.  Bill, you’re a good 
guy, so how can you believe in a God who requires people to follow rules 
they never even heard about?  

Bill: The Bible responds to your questions in several ways.  First, everyone 
knows about right and wrong from their conscience.1  Second, God reveals 

1  Indeed, all people who have sinned without law will also perish without law, 
and all the people who have sinned in connection with law will be judged by law. 
For it is not those who hear the law who will be righteous in God’s sight, but 
those who do the law who will be declared righteous.  In fact, whenever Gentiles, 
who do not have the law, do by nature what the law requires―even though they 
do not have the law―they are a law for themselves.  They demonstrate the work 
of the law that is written in their hearts, since their conscience also bears witness 
as their thoughts go back and forth, at times accusing or at times even defending 
them.  This will happen on the day when, according to my gospel, God will judge 
people’s secrets through Jesus Christ.  Romans 2:12-16 (EHV).
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Himself as The Almighty God in nature,2 so everyone knows about the true 
God.  Many though, do not worship that God, instead they worship cre-
ation instead of their Creator.3  So in these ways, everyone in hell rejected 
God while living on Earth.  

Tim: When I look at nature, it is not obvious to me that God exists.  Nature 
made itself through evolution.  

Bill: I hate to say it, but the section of Scripture I quoted says that people 
who reject the true God that they see in nature “suppress the truth”4 and 
“have traded the truth about God for the lie,” so they are “without excuse”5 
in being sent to hell.  I said there are many parts to answering your ques-
tion about hell.  We need to discuss God Himself and what He has done to 
fulfill His desire6,7 that everyone spend eternity in heaven.  

Tim: You mean that God wants everyone to spend eternity in heaven?  I 
thought that the Bible teaches that God is a strict judge who demands per-
fection of those who cannot give it.

Bill: You’re right.  God is holy and just.  He hates evil.  He is also a righ-
teous judge, so He must punish those who do wrong.  Since everyone who 
has ever lived has done wrong things, God must punish us all.  Yet the very 

2  The heavens tell about the glory of God. The expanse of the sky proclaims the 
work of his hands.  Psalms 19:1 (EHV)
3  What can be known about God is evident among them, because God made it 
evident among them.  In fact, his invisible characteristics―his eternal power and 
divine nature―have been clearly seen since the creation of the world, because 
they are understood from the things he made.  As a result, people are without 
excuse, because, even though they knew God, they did not honor him or give him 
thanks as God.  …Such people have traded the truth about God for the lie, wor-
shiping and serving the creation rather than the Creator, who is worthy of praise 
forever.  Romans 1:19-21,25 (EHV).
4  Romans 1:18.
5  Romans 1:25.
6  This is good and pleasing in the sight of God our Savior, who wants all people 
to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth.  1 Timothy 2:3-4 (EHV)
7  The Lord is not slow to do what he promised, as some consider slowness.  In-
stead, he is patient for your sakes, not wanting anyone to perish, but all to come 
to repentance. 2 Peter 3:9 (EHV)

Sending People to Hell
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essence of God is love.8  The goal of God’s love for us is that everyone 
would spend eternity in heaven.9,10  God expressed that love by suffering 
the torments of hell in the place of everyone who has ever lived.  Those 
who reject God’s love, reject the payment Jesus made for them.  Those 
who reject the God they see in nature and in their conscience, also reject 
the free gift of eternal life offered by Jesus.  

Tim: I’ve never heard it put that way, but it still does not make sense to me.  
God seems to demand too much from people.   

Bill: Well, God is our creator, and He’s done everything possible to get 
everyone to heaven.  Tim, think about your conscience and how it con-
firms what you do that is good, and condemns what you do that is wrong.  
Even staunch atheist Richard Dawkins admits in one of his books that “our 
brains seem predisposed to resist Darwinism” and to instead believe in a 
Creator God.11  Our conscience points to God.  God says we are without 
excuse when we reject what we see about God in nature and from our 
conscience.  

8  The one who does not love has not known God, because God is love.  ... We also 
have come to know and trust the love that God has for us.  God is love. Whoever 
remains in love remains in God and God in him.  1 John 4:8,16 (EHV).
9  If we love one another, God remains in us and his love has been brought to its 
goal in us.  … In this way his love has been brought to its goal among us, so that 
we may have confidence on the day of judgment, because in this world we are 
just like Jesus. There is no fear in love, but complete love drives out fear, because 
fear has to do with punishment. The one who continues to be afraid has not been 
brought to the goal in love. 1 John 4:12,17,18 (EHV).
10  For God so loved the world that he gave his only-begotten Son, that whoever 
believes in him shall not perish, but have eternal life. For God did not send his 
Son into the world to condemn the world, but to save the world through him.  
John 3:16-17 (EHV).
11  Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker, 2nd ed. (New York: W. W. Norton 
& Co., 1996), xix.  Note: The first edition was in 1986.
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Certainty of Science 
vs. 

Certainty of Scripture
—conversation with a theistic evolutionist

Mark Bergemann

	 Jill is a confessional Lutheran.  Her neighbor Peggy has expressed 
faith in Jesus as her Savior, but she also believes that God used evolution 
to create.  Peggy attends a liberal Christian church which teaches that the 
Bible must be interpreted to decide what parts are God’s Word, and what 
parts are simply the opinion of the human author.  She recently read the 
book, Science, Evolution, and Creationism, written by the National Acad-
emy of Sciences.1  Jill and Peggy have occasionally spoken about religious 
matters in the past.  This time Peggy starts a conversation:

Peggy: Why does your church still teach a 6-day creation, when we know 
from science that it took God billions of years to create the world?  

Jill: Well, the Bible is clear about God creating everything in six days.

Peggy: I just read that the National Academy of Sciences says Christians 
have no business teaching creation, since the origin of the universe is the 
domain of science, not the domain of religion.  

Jill: How come science can claim to be the only source of knowledge about 
where we came from?  Why can’t the Bible also claim to be a source of 
that knowledge?

1  I highly recommend reading this 88-page book as a way to properly learn evo-
lution theory and how evolutionists defend their claims.  Obtain a free pdf (or buy 
a paperback) at www.nap.edu/catalog/11876.html (accessed 9-4-21).  
A creationist response to this Academy book is on pages 8-22 in the winter 2017 
LSI Journal (www.LutheranScience.org/2017winter).  Claims from this Academy 
book are also critiqued in an article on logical fallacies on pages 14–18 in the 
summer 2020 LSI Journal at www.LutheranScience.org/2020summer. 
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Peggy: But science is true and has even proven that people descended 
from fish2—not from a mythical Adam and Eve.  We have to trust that 
science is correct and interpret the Bible to conform to science.

Jill: Are you saying that science is a more trustworthy source of knowledge 
than what God says in the Bible?  

Peggy: No, but science gave us airplanes and cell phones.  Science has 
shown that it is trustworthy.  

Jill: I just read an article about this.3  Did you know that science is often 
wrong?  New laws and theories of science often replace old laws and the-
ories.  Science constantly changes.  Philosophers of science all agree that 
science does not produce truth, only useful explanations4, 5 

Peggy: I didn’t know that.  Yet science is trustworthy because it is based 
on careful observations and testing.  

Jill: Actually, science is based on unprovable assumptions.  The most basic 
assumption of science is that everything has a logical naturalistic expla-
nation—no miracles are allowed.  Excluding the possibility of miracles 
works great for making the airplanes and cell phones you mentioned, but 
it means that if something is the result of a miracle, science will never 
discover that fact.  Evolutionists simply assume that there is no creator 
God as described in the Bible.  Evolutionists have written a story about 

2  Peggy read that claim in a book by Richard Dawkins.  A creationist response to 
that book is on pages 17-32 of the spring 2019 LSI Journal 
www.LutheranScience.org/2019spring.  
3  “Is There Truth in Science?,” LSI Journal 35, no. 1 (winter 2021): 12. 
www.LutheranScience.org/2021winter.  
4  Science does not “push us…toward certainty.”  “Science can never get us to 
‘truth.’”  
Lee McIntyre, The Scientific Attitude―Defending Science from Denial, Fraud, 
and Pseudoscience (Cambridge, Massachusetts USA: The MIT Press, 2019), 
201–202.
5  Science is “an intrinsically flawed process that will not achieve certainty on 
anything.  …The person who waits for scientific certainty will wait forever.”
James C. Zimring, What Science Is and How It Really Works (Cambridge, Unit-
ed Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 100–101. 
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how they think the world came to be without a creator God.  While sci-
ence claims to never produce final truth, the Bible claims to be correct in 
everything it says.  

Peggy:  Look, the Bible is full of errors and contradictions.  As Christians, 
we must decide what parts of the Bible are God’s Word—and therefore 
true—and what parts of the Bible are just the writings of uneducated no-
mads from an unscientific age.  

Jill:  The Bible claims to be without error.  There are some places where it 
may seem to be in error, but there are reasonable explanations for each.  
Can you give an example of an error or contradiction?  

Peggy:  The Bible gives two contradictory creation myths.  Genesis 1 has 
God creating animals first and people second.  Genesis 2 has it the other 
way around with God creating people first.  

Jill: Genesis 1 relates the overall 6-day creation account, while Genesis 2 
zeros in on the most important details of creating Adam and Eve.  Modern 
news reporters write news accounts in a similar way—first they report the 
overall event and later zero in on some important details.  When you read 
a modern news account, do you construe the last part of the news story in 
a way that contradicts the first part of that same news story, or do you take 
the plain meaning of both parts in a way that presents a unified account?  

Peggy: I’ll accept that, but Genesis 2:19 clearly has people before animals.  
Peggy reads from her CSB translation: “The Lord God formed out of the 
ground every wild animal and every bird of the sky, and brought each to 
the man…”

Jill: Wow!  It does seem to say that God created Adam first and animals 
second.  Then Jill gets her NIV translation and reads: “Now the Lord God 
had formed out of the ground all the wild animals and all the birds in the 
sky.  He brought them to the man...”  This is confusing.  Which translation 
is correct?  One has animals first and the other has Adam first.  I’ll ask my 
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pastor about this.  He knows how to read the Bible in the original Hebrew.  
I’ll get back to you on Thursday.  

Jill: Here’s what my pastor showed me about Genesis 2:19.  Like we found, 
some English Bible translations say God formed6 those animals, while 
other translations say God had formed7 those animals. The problem is that 
in Hebrew, the reader is often left to choose the verb tense.  In English we 
expect the writer to tell us which verb tense to use.  So, which is the better 
translation, one that seems to contradict the context, or one that agrees 
with the context?  So, just as we discussed before, should we take a plain 
meaning that fits the context, or a plain meaning that does not fit?  

Peggy: I still do not understand why you must interpret the Bible in a way 
that is contrary to evolution.  

Jill: Have you considered what it means if God used “survival-of-the-fit-
test” to create?  It means God used a billion years of death and suffering—a 
billion years of evil.  If God required our ancestors to fight tooth and nail 
in evolution’s “survival of the fittest,” then God used evil to create.  How 
then, can God require that we not be evil?  I just finished reading a book 
that quotes dozens of Christian theologians who believe that God used 
evolution to create.  I would be happy to loan you the book, Elephants in 
the Room–Evolution Versus the Message of Scripture.8  See for yourself 
how these Christians interpret the Bible to accommodate evolution.  

Peggy: Thanks.  Maybe I’ll read that book next.  I just finished a book 
about evolution from the National Academy of Sciences.  

6  “Formed,” or “made,” is in past verb tense, used in the CSB, KJV, NASB, and 
CEV.
7  “Had formed,” or “had made,” is in past perfect tense (also called pluperfect), 
used in the NIV, ESV, EHV, Tyndale, and AAT (Beck).
8  This book and Bible study are reviewed on pages 30-35 in the spring 2021 LSI 
Journal www.LutheranScience.org/2021spring.
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Atheists
Who Ask You to Reject God

Mark Bergemann

	 Some atheists who write books to defend evolution1 have realized 
that giving reasons why evolution is true does not persuade the religious, 
so they attack religion, especially Christianity.  

Coyne—eliminating faith

	 Biologist Jerry Coyne’s best-selling book, Why Evolution is True, 
did not persuade as many Christians as he thought it should.2  So, Coyne 
then wrote a book to attack Christianity, Faith vs. Fact–Why Science and 
Religion are Incompatible.  In that book he writes, 

Virtually all opposition to evolution comes from religion.  …per-
suading Americans to accept the truth of evolution involved not 
just an education in facts, but a de-education in faith—the form of 
belief that replaces the need for evidence with simple emotional 
commitment.3

	 Coyne not only wants you to believe that evolution is true, he 
wants you to reject the thought that God may have guided evolution.  He 
lumps theistic evolutionists together with 6-day creationists when he 
laments the fact that most Americans believe God created [italics in orig-
inal],

Nearly half of all Americans reject evolution completely, espous-

1  Most evolutionists in the USA are Christians who believe God used evolution 
to create.  Never assume that an evolutionist is an atheist or agnostic, as that 
evolutionist is most likely a Christian.  
2  Jerry A. Coyne, Faith vs. Fact–Why Science and Religion are Incompatible 
(New York: Penguin Random House, 2015), xiv. 
3  Coyne, xiv–xv. 
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ing a biblical literalism…most of the rest believe God guided evo-
lution one way or another—a position that flatly rejects the natu-
ralistic view accepted by evolutionary biologists: that evolution, 
like all phenomena in the universe, is a consequence of the laws 
of physics, without supernatural involvement.4

Going forward, you may encounter 
more atheists in your daily life.

Dawkins—you can be a happy atheist like me

	 Biologist Richard Dawkins had already written nine best-selling 
books in an attempt to convince his readers that evolution is true.  To fur-
ther advance evolution and atheism, he later wrote, The God Delusion.5  
He not only wants the religious to reject God and become atheists, he also 
wants agnostics to become atheists too.6  He praises atheism,

This book…is intended to raise consciousness—raise conscious-
ness to the fact that to be an atheist is a realistic aspiration, and 
a brave and splendid one.  You can be an atheist who is happy, 
balanced, moral, and intellectually fulfilled.7

The book jacket boldly proclaims,

The God Delusion makes a compelling case that belief in God is 
not just wrong but potentially deadly.  It also offers exhilarating 
insight into the advantages of atheism to the individual and so-

4  Coyne, xiii.
5  Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 2006).
6  “Perhaps you feel that agnosticism is a reasonable position, but that atheism 
is just as dogmatic as religious belief?  If so, I hope Chapter 2 will change your 
mind.”  Dawkins, 2. 
7  Dawkins, 1.

Atheists Who Ask You to Reject God
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ciety, not the least of which is a clearer, truer appreciation of the 
universe’s wonders than any faith could ever muster.8 

Bloom—eliminating God from evolution

	 Richard Bloom, a well-known author, believes scientists like 
Dawkins have not properly defended evolution.  He wrote The God Prob-
lem–How a Godless Cosmos Creates in 2012, six years after Dawkins 
wrote The God Delusion.  Bloom weaves the words “the God problem,” 
throughout his 708-page book by that title.   He explains this at the start of 
his book,

How does the universe do something it has long been thought only 
gods could achieve?  …For 350 years, science has dodged one of 
the biggest mysteries in the universe—the God Problem.  The God 
Problem is the simple riddle of how the cosmos hatches novelties, 
the riddle of how the cosmos creates.  How does the universe do 
what only bearded deities, divine designers, and holy minds in the 
sky have been thought to do?  …That, too, is the God Problem, the 
problem that creationists and intelligent design advocates are try-
ing to rub in our noses.  It’s the problem that scientific atheists like 
Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, Christofer Hitchens, and Sam 
Harris have all too often dodged.  …How does the cosmos pull off 
the act of genesis over and over again?  Without a creator?  That’s 
the puzzle of the cosmos into whose heart you are about to dive.9

	 Even though the subject of Bloom’s book is how the cosmos cre-
ated itself (without a creator god), Bloom spends eight consecutive pages 
telling us that the God of the Bible is evil, and that in the end, God only 
exists in the imagination of people.  He relates what he realized by age 12, 

The notion of a God doesn’t make sense.  …There is no God.  …

8  Dawkins, inside front book cover.
9 Howard Bloom, The God Problem–How a Godless Cosmos Creates (Amherst 
NY: Prometheus Books, 2012), 10–11.
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God is a mass murderer.  …God makes mass murder ordinary.  
…A God who slaughters is no God at all.  Or if he is, he is a God 
who has to be opposed.  …He is a God who must be stopped.  …
The gods are in our imaginations.10  

Atheism Is Popular

	 Books that denounce God and expound the virtues of atheism 
are popular.  Dawkins sold 3.3 million copies of The God Delusion be-
fore he began to give away copies.11  By 2019, four percent of Americans 
self-identified as atheists and another five percent identified as agnostic—
these are about double the numbers from ten years before.12   

	 Going forward, you may encounter more atheists in your daily life 
than you did in the past.  They may even be vocally against God, just like 
Dawkins, Coyne, and Bloom.  You may wish to learn some of their claims 
and some possible Christian responses.  Several articles in this issue of the 
LSI Journal (fall 2021) should help you in that goal.  

God’s Warning

God warned us about mockers of God who intentionally forget that God 
created the world,

First, know this: In the last days scoffers will come with their 
mocking, following their own lusts.  They will say, “Where is 
this promised coming of his?  For from the time that our fa-

10  Bloom, 17, 19, 21.
11  Alison Flood, “Richard Dawkins to give away copies of The God Delusion in 
Islamic countries,” The Guardian, March 20, 2018, (accessed 9-14-21)
www.LutheranScience.org/DawkinsGive.
12  “Pew Research Center telephone surveys conducted in 2018 and 2019 show 
that 4% of American adults say they are atheists when asked about their religious 
identity, up from 2% in 2009. An additional 5% of Americans call themselves ag-
nostics, up from 3% a decade ago.”  (accessed 9-13-21).
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/12/06/10-facts-about-atheists/.
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thers fell asleep, all things continue as they have from the be-
ginning of the creation.”  You see, what they are intentionally 
forgetting is that the heavens came into existence long ago 
by the word of God and that the earth came together out of 
the water and between the waters.  Through these waters the 
former world perished, when it was flooded with water.  
2 Peter 3:3-6 (EHV)

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 Apologetics 101 and 102.  He is a member of 
Good Shepherd’s Evangelical Lutheran Church in West Allis, Wisconsin.

Atheists Who Ask You to Reject God

Books by Coyne and Dawkins (above) and Bloom (next page) 
attack religion, especially Christianity, as they explain how the 
universe created itself without any god involved.  They claim 
that God only exists in your imagination so you should become 
an atheist!.  
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