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Changing How the Evolution Story is Written

The adoption of cladograms by mainstream evolutionists was a ma-
jor change in how the evolution story is written. The cladogram
shown here, summarizes evolution’s supposed tree of life, from
bacteria to people. The full tree would show millions of species,
and millions of most recent common ancestors.

The first division shows creatures with a spinal column to the right,
and those without a spine to the left. The most recent common
ancestor of lizards and worms is at this intersection, as is the most
recent common ancestor of people and sponges.

The most recent common ancestor of people and chimpanzees is at
the top right intersection. That imaginary ancestor is an “ape-like
creature.” In all, or nearly all cases, the most recent ancestor is an
imaginary creature, as no such actual creature (living or fossilized)
has ever been known to exist.

The claim of common descent is false, since we know from Scripture
that plants, animals, and people did not originate that way. Just
because we can draw a diagram showing similarities between crea-
tures does not mean God used evolution and common descent to
create. God reveals in Scripture the true history of how He created.

See "A New Tree of Life and more” on page 18.
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The
Evolution Story
‘Evolves’

Mark Bergemann

The theme of this LSI Journal issue is the evolution of evolution.
We will look at places where the evolution story' is being revised, and
other places where revisions are being proposed. Science changes, and
evolutionary science is no exception.

If you speak about specific parts of the evolution story, you should
make sure that you correctly describe evolution theory as it is taught today,
not as it was taught decades ago. Stay within the limits of your scientific
knowledge. Speaking incorrectly about science (including evolution) can
harm our gospel ministry. People may wonder, “If these people are wrong
about science, are they also wrong about Jesus?”’

In addition, seeing how the evolution story changes over time
helps us better understand the ever-changing nature of science. Theories
and laws of science (the facts of science) are revised—or completely re-
placed—much more often than most people imagine. See “How Can a Lie
Like Evolution Have Evidence?” at www.LutheranScience.org/2015Lie.

Point Out Evolution’s Unprovable Assumptions

The ever-changing nature of evolution is yet another reason to
consider having your creation apologetic focus on pointing out the un-
proven presuppositions on which the evolution story is built. You do not

1 Evolutionists call evolution a “historical narrative” and even a “tale.” See
quotes from the National Academy of Sciences, Ernst Mayer, Richard Dawkins,
and Scientific American magazine on pages 20-21 at www.LutheranScience.org/
2022summer.
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need to know detailed scientific arguments against evolution or for cre-
ation. Such scientific arguments can have a place in apologetics, but there
are more powerful lines of reasoning, which are much easier to make,
which will be solid arguments for decades to come, and for which most
evolutionists have no prepackaged answer. Pointing out the unprovable
presuppositions on which the evolution story is based is that simple yet
powerful apologetic.

The easiest and most common procedure is to simply make the
general statement, “Evolution assumes that everything came about in a
natural way without any miracles from a god. If that unprovable presup-
position is wrong, then evolution theory is invalid. Not only that, if the
Bible is true, then the major parts of evolution—including common de-
scent—never happened.” See “Unprovable Assumptions” on pages 14—19
in the spring 2023 LSI Journal at www.LutheranScience.org/2023spring.

Recent Changes to Evolution Theory

Articles in this issue of the LSI Journal allow you to explore new
evolutionary thought about how species naturally develop, to hear how
paleontology has been drastically changed, and to listen to evolutionists
who propose that imagined evolutionary stories (such as why dinosaurs
went extinct) are unscientific.

Past issues of the LS/ Journal examined other changing parts of
the evolution story. Here is an overview of some of those articles:

“Big Bang” or “Big Bounce"?

Three prominent physicists (including Princeton’s director of
their Center for Theoretical Science, and Harvard’s astronomy department
chair) are some of the scientists who want science to replace the current
“Big Bang” model with the “Big Bounce.” In 2017 they wrote an 8-page
article in Scientific American which questions the mainstream Big Bang

6 The Evolution Story ‘Evolves’
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model (a group of many models referred to as “inflationary cosmology”)
as an “empty theory” that is “so flexible that no experiment can ever dis-
prove it.” These evolutionists propose an alternative to the Big Bang. In
doing so, they often sound more like creationists, as they point out the
flimsy logic behind inflation (aka the “Big Bang”). They write,

For the first time in more than 30 years, the simplest inflation-
ary models, including those described in standard textbooks, are
strongly disfavored by observations. ... We should not just accept
the assumption that inflation happened, especially because it does
not offer a simple explanation of the observed features of the uni-
verse.

... Either the universe had a beginning, which we commonly dub
the “big bang,” or there was no beginning and what has been called
the big bang was actually a “big bounce,” a transition from some
preceding cosmological phase to the present expanding phase.
Although most cosmologists assume a bang, there is currently no
evidence—zero—to say whether the event that occurred 13.7 bil-
lion years ago was a bang or a bounce. Yet a bounce, as opposed
to a bang, does not require a subsequent period of inflation to cre-
ate a universe like the one we find, so bounce theories represent a
dramatic shift away from the inflation paradigm.

...Inflationary cosmology, as we currently understand it, cannot
be evaluated using the scientific method.

...These features make inflation so flexible, that no experiment
can ever disprove it. Some scientists accept that inflation is un-
testable yet refuse to abandon it. They have proposed that, instead,
science must change by discarding one of its defining properties:
empirical testability. This notion has triggered a roller coaster of
discussions about the nature of science and its possible redefini-
tion, promoting the idea of some nonempirical science.

...Declaring an empty theory as the unquestioned standard view
requires some sort of assurance outside of science. Short of a pro-
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fessed oracle, the only alternative is to invoke authorities.?

Thirty-three physicists, including Stephen Hawking, were so up-
set by this prominent denial of the Big Bang, they penned an open rebuttal
letter that Scientific American then published in their online blog.* In the
six years since then, it seems the Big Bounce continues gaining support in
scientific circles. Here is a February 2023 article from Discover magazine,

So how did this speck expand and form matter as we know it?
It’s a point of contention among cosmologists and theoretical
physicists. In recent years, a once-fringe theory—dubbed the Big
Bounce—has gained traction in cosmological circles. ...The Big
Bounce continues to gain notoriety as Ijjas and her peers stream-
line the theoretical physics that might explain it. At this point, it
is a formidable rival for inflation theory.*

LSI first reported this Big Bang controversy in the spring 2017
LSI Journal, page 32, at www.LutheranScience.org/2017spring.

Dinosaur Family Tree

The evolution story imagines that every plant, animal, and person
descended from an imagined first living thing (a bacteria-like creature).
That claim of common descent is false, since we know from Scripture that
plants, animals, and people did not originate that way. Evolutionists try
to place everything that has ever lived—including humans—into a single
evolutionary family tree. Just because we can draw such a diagram show-

2 Anna [jjas, Paul Steinhardt, Abraham Loeb, “Pop Goes the Universe: THE
LATEST ASTROPHYSICAL MEASUREMENTS, COMBINED WITH THEO-
RETICAL PROBLEMS, CAST DOUBT ON THE LONG-CHERISHED INFLA-
TIONARY THEORY OF THE EARLY COSMOS AND SUGGEST WE NEED
NEW IDEAS,” Scientific American, February 2017, 36, 38-39, under new title at
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/cosmic-inflation-theory-faces-chal-
lenges/ (accessed 8-10-23).

3 “A Cosmic Controversy,” Scientific American, May 10, 2017, https://blogs.sci-
entificamerican.com/observations/a-cosmic-controversy/ (accessed 8-10-23).

4 Gabe Allen, “Did the Big Bang Happen More Than Once?” Discover, February

17, 2023, https://preview.discovermagazine.com/the-sciences/did-the-big-bang-
happen-more-than-once (accessed 8-10-23).
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ing similarities between creatures, does not mean God used evolution and
common descent to create. God reveals in Scripture the true history of
how He created.

There are many ways to draw an evolutionary family tree, and
each is based on unprovable assumptions. For example: Since 1887
the evolution story had the dinosaur family tree divided between “bird-
hipped” and “lizard-hipped” dinosaurs. But since 2017, there have been
three very different—but seen as equally valid—ways to place dinosaurs
into the tree. The American Geosciences Institute magazine reports that
this division between experts on dinosaurs, “has revealed that something
we thought was a certainty is actually a mystery. And so that mystery has
to be solved.” More about this is on pages 22-24 in the spring 2018 LS/
Journal (www.LutheranScience.org/2018spring).

Human/Ape Family Tree

Not only is the dinosaur family tree in flux, so is the human an-
cestor family tree. An article published by the American Geosciences In-
stitute states, “The hominin [human] family tree is frequently revised, but
researchers disagree about where many fossils should be placed on the
tree.”® More about this is on pages 25-27 in the spring 2018 LSI Journal
(www.LutheranScience.org/2018spring).

Punctuated Equilibrium

From the time of Darwin (1860s) until fairly recently, the main-
stream version of the evolution story taught that plants and animals

5 Lucas Joel, “Redefining Dinosaurs: Paleontologists are Shaking the Dinosaur
Family Tree to its Roots,” Earth Magazine, January 11, 2019, American Geosci-
ences Institute, https://www.earthmagazine.org/article/redefining-dinosaurs-pale-

ontologists-are-shaking-dinosaur-family-tree-its-roots (accessed 8-10-23).
6 Mary Caperton Morton, Redefining Homo: Does our family tree need more

branches?, Earth Magazine, August 16, 2016, American Geosciences Institute,

https://www.earthmagazine.org/article/redefining-homo-does-our-family-tree-
need-more-branches (accessed 8-10-23).
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changed slowly, so it took a very long time to produce a new species. Yet
Darwin himself noticed that the fossil record shows distinct species with
few—if any—creatures partway between those species. Darwin proposed
that as more fossils are discovered, changes between species would be
seen in the fossil record. Those expected fossils were never found, so in
1972 a solution was proposed: biological evolution often happens very
rapidly between long periods of stability (punctuated equilibrium). It took
decades for mainstream science to embrace that idea, but now it is part
of the evolution story. This has made common descent so flexible that it
cannot be falsified, whether transitional fossils are found or not found. See
“Has Common Descent Become Unfalsifiable?”” on pages 23-31 in the
summer 2022 LSI Journal at www.LutheranScience.org/2022summer.

In The Beginning, God Created

Science constantly changes. The evolution story is no exception.
Evolutionary models are often replaced, but always with new evolutionary
models. Creation is not even considered an option, since science requires
its explanations to be natural causes—no miracles allowed.

Creation was a miracle. Those who require natural causes for ev-
erything, reject miracles as a possibility. In doing so, they reject the true
history of how the world came to be. Evolutionists will never learn the
correct origin of the world as long as they continue to reject the possibility
of miracles.’

The evolution story is written and constantly revised by people
who were not witnesses of what happened in the past. God witnessed
absolutely everything that happened in the past. God can tell us what ac-

7 Even Christian evolutionists allow only natural causes—no miracles—when
writing the evolution story. When a Christian who believes God used evolution to
create studies the origin of life, of Earth, or any other part of nature, he does NOT
look to Scripture, he looks for natural explanations. He may later see how he can
rewrite Scripture to accommodate the evolution story. So even though he believes
in a creator god who at least initiated the Big Bang, he excludes any activity of
God while studying/writing the evolution story.

10 The Evolution Story ‘Evolves’


http://www.LutheranScience.org/2022summer

tually happened—how the world came to be.

God revealed to humanity—3,500 years ago in the book of Gen-
esis—the factual historical account of how He created the universe and
everything in it. The creation account never has (and never will) need
revision. The creation account is true history—actual reality. God in His
infinite wisdom, and out of His infinite love for us, revealed to us exactly
what we need to know for our eternal good. That includes the Genesis
1-11 account of creation, the Flood, and the world-wide migration of each
people group after the Tower of Babel.

Removing Barriers to the Gospel

Creation apologetics can be useful in removing barriers to the gos-
pel message—in clearing a path for the news that Jesus is the Savior of
everyone. This can be done as needed in ministry to believers—as a way
to blunt the temptation to think that God used evolution to create. This can
be done as needed while witnessing to unbelievers—to remove evolution-
ary obstacles to the gospel message.

A solid creation apologetic is to point out that science constantly
changes. Science is “an intrinsically flawed process that will not achieve
certainty on anything,”® Compare that to the final truth and true reality
that God reveals to us in the Bible. Mention the unprovable presupposi-
tions that force evolutionary science to reject the truth about creation and
instead accept a lie about millions of years.

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 Living Hope Evangelical Lutheran
Church in West Allis, Wisconsin (a recent merger of Good Shepherd’s, Jordan,
and Woodlawn).

§ James C. Zimring, What Science Is and How it Really Works (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge Univ. Press, 2019), 100.
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Evolutionists Consider
A New Theory of Evolution

Mark Bergemann

“Modern Synthesis” (aka “Neo-Darwinian theory’) describes the
current view—the mainstream scientific model—of how new species are
naturally produced (biological evolution). For nearly six decades it has
been THE explanation taught in classrooms and used in laboratories.

A 2022 book by microbiology Professor James Shapiro challeng-
es Modern Synthesis. The back cover of this 665-page book proclaims in
bold caps,

IT IS TIME FOR A NEW THEORY OF EVOLUTION BASED
ON GENOMICS, NOT GUESSES!!

Evolutionary biologists (such as Ernst Mayer, Richard Dawkins,
and Jerry Coyne) are the experts who define the mainstream model of
how biological evolution works. In other words, they write the evolution
narrative of how a bacteria-like creature evolved into people. Modern
Synthesis was invented by evolutionary biologists in the 1930s and is still
championed by most evolutionary biologists today.

An alternative model grew from the work of biologist Barbara
McClintock in the 1940s and 50s. Three decades later (1983), she re-
ceived a solo Nobel prize for that work. Some advocates for this alterna-
tive model call it “Extended Evolutionary Synthesis” (EES). Shapiro calls
it “Natural Genetic Engineering” (NGE).?

A 2014 article in the prestigious science journal, Nature, hosted a
debate between fifteen scientists who answered the question, “Does evolu-
tionary theory need a rethink?” One side answered (bold caps in original),

1 James A. Shapiro, Evolution—A View From the 21 Century. Fortified. —Why
Evolution Works as Well as It Does, 2™ ed. (Chicago: Cognition Press, 2022), back
cover.

2 Shapiro, 7.

12 New Theory of Evolution



YES, URGENTLY. ...The number of biologists calling for change
in how evolution is conceptualized is growing rapidly. Strong
support comes from allied disciplines, particularly developmental
biology, but also genomics, epigenetics, ecology and social sci-
ence. We contend that evolutionary biology needs revision if it is
to benefit fully from these other disciplines. The data supporting
our position gets stronger every day. Yet the mere mention of the
EES often evokes an emotional, even hostile, reaction among evo-
lutionary biologists. ...This is no storm in an academic tearoom,
it is a struggle for the very soul of the discipline.?

The other side answered (bold caps in original),

NO, ALLIS WELL. ... There are evolutionary biologists (see “Yes,
urgently”) who argue that theory has since ossified around genetic
concepts. More specifically, they contend that four phenomena
are important evolutionary processes: phenotypic plasticity, niche
construction, inclusive inheritance and developmental bias. We
could not agree more. We study them ourselves. But we do not
think that these processes deserve such special attention as to mer-
it a new name such as “extended evolutionary synthesis.” Below
we outline three reasons why we believe that these topics already
receive their due in current evolutionary theory.*

A 2022 article presents the history of this scientific debate under
the title (and lengthy subtitle),

Do we need a new theory of evolution? A new wave of scien-
tists argues that mainstream evolutionary theory needs an urgent
overhaul. Their opponents have dismissed them as misguided ca-
reerists—and the conflict may determine the future of biology.’

3 Kevin Laland, et al., “Does evolutionary theory need a rethink? YES, UR-
GENTLY,” Nature 514 (Oct 9, 2014): pages 161-162 in downloadable pdf
https://www.nature.com/articles/514161a (accessed 8-10-23).

4 Gregory A. Wray, et al., “Does evolutionary theory need a rethink? NO, ALL IS
WELL,” Nature 514 (Oct 9, 2014): pages 161, 163 in downloadable pdf https://
www.nature.com/articles/514161a (accessed 8-10-23).

5 Stephen Buranyi, “Do we need a new theory of evolution?” The Guardian June
28, 2022 https://www.theguardian.com/science/2022/jun/28/do-we-need-a-
new-theory-of-evolution (accessed 8-10-23).
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This article also mentions a third view: That we do not need a
unified biological theory of evolution. It states,

To some scientists, though, the battle between traditionalists and
extended synthesists is futile. Not only is it impossible to make
sense of modern biology, they say, it is unnecessary. Over the
past decade the influential biochemist Ford Doolittle has pub-
lished essays rubbishing the idea that the life sciences need cod-
ification. “We don’t need no friggin’ new synthesis. We didn’t
even really need the old synthesis,” he told me. What Doolittle
and like-minded scientists want is more radical: the death of grand
theories entirely. They see such unifying projects as a mid-centu-
ry—even modernist—conceit, that have no place in the postmodern
era of science. The idea that there could be a coherent theory of
evolution is “an artefact of how biology developed in the 20" cen-
tury, probably useful at the time,” says Doolittle.®

Modern Synthesis

Modern Synthesis—the mainstream scientific view—mixes (syn-
thesizes) Darwinian theory with the theories of Mendel and others. It sees
biological evolution as the environment selecting creatures with the most
“fit” traits, and those traits change in small steps (gradualism) caused by
random DNA mutations. The general trend is an accumulation of benefi-
cial traits and that leads to more complex life forms.”® Modern Synthesis

6 Buranyi.

7 “The Modern Synthesis has been one of the greatest intellectual achievements
of biology. By merging the traditions of Darwin and Mendel, evolution within a
species could be explained: Diversity within a population arose from the random
production of mutations, and the environment acted to select the most fit pheno-
types. Those animals capable of reproducing would transmit the genes that gave
them their advantage. ...It was assumed that the same kinds of changes (gene or
chromosomal mutations) that caused evolution within a species also caused the
evolution of new species.”

Scott F. Gilbert, Developmental Biology, 6™ ed. (Sunderland (MA): Sinauer Asso-
ciates, 2000), section “A New Evolutionary Synthesis” in chapter 22 at: https://
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK10128/ (accessed 8-10-23).

8 Eugene V. Koonin, “The Origin at 150: is a new evolutionary synthesis in
sight?”” author manuscript, PMC PubMed Central, NIH National Library of Medi-
cine, Table 1, at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2784144/ (ac-
cessed 8-10-23).
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claims that the primary driver of biological evolution is slow random DNA
mutations that are then “selected” through natural selection.

“Extended Evolutionary Synthesis” (EES)

EES opposes Modern Synthesis. EES claims that DNA mutations
are not the primary driver of biological evolution. Natural selection is
not the primary process that causes major changes in living things. Rapid
processes are primary, such as “symbiogenesis, horizontal DNA transfer,
action of mobile DNA and epigenetic modifications.”

EES partially—sometimes completely—rejects many of the basic
claims made by Modern Synthesis. EES rejects gradualism, and instead
asserts that large-scale changes are possible and even necessary.!® Shapiro
points out that Modern Synthesis, “ignores over 60 years of molecular sci-
ence.”!" He also downplays the role of mutations, “Random copying er-
rors can no longer be considered a basic feature of evolutionary change.”!?

Prominent microbiologist Eugene Koonin'? writes,

Evolutionary-genomic studies show that natural selection is only
one of the forces that shape genome evolution and is not quan-
titatively dominant, whereas non-adaptive processes are much
more prominent than previously suspected. Major contributions
of horizontal gene transfer and diverse selfish genetic elements to
genome evolution undermine the Tree of Life concept.'

9 The Third Way—evolution in the era of genomics and epigenetics, https://
www.thethirdwayofevolution.com/ (accessed 8-10-23).

10 Koonin, “The Origin at 150,” Table 1.

11 Shapiro, 17.

12 Shapiro, 19.

13 “Eugene V. Koonin is the leader of the Evolutionary Genomics Group at
the National Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI) at the NIH. He is
known primarily for his research on genome evolution.” National Academy of
Sciences, Member Directory, http://nasonline.org/member-directory/mem-
bers/20038968.html (accessed 8-10-23).

14 Eugene V. Koonin, “Darwinian evolution in the light of genomics,” Nucleic
Acids Research vol. 37, no. 4 (2009): 1011-34. Also published in PMC PubMed
Central, NIH National Library of Medicine, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/PMC2651812/ (accessed 8-10-23).
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Eighty researchers and authors have challenged both Modern Syn-
thesis and creation!® by contributing to the website, “The Third Way—evo-
lution in the era of genomics and epigenetics.” Shapiro is a founding mem-
ber of this website, which prominently states in large print on its home page,

The vast majority of people believe that there are only two alter-
native ways to explain the origins of biological diversity. One
way is Creationism that depends upon intervention by a divine
Creator. That is clearly unscientific because it brings an arbitrary
supernatural force into the evolution process.

The commonly accepted alternative is Neo-Darwinism, which is
clearly naturalistic science but ignores much contemporary mo-
lecular evidence and invokes a set of unsupported assumptions
about the accidental nature of hereditary variation. Neo-Darwin-
ism ignores important rapid evolutionary processes such as sym-
biogenesis, horizontal DNA transfer, action of mobile DNA and
epigenetic modifications.

Moreover, some Neo-Darwinists have elevated Natural Selection
into a unique creative force that solves all the difficult evolution-
ary problems without a real empirical basis. Many scientists to-
day see the need for a deeper and more complete exploration of all
aspects of the evolutionary process.'®

Bias in Science

Most people think that science is unbiased. In reality, biases play
a significant and sometimes overwhelming role in science. The EES vs.

15 Note the extremely weak argument against creation (the second and third
sentences of the quotation). They correctly point out that creation is not scien-
tific, because science assumes only natural causes (no miracles allowed). Yet the
purpose of those two sentences is to show that creation is false. The quotation
goes wrong when an unprovable assumption is used as the reason why creation
is false. The quotation essentially claims that there is no creator god because
we have assumed that there is no creator god. That of course, is “begging the
question”—a logical fallacy—an error in reasoning. For more, see, “What Is
Science on pages 5-35 in the winter 2021 LSI Journal at www.LutheranScience.
org/2021winter and “Begging The Question” in the summer 2020 LS| Journal on
pages 14-20 at www.LutheranScience.org/2020summer.

16 The Third Way—evolution in the era of genomics and epigenetics, https://
www.thethirdwayofevolution.com/ (accessed 8-10-23).
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Modern Synthesis debate demonstrates this. Shapiro reports on a confer-
ence presentation by world-famous Princeton biologists Peter and Rose-
mary Grant. Shapiro relates how the Grants were asked why field observa-
tions of interspecies genome transfer (a part of EES) had been essentially
ignored by the mainstream science community. Shapiro relates,

Peter Grant answered, “Ernest Mayer.” What Peter meant was the
influence of Mayer’s theoretical dictum that recently separated spe-
cies did not interbreed. Since Mayer was one of the neo-Darwinian
giants of Modern Synthesis, his speculations were taken as accepted
fact. The answer prompted someone in the audience to comment,
“Great biologists can only impede progress, not stimulate it.”"’

What Do You Think?

As creationists, we reject the claim that new biblical kinds of crea-
tures can be naturally produced, but we can accept that new species have
been—and continue to be—naturally produced (but always within their
own kind). We can use our God-given human reason to evaluate which
mechanisms seem to better explain how new species develop naturally.

Does Modern Synthesis or EES better explain how new species
are naturally produced? Today, most biologists think living things evolve
through mechanisms described by both theories (through natural selection
of mutated DNA but also through the non-adaptive processes of EES).
The question is: Are some of these mechanisms the primary cause for
change while others are minor players?

Most evolutionary biologists (scientists who write the biological
part of the evolution story) still oppose the idea that EES mechanisms
are the primary drivers of biological evolution, while DNA mutations and
natural selection are minor players. Yet it seems that there is growing mo-
mentum behind EES ideas. That may someday result in EES becoming
the new scientific model taught in science textbooks. Science changes.
The evolution story is no different than other areas of science. Evolution
constantly evolves.

FShapiro, 16.
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A New Tree of Life
and more

Mark Bergemann

A few decades ago, paleontology (the study of life in the distant
past) underwent a seismic change in how scientists draw conclusions from
the fossil record. Peter Bowler—an expert on the history of evolution—
called it “a major evolution in scientists’ approach to the fossil record.”
Today, the evolutionists who drove that change are working for even more
transformation.

One of the evolutionists who propelled the initial change decades
ago, and who continues to advocate additional change, is paleontologist
Henry Gee. Decades ago, Gee was the Chief Science Writer for the presti-
gious science journal, Nature (today he is Senior Editor). His 1999 book,
In Search of Deep Time: Beyond the Fossil Record to a New History of
Life, chronicles the initial change and also advocates for more. The book
jacket proclaims,

Gee illuminates a shift in the history of science that is happening
right now and is changing our understanding of what science is.

A geologist serving as Director of the Los Angeles County Muse-
um of Natural History acclaimed,

Gee’s compelling book makes it easy for anyone to understand
how cladistics has changed the science of paleontology forever—
how “‘just-so stories” have come to be replaced by true science.?

1 Peter J. Bowler, review of, In Search of Deep Time, American Scientist 88, no. 2
(March/April 2000): 169 http://www.jstor.org/stable/27857998 (accessed 8-10-
23).

2 In Search of Deep Time—Beyond the Fossil Record to a New History of Life (New
York: The Free Press, 1999), book jacket back flap.

3 James Lawrence Powell, in In Search of Deep Time—Beyond the Fossil Record to
a New History of Life (New York: The Free Press, 1999), book jacket endorsement.
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A professor and curator in the Department of Integrated Biology
and Museum Paleontology at the University of California, Berkeley, bold-
ly asserted,

This is a subversive book. Read it only if you want to know how
scientists actually do their work, as opposed to the mythology of
textbooks and documentaries.*

Cladograms

This major evolution of the evolution story was led by paleontol-
ogists called “cladists,” who use family-tree-like diagrams called “clado-
grams” to classify plants and animals by the similarity of their features
(similarity in physical features and DNA). Such categorization can glorify
God and help in our study of God’s creation.

Sadly, evolutionists use cladograms as evidence to back up their
claim that a bacteria-like creature is the ancestor of all plants, animals, and
people. They use cladograms to show an imagined most recent common
ancestor of any two—Iliving or extinct—Ilife forms. A cladogram is shown
and explained on page 2.

The claim of common descent is false, since we know from Scrip-
ture that plants, animals, and people did not originate that way. Just be-
cause we can draw a diagram showing similarities between creatures does
not mean God used evolution and common descent to create. God reveals
in Scripture the true history of how He created.

From Obscurity to Controversy to Acceptance

A science journal reported that cladistics (the classification system
that uses cladograms) arose from the work of a German scientist in the
1940s and 50s. Cladistics was mostly ignored until the 70s and 80s when
it grew in popularity in the US. This 1994 science journal article states
that cladistics “has now become the dominant paradigm for systematic

4 Kevin Padian, in In Search of Deep Time—Beyond the Fossil Record to a New
History of Life (New York: The Free Press, 1999), book jacket endorsement.
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methodology,” although five years later a 1999 college textbook on evo-
lution claimed that “cladism still excites considerable controversy.”®

Changing How the Evolution Story is Written

The adoption of cladograms by mainstream evolutionists was a
major change to how the evolution story is written. It introduced a consis-
tent and precise method for determining relationships between lifeforms,
resulting in changes to the evolution story itself.

A college biology textbook states that “There are three main
schools of systematics: cladistics, phenetics, and traditional.”” These vari-

ous methods produce conflicting ways to group living things in the evolu-
tionary tree of life.

A science journal points this out, “one major implication of cladis-
tics is that its insistence on monophyly tends to invalidate many long-fa-
miliar groups, or restructure them radically.”® [“Monophyly” refers to a
group (clad) of plants or creatures comprised of a common ancestor, all its
descendants, and only its descendants.® Cladism requires all clads to be of
this type.]

For example, scientists who advocate the new cladistic method
“doubt that there should be a class Reptilia.”!® A college biology textbook
compares traditional and cladistic methods in reference to the figure repro-
duced on page 31 of this LSl Journal. That textbooks states,

5 Kevin Padian, David R. Lindberg, and Paul David Polly, “CLADISTICS AND
THE FOSSIL RECORD: The Uses of History,” Annual Review of Earth and
Planetary Sciences vol. 22 (1994): https://pollylab.indiana.edu/doc/papers/Pa-
dian%20et%20al..%201994.%20Cladistics%20and%20the%20fossil%20record.
pdf (accessed 8-10-23).

6 Monroe W. Strickberger, Evolution, 2nd ed. (Boston: Jones and Bartlett Pub-
lishers, 1999), 240.

7 Sylvia S. Mader, Biology, 9th ed. ((Boston: McGraw Hill, 2007), 351.

8 Padian, 66.

9 Basic Phylogenetic Terms,” UCMP Glossary, University of California Museum
of Paleontology, https://ucmp.berkeley.edu/glossary/gloss1/phyly.html (accessed
8-10-23).

10 Mader, 353.
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In the traditional phylogenetic tree shown in Figure 20.13a, birds
and mammals are placed in different classes. ...Cladists prefer the
cladogram shown in Figure 20.13b. All the animals are shown in
one clad because they all evolved from a common ancestor that
laid eggs.

...Cladists doubt that there should be a class Reptilia because the
only thing that dinosaurs, crocodiles, snakes, lizards, and turtles
have in common is that they are not birds or mammals.

...To indicate that crocodiles and birds, along with the dinosaurs,
are closely related, perhaps they should be in a subgroup of their
own called Archosaurs. Most biologists today are willing to admit
to inconsistencies but still use the classes Aves and Reptilia for the
sake of convenience.!!

Evolutionary Storytelling

Cladistics does not make use of, nor propose, ~ow or why new
lifeforms arose in the past. Cladist Gee explains,

Cladistics, as already stated, is a way of looking at the world in
terms of the patterns that evolution creates, rather than the process
that creates the pattern. This means that it is free of assumptions
based on particulars of cause and effect.!?

Bowler puts it this way in his American Scientist article,

The consequence of all this [limitations of the fossil record], the
cladists insist, is that all the old paraphernalia of evolutionary ex-
planations must be dismissed as unscientific speculation. All we
can do is assess degrees of relationship. We cannot identify ances-
tors or “missing links,” and we cannot devise testable theories to
explain how particular episodes of evolution came about.

...Cladism places severe restrictions about what kind of questions
can be asked about the distant past, in the cause of raising paleon-

11 Mader, 353.
12 Henry Gee, In Search of Deep Time: Beyond the Fossil Record to a New History
of Life (New York: The Free Press, 1999), 167.
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tology to the ranks of hard science.'

Gee is a prominent evolutionist, yet because he holds to cladistic

tenets, he often sounds like a creationist [italics in original],

To take a line of fossils and claim that they represent a lineage is
not a scientific hypothesis that can be tested, but an assertion that
carries the same validity as a bedtime story—amusing, perhaps
even instructive, but not scientific.'

The narrative account of our own evolution tends to emphasize
the parts played by our own ancestors. ...We do not seek the truth,
we create it after the fact, to suit our own prejudices. '

We invent these stories, after the fact, to justify the history of life
according to our own prejudices. Nobody will ever know what
caused the extinction of the dinosaurs, because we weren’t there
to watch it happen.'®

Fossils are mute: their silence gives us unlimited license to tell
their stories for them. ...Such tales are sustained more in our
minds than in reality and are informed and conditioned by our
own prejudices, which will tell us not what really happened, but
what we think ought to have happened. If there are ‘missing
links’, they exist only in our imaginations."’

Once we realize that Deep Time can never support narratives of
evolution, we are forced to accept that virtually everything we
thought we knew about evolution is wrong.'®

Given the ubiquitous chatter of journalists and headline writers
about the search for ancestors, and the discovery of missing links,
it may come as a surprise to learn that most professional paleon-
tologists do not think of the history of life in terms of scenarios or

13 Bowler, 169-170.
14 Gee, 116-117.

15 Gee, 114.

16 Gee, 2.

17 Gee, 2.

18 Gee 4-5.
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narratives, and they rejected the storytelling mode of evolutionary
history more than 30 years ago. Behind the scenes, in museums
and universities, a quiet revolution has taken place."”

In this last quote, Gee reports that “most professional paleontol-
ogists ...rejected the storytelling mode of evolutionary history™ prior to
1969 [more than 30 years before to 1999], yet fifty-four years later, we
are still bombarded with stories about #ow dinosaurs became extinct, fow
dinosaurs gained feathers and become birds, and how ape-like creatures
learned to walk on two feet and become human. To this day there are still
paleontologists and other scientists who tell evolutionary stories about the
why and how of common descent. Countless examples include:

» Two paleontologists advance their conflicting versions of an evolution
tale in the article, “Dinosaurs may have already been going extinct before
the asteroid hit.”*

* The Natural History Museum explains how and why dinos went extinct.
(It was an asteroid.)?'

* Smithsonian Magazine explains the how and why of bird evolution in
the article, “Why Birds Survived, and Dinosaurs Went Extinct, After an
Asteroid Hit Earth: Paleontologists think that beaks may have given birds
an advantage over other creatures.”?

19 Gee, 5.

20 Krista Charles, “Dinosaurs may have already been going extinct before the
asteroid hit,” in NewScientist, June 29, 2021, https://www.newscientist.com/
article/2282511-dinosaurs-may-have-already-been-going-extinct-before-the-as-
teroid-hit/ (accessed 8-10-23).

21 Emily Osterloff, “How an asteroid ended the age of the dinosaurs,” Natural
History Museum, https://www.nhm.ac.uk/discover/how-an-asteroid-caused-ex-
tinction-of-dinosaurs.html (accessed 8-10-23).

22 Riley Black, “Why Birds Survived, and Dinosaurs Went Extinct, After an As-
teroid Hit Earth: Paleontologists think that beaks may have given birds an advan-
tage over other creatures,” Smithsonian Magazine, September 15, 2020, https://
www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/why-birds-survived-and-dinosaurs-
went-extinct-after-asteroid-hit-earth-180975801/ (accessed 8-10-23).
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* A National Geographic video teaches grades 5-12 to “learn how early
humans evolved from Homo habilis, to Homo erectus, to Homo sapiens
and developed basic survival tools.”*

Is Evolutionary Storytelling Scientific?

Scientists continue to debate whether narratives should be used in
science, such as stories of why and how dinosaurs grew feathers, and why
dinosaurs went extinct. Philosophers of science are beginning to discuss
the appropriateness of narrative in science.

A science journal, Studies in History and Philosophy of Science,
dedicated its 98-page June 2017 issue to articles discussing the use of nar-
rative in science (including evolutionary narrative). The introductory arti-
cle states,

The role of narrative in the sciences has been neglected for too
long, as evidenced by these papers devoted to the subject, for the
questions they raise quickly grow from site specific ones into ge-
neric ones, with broader scope across a sufficient number of in-
stances to be put properly on the table as legitimate questions for
historians and philosophers of science. Indeed, these look [like]
hard enough questions to keep a bevy of historians and philoso-
phers occupied for several years and through many papers.?*

One of the journal articles is “In defense of story-telling.” It states,

It is our contention that such story-telling is central to successful
historical reconstruction, and moreover that there is no reason for
blanket skepticism about such reconstructions. Further, we argue
this is just as true for science as it is for history. In this regard,
practitioners of human history are methodologically continuous

23 “Human Evolution: Learn how early humans evolved from Homo habilis, to
Homo erectus, to Homo sapiens and developed basic survival tools,” National
Geographic, https://education.nationalgeographic.org/resource/human-evolu-
tion/ (accessed 8-10-23).

24 Mary S. Morgan and M. Norton Wise, “Narrative science and narrative know-
ing: Introduction to special issue on narrative science,” in Studies in History and
Philosophy of Science, vol. 62, June 3, 2017, pages 1-5, https://www.sciencedi-
rect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0039368117300729 (accessed 8-10-23).
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with archaeologists, geologists, cosmologists and palaeontolo-
gists. %

Evolution Evolves

The adoption of cladistics greatly changed how evolutionists de-
termine supposed ancestral relationships of all living things. If the scien-
tific community eventually decides that storytelling is not scientific, that
would involve yet another revision to the theory of evolution. These are
examples of the evolution of evolution.

Three articles in this issue of the LSI Journal have given examples
of significant changes in the evolution story. Like all areas of science,
evolution is always being changed (corrected) in an attempt to better re-
flect new—and even old—observations.

The scientific community itself claims that this changing nature
of science is a central defining feature of science. Cambridge University
recently published a book, “What Science Is and How It Really Works.”*
The author states (all caps in original),

SCIENCE ENTAILS THE PRACTICE OF COMPENSATING
FOR ERRORS OF NATURAL HUMAN THINKING AND IT
EVOLVES OVER TIME.

...If science and non-science have so much in common and are so
highly rated, what can the distinction possibly be? The proposed
distinction is that science makes a particular note of the source of
these errors and develops its methodology (over time) to mitigate
these errors.

...If we define science as a thing that progressively attempts to
compensate for errors found in how humans normally navigate

25 Adrian Currie and Kim Sterelny, “In defense of story-telling,” in Studies in
History and Philosophy of Science, vol. 62, June 3, 2017, pages 14-21, https://
www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0039368117300705 (accessed
8-10-23).

26 This book is extensively examined in the winter 2021 LS/ Journal at www.
LutheranScience.org/2021winter.
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the world, it is easy to see why one cannot define what science is
by looking for particular common methods found in all scientists
(and their work) across the centuries.?’

Is There Any “Truth” in Science?

Scientists claim that the constantly changing, self-correcting na-
ture of science is a primary reason why we should trust science over other
ways of knowing, even over revelation from God in Scripture.

Since science is “self-correcting,” does that mean that science
leads to truth? According to the scientific community, the answer is “no.”
A book published by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT),
The Scientific Attitude: Defending Science from Denial, Fraud, and Pseu-
doscience, admits, “that science can never get us to ‘truth.””?

The Cambridge book also describes this lack of certainty in the
conclusions of science. It states,

It is essential to deflate science to a state more realistic than the
common hyperbole of what science is and how confident we are
in its claims. ...Science must be viewed through a more realistic
lens—as an intrinsically flawed process that will not achieve cer-
tainty on anything. ...Our best scientific theories seldom (if ever)
predict all of our observations, and if they do, then just wait until
we have a few more observations.”

In contrast to the infallibility of many religious claims, science
has long acknowledged that scientific facts that are held as fun-
damental truths by one generation can be rejected by subsequent
generations.*

Two prominent scientists write in their college science textbook

27 James C. Zimring, What Science Is and How It Really Works (Cambridge, Unit-
ed Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 353-355.

28 Lee Mclntyre, The Scientific Attitude: Defending Science from Denial, Fraud,
and Pseudoscience (Cambridge, Massachusetts USA: The MIT Press, 2019), 202.
29 Zimring, 99, 100, 101.

30 Zimring, 133.

26 New Tree of Life



(italics in original),
Although philosophers of science rarely agree on many points,
they do generally agree that (1) there is no single right way to do
science and (2) a scientific approach cannot guarantee truth. ...Sci-
ence offers no ironclad assurance that application of its methods
will necessarily result in the absolute final truth about anything.?!

Only God Provides Final Truth

By its own admission, science cannot provide truth or certainty.
Yet so many people, even many Christians, reject the truth about how
God created the world. They replace the truth revealed by God with hu-
man-reason generated scientific conclusions which flow from (as the Cam-
bridge book states) “an intrinsically flawed process that will not achieve
certainty on anything.”?

In contrast, we can be certain that what God reveals to us in the
Bible is FINAL TRUTH and reflects true reality. The Bible is final and
ultimate truth, and truth does not need correcting.

Your word is truth.
John 17:17 (EHV)

All Scripture is God breathed
and is useful for teaching,
for rebuking, for correcting, and

for training in righteousness.
2 Timothy 3:16 (EHV)

31 David Hurst Thomas and Robert L. Kelly, Archaeology, 4th ed. (Belmont, CA:
Thompson Wadsworth, 2006), 42-43.
32 Zimring, 100.
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Book Review

Carved in Stone

—Geological Evidence of
the Worldwide Flood

By Timothy Clarey,
Dallas TX: Institute for Creation Research,
2020, 492 pages, hardcover, $39.99.

Almost every textbook that is used for biology, earth science, and
geology classes begins with an illustration of the geologic column and the
claim that this column traces world history back 500 million years. In
our daily lives we are regularly confronted with “deep time” (millions of
years) claims, such as “Dinosaurs went extinct 65 million years ago.” Yet
we know for certain—from Scripture—that the world is only thousands of
years old.

Timothy Clarey (Ph.D. in Geology, Master in Geology, and Mas-
ter in Hydrogeology) worked for eight years as an exploration geologist at
Chevron USA, and for 17 years as a Full Professor and Geosciences Chair
at a public college.

Dr. Clarey shows how data collected from three continents reflects
quick deposition during the biblical Flood—not 500 million years of slow
deposition as claimed by the evolution narrative. He examines data from
cores drilled for oil wells. That data is then used to correlate rock strata
between multiple continents, something old-earth geologists have never
done (page 23). His model “utilizes nearly 2,000 stratigraphic columns
across North America, South America, and Africa, including the Middle
East and parts of western Europe” (page 25).

Instead of examining the geologic column by its twelve “peri-
ods” (Cambrian, Jurassic, etc.), he bases his study of the column on its six
“megasequences,” a concept developed by geologists exploring for petro-
leum. Megasequences have “become the preferred method of studying
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sedimentary deposits” (page 48). Megasequences are defined “as discrete
packages of sedimentary rock that are bounded top and bottom by inter-
regional erosional surfaces and are traceable on a continental scale” (page
48). Clarey demonstrates how each of the six megasequences is a stage of
the flood year.

"Megasequences/’
is a concept developed by
geologists exploring for petroleum

The book first describes megasequences and then explains why
they are a valid way to look at our world. It also reviews radiometric
dating and why we can reject the “deep time” dates made to conform with
evolutionary assumptions. Chapters on fossils and plate tectonics explain
how the data from these sources is much better aligned with the scriptural
Flood than with evolutionary explanations.

Clarey starts his discussion of megasequences at the lowest rock
layer, which he says is pre-flood. This is the Precambrian rock layer which
rests beneath the twelve layers of the geologic column. It is also called
pre-Sauk, because it comes before the first megasequence, the Sauk Me-
gasequence.

Clarey says that the Sauk Megasequence was laid down during the
first 40 days of the flood. Fossils found in the Sauk are primarily marine
creatures. It represents the initial flooding that took place in low lying
areas.

The next megasequence is the Tippecanoe. It also took place
during the first 40 days. It is very similar to the Sauk but can be differen-
tiated by the types of fossils it contains.

As the waters continue to rise, the Kaskaskia Megasequence be-

gins. At this point there was considerable rain and many earthquakes.
Those who could flee to higher ground did so while those that could not
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perished—and some fossilized.

Clarey describes the next megasequence, the Absaroka, as things
going from bad to worse. The first 40 days are completed. The Earth’s
tectonic plates are moving rapidly. There is still a little dry land, but it is
disappearing. At roughly 100 days since the start of the flood, the Zuni
Megasequence begins. Any remaining dry land is flooded. The pre-flood
continent continued to break apart.

The final megasequence is the Tejas. This is the time in which
waters are receding. This is the end of the flood. It is followed by a single
ice age that is a consequence of the drying of flood water.

Chapters on fossils and plate tectonics
explain how the data from these sources
is much better aligned with the scriptural

Flood than with evolutionary explanations.

While much of the material in the book was previously published
in technical journals, this puts all the information in a single place. The
book is profusely illustrated, such as with maps showing locations for each
megasequence on North America, South America, and Africa.

I hope that this review has prompted your interest. The book has
nearly 500 pages of data and helpful information. I recommend it to all
who teach biology, earth science, or geology. It gives a clear alternative to
standard secular textbooks. It also states where more research is needed.

Clarey has stated that he is currently working on a companion vol-
ume which studies similar data from Europe, Asia, and Australia. I look
forward to reading that book too.

James A. Sehloff
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Traditional versus cladistic view of
reptilian phylogeny.
a. According to traditionalists, mammals
and birds are in separate classes.

b. According to cladists, crocodiles and
birds share a recent common ancestor
and should be in the same subclass.
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b. Cladistic systematics

Advocates of the new “cladistic” evolutionary family tree propose
different class groupings for some creatures. See pages 20-21 of
the article, “A New Family Tree and more.”

Graphic: Sylvia S. Mader, Biology, 9th ed. ((Boston: McGraw Hill, 2007), 353.
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