
EVOLUTION IS A RELIGION—NOT SCIENCE [PART I]
Michael G. Houts, Ph.D.

enced the people that when Elijah stated 
“If the Lord is God, follow Him; but if 
Baal, follow him,” “the people answered 
him not” (1 Kings 18:21). Many (if not 
most) of the people undoubtedly knew 
that Baal had come from the imagination 
of men. However, the fact that so many 

“important” individuals in their society 
promoted Baal either caused them to 
doubt God, or intimidated them to the 
point that they were unwilling to stand 
firm for God.

A similar situation exists today. Con-
certed efforts to indoctrinate people into 
believing evolution have been ongoing 
for decades. However, polls continually 
show that the majority of Americans be-

meet the criteria for operational science. 
These include social science, political sci-
ence, and others.

Even further removed from opera-
tional science is so-called “origins sci-
ence.” Origins science is not observable, 
testable, or repeatable. Theories related 
to origins science typically are construct-
ed so that no matter what the evidence, 
its adherents can claim it supports their 
worldview. In origins science, evidence 
related to the origin of the Universe (and 
everything therein) is interpreted with-
in a given framework. To the atheist or 
humanist, everything must be explained 
without God. To the Christian, the Gen-
esis creation account is the basis for our 
understanding. The evidence Christians 
see is interpreted within the framework 
of the Bible.

Webster defines “religion” as “a cause, 
principle, or system of beliefs held to with 
ardor and faith” (Webster’s Ninth..., 1988, 
p. 995). Christianity falls into this cat-
egory. So do the hundreds of false reli-
gions that have plagued mankind for mil-
lennia. Matthew 7:13-14 indicates that 
the majority of people will be deceived. 
Despite the overwhelming evidence God 
has given, they will choose to create their 
own religion, or adhere to a false religion 
promoted by their society.

A famous event occurred nearly 3,000 
years ago, when Elijah found himself con-
fronting 450 prophets of Baal and 400 
prophets of Ashera. Those false prophets 
ate at the queen’s table (1 Kings 18:19), in-
dicating that they were among the most 
respected and trusted people in society. 
Although they obviously were wrong, 
their position and power had so influ-

[EDITOR’S NOTE: The following article was 
written by one of A.P.’s auxiliary staff scien-
tists. Dr. Houts holds a Ph.D. in Nuclear En-
gineering from MIT (Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology). Dr. Houts has received nu-
merous awards, including a NASA Certificate 
of Appreciation for Exceptional Leadership. 
His professional activities include serving as 
Chairman of the Symposium on Space Nu-
clear Power and Propulsion. Dr. Houts was 
employed by Los Alamos National Labora-
tory for 11 years, serving in various positions 
including Deputy Group Leader. He pres-
ently serves as the Nuclear Research Manag-
er for NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center. 
Part II will follow next month.]

One of the greatest deceptions per-
petrated by atheists and human-
ists is that the theory of evolu-

tion is somehow “science.” The reality is 
that “evolution” has nothing to do with 
science, but is merely a tenet of certain 
false religions opposed to God. It is im-
portant for Christians to realize that 
evolution is simply another erroneous 
belief, and that they need not be intim-
idated into believing that the theory is 
supported by true science. It is also im-
portant that Christians not become sus-
picious of science just because evolution-
ists and atheists falsely claim it supports 
their worldview.

The science that put men on the moon 
and has yielded tremendous advances in 
computers, medicine, and other fields, 
is observable, testable, and repeatable. 
When a theory is developed, experiments 
can be devised to determine if it is false. 
This true science is referred to as “op-
erational science.” In recent years, the 
term “science” has been broadened to 
include many areas that typically do not 
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lieve in God, and believe that He created 
the Universe and life (see Miller, 2007, 
[10]:37, 40-R). While that is good news, 
the promotion of evolution by many “im-
portant” people in our society likely has 
caused many of those polled either to 
doubt God, or be intimidated to the point 
that they are unwilling to stand firm for 
God. This is the main reason it is impor-
tant to realize that evolution is simply an-
other false religion, and that the tempta-
tion people face when confronted with 
that religion is nothing new.

interpreting the Evidence

In origins science, the interpretation 
of evidence strongly depends on a per-

son’s religious beliefs. For example, con-
sider the changes that we see in life. An-
tibiotic-resistant populations of bacte-
ria seem to develop in days, new “kinds” 
of cats and dogs are bred routinely, and 
wild animals adapt to changing environ-
ments. To both the evolutionist and the 
creationist, these small changes represent 

“microevolution.” But to an evolution-
ist, over a very long period of time, large 
amounts of microevolution lead to mac-
roevolution, capable of turning dinosaurs 
into birds or an ape’s ancestor into man. 
Evolutionists believe there is no need for 
God, because in their mind the diversi-
ty of life on Earth can be explained by 
macroevolution, starting with a “simple” 
life form. In their religious framework, 
the genetic information needed to pro-

duce all of the life that we see today de-
veloped via macroevolution (Campbell, 
1996, p. 454).

To a Bible-believing Christian, biolog-
ical changes are the result of natural se-
lection, mutations, or selective breeding 
acting on God’s original created kinds. 
The genetic information needed to pro-
duce the variety of the life we see today 
was present in the original created kinds, 
put there by God in the original, per-
fect Creation.

A century ago it would have been diffi-
cult to take the discussion further. How-
ever, advances in science and technology 
now confirm that physical and analyti-
cal evidence strongly favors the Christian 
framework. For example, every observ-
able instance of bacteria developing re-
sistance to antibiotics has been traced to 
one of the following three mechanisms 
(Campbell, p. 340):

Some bacteria in the population are 
already resistant to the antibiotic, and 
become the dominant strain via natu-
ral selection (information neutral);
The genetic information needed for 
resisting the antibiotic is obtained via 
plasmid transfer from another bacte-
ria (information neutral); or
Resistance to the antibiotic results 
from an information-neutral or infor-
mation-losing mutation (information 
neutral or information negative).

In all cases, genetic information is either 
conserved or lost. In no case do we ob-
serve new information being generated—

1.

2.

3.

which is required for macroevolution 
to be even theoretically possible.

Our scientific knowledge of bacteria 
is totally consistent with the Genesis ac-
count (genetic information provided by 
God during the creation week). In no 
way does that scientific knowledge sup-
port evolutionists seeking to explain how 
vast amounts of new genetic information 
could be generated through random mu-
tations. Information-increasing muta-
tions have not been observed. None of 
the examples provided in the most popu-
lar biology textbooks support the prem-
ise that evolution of life occurs by infor-
mation increase. On the contrary, many 
of the examples actually show the oppo-
site of evolution—information decrease 
(Patterson, 2006, pp. 59-61).

“new” Breeds

When new breeds of cats and dogs are 
developed, genetic information is 

almost always lost, or is at best conserved. 
For example, a pair of wild dogs typical-
ly can be used to develop a breed of very 
large dogs or a breed of very small dogs 
(or both) in just a few decades, through 
selective breeding. However, in develop-
ing those new breeds, genetic informa-
tion is lost. While the original pair of 
wild dogs had the genetic information 
to produce large dogs and small dogs, 
the new breeds of dogs have much less 
genetic information or variability. Great 
Danes cannot be bred from Chihuahuas, 
and Chihuahuas cannot be bred from 
Great Danes—the required genetic in-
formation has been lost. In less extreme 
cases much genetic information can be 
conserved, but in no case is information 
added. The evidence observed from se-
lective breeding is once again consistent 
with the Christian framework, and in-
consistent with the evolutionary/atheis-
tic framework.

changes in Wild Populations

Changes in wild populations also 
can be examined in greater detail. 

Two favorites of biology textbooks (e.g., 
Johnson, 1998) are Darwin’s finches and 
peppered moths. In both of those cases, 
genetic information merely is conserved 
and no new genetic information is devel-
oped. For example, the peppered moth 
story typically states that two types of 
peppered moths exist: speckled and dark. 
The moths live among birch trees. In a 
clean environment, the speckled moths 
blend in much better with the birch bark 
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than the dark moths. The dark moths are 
more readily eaten by birds, resulting in 
a population consisting of 95% speck-
led moths and 5% dark moths. Howev-
er, during the industrial revolution, the 
birch trees became covered with soot, 
and then the dark moths were camou-
flaged better than the speckled moths. 
The population distribution reversed, 
with 95% of the moths being dark and 
5% being speckled.

It has been noted that the peppered 
moth story recorded in many biology text-
books may be largely fabricated (Wieland, 
1999, 21[3]:56). However, even if true, 
the story has nothing to do with demon-
strating macroevolution. At all times, the 
genetic information for producing both 
speckled and dark moths was present in 
the population. At no time was new ge-
netic information (as needed for macro-
evolution) generated. The evidence again 
is consistent with the Christian frame-
work, and does nothing to support the 
evolutionary framework.

Homologous and analogous structures

Another topic where the interpretation 
of evidence is influenced strongly by 

one’s religious beliefs is homologous and 
analogous structures. Homologous and 
analogous structures are structures in 
different species that are similar. A typ-
ical example is similarities in the struc-
ture of a bird wing, a dolphin fin, and a 
human arm.

From a biblical viewpoint, similar 
structures are exactly what one would 
expect. God created all life, and it would 
be surprising if there were no physical 
similarities between species. Wings, fins, 
and arms all bear stress, and similarities 
in design would be expected for perform-
ing that function. Bicycles, cars, and air-
planes all have wheels. Although those 
wheels are different, they have obvious 
similarities and similar functions. Bicy-
cles, cars, and airplanes all have wheels be-
cause they have a common designer (hu-
mans). Humans choose to use wheels to 
perform certain functions.

To the Christian, homologous struc-
tures are structures in different species 
that are similar because God created 
all life. To the evolutionist, however, ho-
mologous structures are structures in dif-
ferent species that are similar because 
of common ancestry (Johnson, 1998, 
p. 178). To the evolutionist, wings, fins, 
and arms are not similar because God de-
signed all three, but because they share a 

common fish ancestor (Miller and Levine, 
1998, p. 405). Expanding on the previ-
ous analogy, to the evolutionist, bicycles, 
cars, and airplanes all have wheels not be-
cause of a common designer, but because 
they all started out as tricycles.

Both the Christian interpretation 
of homologous structures and the evo-
lutionist interpretation of homologous 
structures end with a statement of faith. 
Neither statement (e.g., “similar because 
God created all life” or “similar because 
of common ancestry”) has a scientific 
basis—they are beliefs based on one’s 
worldview. However, only the atheistic 
interpretation is given in the five biolo-
gy textbooks that were reviewed (Camp-
bell, 1996; Johnson, 1998; Kaskel, et al., 
1999; Miller and Levine, 1998; Starr and 
Taggart, 1984). [NOTE: For a discussion 
of biblical faith being based on knowl-
edge and evidence, see Miller, 2002; Sz-
tanyo, 1996; Thompson, 1994.]  

There are many well-known cases 
where homologous structures could not 
have shared a common ancestor (within 
an evolutionary framework). For exam-
ple, at a superficial level frog digits ap-
pear similar to human digits. However, 
it is now known that they develop in a 
completely different way, and could not 
share a common ancestor (Sadler, 1995, 
pp.154-157). Even most biology text-
books admit numerous cases of apparent 
similarities with no plausible way for the 
two species to be “related.” A typical ex-
ample is similarities between sharks and 
dolphins (Johnson, p. 320).

To accommodate these cases, evolu-
tionists coined another term: “convergent 
evolution.” Convergent evolution is de-
fined as “the independent development 
of similarity between species as a result 
of their having similar ecological roles 
and selection pressures” (Campbell, p. G-
6). Evolutionists often refer to these sim-
ilarities as “analogous structures” (Starr 
and Taggart, p. 497).

This illustrates another key (non-sci-
entific) feature of the theory of evolu-
tion. The theory is constructed in such 
a way that no matter what the evidence, 
evolutionists can claim it supports their 
religion. If a bird is brightly colored, it 
evolved vivid feathers to attract a mate. 
If a bird’s plumage is drab, it evolved that 
drabness to provide camouflage. If sim-
ilar structures are derived from similar 
gene sequences, it is because the two spe-
cies share a common ancestor. If similar 
structures occur in species that are ge-
netically quite different, it is because of 

“convergent evolution.” No matter what 
the evidence, in the eye of the believer, 
evolution is true.

One criterion for determining if a the-
ory is scientific is if it is falsifiable. In oth-
er words, the theory must be construct-
ed in a way that an experiment could 
be devised to prove it false. In the dis-
cussion of similarities between organ-
isms, the theory of evolution is purpose-
ly constructed so that no experiment can 
prove it false.

Although the discussion is non-scien-
tific, articles promoting evolution often 
use similarities between organisms in 
their attempt to convince readers that the 
theory is true. One recent example is Na-
tional Geographic’s article, “Was Darwin 
Wrong?” (Quammen, 2004, 206[5]:31). 
Examples also abound in most biology 
textbooks.

origin of life

Another area where the religious na-
ture of the theory of evolution can 

be seen is the discussion of the origin of 
life. From a Christian perspective, the 
Bible tells us how life was created dur-
ing the week of Creation. Life is evidence 
of God’s handiwork. In contrast, hu-
manistic and atheistic religions require 
that the existence of life somehow be 
explained without God. In the 21st cen-
tury, most humanists and atheists have 
chosen to put their faith in the theory 
of evolution.

When the theory of evolution was be-
ing popularized in the late 1800s, it was 
easy to speculate about “simple” life forms 
originating in warm ponds laden with 
chemicals or in similar locales (Darwin, 
1887, p. 202). Leading evolutionists freely 
speculated or even fabricated “evidence” 
in support of their religion (Grigg, 1996, 
18[2]:33-36). However, advances in sci-
ence have shown that these speculations 
and fabrications are nonsense.

For example, we now know that the 
simplest life form is far more complex 
than anything humans have ever made. 
It is far more reasonable to claim that a 
space shuttle can randomly assemble and 
launch itself than to claim that a simple 
life form can arise spontaneously from 
random chemical interactions.

Hundreds of billions of dollars have 
been spent on biotechnology. Biotech-
nology employs some of our brightest 
Ph.D.s, working in incredibly sophisti-
cated laboratories. However, despite this 
tremendous investment of money, talent, 
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and equipment, no one ever has come 
close to making life from non-life. Rel-
atively simple techniques such as clon-
ing (which essentially involves transfer-
ring pre-existing DNA from one organ-
ism to another) make national headlines 
when achieved, but to an objective ob-
server do nothing more than show how 
amazing and complex life truly is (see 
Butt and Lyons, 2005 for numerous oth-
er examples).

In response, many evolutionists (and 
the textbooks they write) point to exper-
iments such as the Miller-Urey exper-
iment to show that what they call the 

“building blocks” of life could potential-
ly form spontaneously. However, these 
so-called “building blocks” are no clos-
er to being a living organism than the at-
oms they comprise.

A typical textbook discussion (e.g., 
Miller and Levine, 1998, p. 405) of the 
Miller-Urey experiment may be summa-
rized as follows.

Stanley Miller and Harold Urey re-
created the early atmosphere by mix-
ing methane, ammonia, hydrogen, 
and water together.
By passing an electric spark through 
the mixture, they showed that or-
ganic compounds could form spon-
taneously.
The results of this experiment were 
spectacular and exceeded Miller and 
Urey’s wildest dreams.
By invoking emotion (“wildest 

dreams”) and selectively presenting only 
a very small subset of the relevant infor-
mation, the student is effectively mis-
led. What most textbooks fail to men-
tion is far more telling. Consider a few 
examples:

Even most evolutionists now agree 
that the atmosphere simulated by 
Miller and Urey could not have ex-
isted. Ammonia and methane would 
have been destroyed by ultraviolet 
light. Hydrogen could have been pres-
ent in small amounts only, as it is able 
to escape earth’s gravity. In the cur-
rent opinion of evolutionists, carbon 
dioxide and nitrogen always have been 
present. Despite this evidence, the 
textbook boldly asserts, “Stanley Mill-
er and Harold Urey re-created the ear-
ly atmosphere.”
In a watery environment, amino acids 
do not bind together in long chains, 
but break apart. In a watery environ-
ment, only one in 10200 (one followed 
by 200 zeroes) of the amino acids can 
exist in a chain of 100 amino acids, 

1.

2.

3.

1.

2.

roughly the length of the smallest pro-
tein. Biology texts tend to avoid com-
pletely this fatal flaw in “primordial 
soup”-type scenarios. However, evo-
lutionists recognize the problem and 
have made numerous attempts to ad-
dress it. These include postulating the 
presence of condensing agents (inad-
equate even with optimistic chemical 
conditions that are impossible given 
other evolutionary assumptions), pos-
tulating a heat source to drive off wa-
ter (which destroys some vital amino 
acids and results in highly random-
ized polymers), and others. All at-
tempts have failed to show a realis-
tic way for spontaneously assembling 
the long chains of amino acids need-
ed to form even a simple useful pro-
tein. [NOTE: An excellent summary 
of (failed) attempts by evolutionists 
to address this issue is given in Sar-
fati, 1998a, 12[3]:281-284.]
Amino acids exist in left- and right-
handed forms, and life uses only those 
that are left-handed. Miller-Urey type 
experiments result in an even (race-
mic) mix of left-and right-handed ami-
no acids, incapable of forming pro-
teins. In the incredibly unlikely event 
that a chain of 100 amino acids could 
form (see the previous paragraph), 
the odds that all of those amino ac-
ids would be left handed are ~ one 
in 1030. For more typical protein siz-
es (400 amino acids), the odds are ~ 
one in 10120. This fatal flaw is also ig-
nored in biology textbooks, although 
the authors obviously are aware it ex-
ists. For example, Campbell discussed 
racemization (the slow conversion of 
the pure L-amino acids in proteins 
into a mixture of L- and D-amino 
acids) as a means for determining 
how long an organism has been dead 
(1996, p. 457). However, during the 
book’s extensive discussion on the 
theory of evolution, the issue is not 
even mentioned. As with the polym-
erization issue, desperate attempts 
have been made to address the chi-
rality (molecular handedness) issue. 
These include polarization by ultra-
violet or other light sources, optical-
ly active quartz, the weak force, clay, 
and numerous other scenarios that, 
when analyzed or tested, prove far 
too inefficient to improve significant-
ly the odds of spontaneously form-
ing a left-handed amino acid. [NOTE: 
An excellent summary of these failed 

3.

attempts is given in Sarfati, 1998b, 
12[3]:263-266.]
Less than two percent of the prod-
ucts formed in the Miller-Urey ex-
periment were amino acids. The ma-
jor products were carboxylic acids and 
tar, both of which are toxic to life and 
also far more likely to bond to amino 
acids (thus breaking any developing 
chain) than amino acids themselves.
To form a chain of amino acids, bi-
functional monomers are required. 
If a unifunctional monomer bonds 
with the chain, the chain is termi-
nated. Miller-Urey type experiments 
produce at least three times as many 
unifunctional monomers as bifunc-
tional monomers. This fact also makes 
the odds of randomly assembling a 
long chain of amino acids impossi-
bly low.
Many famous evolutionists have cal-
culated the odds of a cell or even just 
the proteins in a cell randomly assem-
bling. These odds (again calculated by 
evolutionists themselves) so discred-
it the theory that they typically are 
not mentioned in discussions of the 
topic. The famous atheistic astron-
omer Sir Frederick Hoyle calculat-
ed the odds of even just the proteins 
of an amoeba arising by chance at 
one in 1040,000, i.e., one followed by 
40,000 zeroes (Hoyle and Wickra-
masinghe, 1981, p. 130). Harold Mo-
rowitz, former professor of Molecu-
lar Biophysics and Biochemistry at 
Yale University, calculated the odds 
that a simple, single-celled organism 
might randomly assemble itself from 
pre-existing building blocks as one 
in 10100,000,000,000, i.e., one followed by 
100 billion zeroes (Morowitz, 1968, 
p. 98). Carl Sagan and other famous 
evolutionists (including Nobel Lau-
reate Francis Crick, the co-discoverer 
of DNA) have come to similar conclu-
sions (Sagan, et al., 1973, pp. 45-46). 
Calculations such as these were the 
basis of Sir Fred Hoyle’s famous quote 
that the probability of spontaneous 
generation “is about the same as the 
probability that a tornado sweeping 
through a junk yard could assemble a 
747 from the contents therein” (Hoyle, 
1981, 294[5837]:105). Hoyle went on 
to say that he was at a loss to under-
stand “biologists’ widespread com-
pulsion to deny what seems to me to 
be obvious” (294[5837]:105).

The suppression of evidence against 
the theory of evolution is not limited to 

4.

5.

6.
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In this month’s Reason & Revelation, Dr. Houts 
explains that for several decades now, evolution-
ists have been using various worn out, disproven 
lines of reasoning in an attempt to bolster their 
increasingly fragile theory of common descent for 
all organisms. One of these outmoded tactics is 
the idea that the human body contains leftover, 
virtually useless vestiges that once, in our early 
ancestors, were vibrant organs necessary for sur-
vival. In fact, in the late 1800s, evolutionary sci-
entists believed that the human body supported 
more than 180 such organs.

These “useless” vestiges of evolution, however, 
turned out to be nothing of the sort. Dr. Houts 
noted that these organs were “useless” only in the 
sense that scientists and medical doctors were ig-
norant of their functions. As the medical commu-
nity applied more research to the human body, 
the list quickly dwindled to a tiny fraction of the 
original number. Today, there is not a single or-
gan that scientists can accurately and confidently 
proclaim to be a useless vestige of evolution. This 
realization, however, has not yet trickled down 
to the popularizers of evolution.

Live Science posts several “Top 10” articles that 
give the alleged Top 10 items in a given category. 
For example, there is a list of the “Top 10 Killer 
Tornadoes” and another of the “Top 10 Ways to 
Destroy Earth.” One of their lists is titled, “Top 
10 Useless Limbs (and Other Vestigial Organs)” 
(Miller, 2007). Listed as number one in that ar-
ticle is the human appendix. Concerning the ap-
pendix, Miller wrote: “Biologists believe it is a ves-
tigial organ left behind from a plant-eating ances-
tor” (2007). He then reiterated ideas that Alfred 
Romer penned in 1949, stating “that the major 
importance of the appendix would appear to be 
financial support of the surgical profession, refer-
ring to, of course, the large number of appendec-
tomies performed annually” (2007). 

As one would expect if God designed the hu-
man body, aspects of the body would exist that our  
finite human minds could assess only after years 
of intense research. Such is the case with the ap-
pendix. Elsewhere in this issue of R&R, Dr. Houts 
notes several functions and uses already known for 
the appendix. A recent article published in Theo-
retical Biology, however, adds another interesting 
function to the appendix’s increasing workload. 
Researchers from Duke University believe they 
have stumbled upon another reason humans have 
an appendix, and it is not because it is an evolu-
tionary leftover (Borenstein, 2007). 

Human digestion requires huge amounts of 
beneficial bacteria. Certain illnesses, however, de-
stroy or remove both good and bad bacteria from 
the intestines. In order for digestion to continue, 
cultures of the good bacteria must be regrown to 
repopulate the gut. That is where the appendix 

comes in according to the latest research. Boren-
stein noted: “Diseases such as cholera or amoebic 
dysentery would clear the gut of useful bacteria. 
The appendix’s job is to reboot the digestive sys-
tem in that case” (2007). Bill Parker, co-author 
of the latest research, said that the appendix “acts 
like a bacteria factory, cultivating the good germs” 
(Borenstein, 2007). 

Evolutionists should simply admit that the idea 
of vestigial organs is false, they should promptly 
remove it from their arsenals, and reevaluate the 
data that supposedly prove evolution true.  But 
that is not what happens. Because evolution is so 

“plastic” and can be expanded to fit any data, even 
data that is exactly the opposite of what has been 
used in the past to teach evolution is twisted as new 

“proof” of evolution. Borenstein quoted Brandies 
University biochemistry professor Douglas Theo-
bald as saying that the explanation for the func-
tion of the appendix “seems by far the most like-
ly” and that the idea “makes evolutionary sense” 
(2007). So, we are told that the appendix is a use-
less leftover, and that “fact” proves evolution to 
be true. Then we are told that the appendix has 
a very important function and that fact “makes 
evolutionary sense.” Which is it? In truth, that 
which proves too much proves nothing. Finding 
an important function for the appendix is exact-
ly what one would expect if the human body was 
designed by God.

As for other organs in the human body that 
have been dubbed vestigial in the past, those who 
use the vestigial argument should proceed with 
extreme caution. Borenstein wrote: “The theo-
ry led Gary Huffnagle, a University of Michigan 
internal medicine and microbiology professor, to 
wonder about the value of another body part that 
is often yanked: ‘I’ll bet eventually we’ll find the 
same sort of thing with the tonsils’” (several func-
tions of which already are known, see Bergman, 
2000). The only thing that appears to be useless 
in this discussion is the theory of evolution and 
the false evidence used to support it.
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More Soft Dinosaur Tissue
Allegedly, “no human being has ever seen a 

live dinosaur” (“Age…,” 1993, 183[1]:142). Evo-
lutionary scientists insist that dinosaurs became 
extinct 60+ million years ago, while humans 
evolved approximately 57 million years later. Re-
gardless of ubiquitous, ancient stories and arti-
facts that indicate man once coexisted with di-
nosaurs (see Butt and Lyons, 2005; Lyons, 2007), 
evolutionists continue to put their confidence in 
assumption-based dating methods, declaring di-
nosaur fossils to be many millions of years older 
than man or monkey. More and more evidence 
is coming to light, however, which casts serious 
doubt on evolutionists’ claims.

In March 2005, “paleontologists were stunned 
to find that the soft tissue of a…dinosaur was pre-
served within a fossil from a Tyrannosaurus rex” 
(Boyle, 2007, emp. added). Dr. Mary Schweitzer 
and her colleagues reported the find in Science 
magazine, describing the demineralized T. rex 
femur and tibia fragments as “highly fibrous,” 

“flexible,” and so “resilient” that “when stretched, 
returns to its original shape” (Schweitzer, et al., 
2005, 307:1952,1953; Schweitzer, et al., 2007, 
316:277). Amazingly, the researchers were even 
able to squeeze round, dark-red-to-deep-brown 
microscopic structures from the presumed T. rex 
blood vessels (Perkins, 2005, 167[13]:195). Sci-
entists were shocked! “Such a thing had never 
been seen before” (Boyle, 2007). How could a 

“70-million-year-old” Tyrannosaurus rex bone 
still contain soft tissue?

For those who may chalk this up as just some 
anomaly that should cast no doubt upon the 
multi-million-year evolutionary timetable, con-
sider what MSNBC science editor Alan Boyle re-
ported on July 24, 2007: “Today, paleontolo-
gists are still stunned—not only to find materi-
al that looks like dinosaur cartilage, blood ves-
sels, blood cells and bone cells, but to see the stuff 
in so many different specimens” (emp. added). 
Paleontologist Kristi Rogers of Macalester Col-
lege said: “It’s not just a fluke occurrence…. It’s 
something that’s more pervasive in the fossil re-
cord” (as quoted in Boyle). Scientists have excavat-
ed a Tyrannosaurus and a hadrosaur from Mon-
tana, a Titanosaurus from Madagascar, and more 
samples that the famous dinosaur fossil hunter 
Jack Horner has uncovered in Montana, as well 
as Mongolia. Regarding the hadrosaur specimen 
found in Montana, Dr. Mary Schweitzer stated: 

“It’s the ‘freshest,’ if you will, dinosaur bone that 

has ever had this analysis conducted on it” (as 
quoted in Boyle).

Although evolutionists continue to describe 
such dinosaur bones as “70 million years old,” “mi-
raculously preserved soft tissue” (Gebel, 2007) in a 

“growing number of tissue samples” (Boyle, 2007) 
around the world demands a reasonable explana-
tion. Suggesting that these bones sat around for 
at least 70 million years (or 25.55 billion days) 
in “porous sandstone” (Morris, n.d.) without 
completely fossilizing or decomposing literally 
is unbelievable. A much better, more logical ex-
planation is that dinosaurs once lived on Earth 
in the not-too-distant past—only a few hundred 
or thousand years ago, not 60+ million years ago. 
If soft, flexible, resilient, highly fibrous dinosaur 
tissue in many different specimens will not con-
vince the gainsayer, what would?

Eric Lyons
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discussions of Miller-Urey type experi-
ments, but those discussions are revealing. 
An objective scientist obtains and con-
siders all available evidence. The demon-
strated desire of evolutionists to suppress 
or ignore evidence that contradicts an 
atheistic worldview provides yet another 
example of how evolution is religion, not 
science. This suppression is not isolated, 
and is obvious in most high school and 
college level biology textbooks.

True science is the enemy of the athe-
ist and evolutionist. In recent years, many 
evolutionists have attempted to shift the 
origin of life debate into areas where it 
is more difficult to apply operational sci-
ence. One example is the theory that life 
somehow arose elsewhere in the Universe, 
and was then transported to Earth. Al-
though postulating events “elsewhere in 
the Universe” does nothing to change 
the fundamental reasons why evolution 
cannot occur, the postulate fogs the is-
sue enough to comfort those commit-
ted to finding an atheistic explanation 
for life’s origin.

The significance of “discoveries” in 
space also is frequently overstated or dis-
torted to mislead the reader. For example, 
in the article, “Are we Martians? May-
be, Study Says” (2000), several professors 
and researchers discuss organic molecules 
that have been found in space. Through-
out the article, terms like “primitive life 
forms,” “ancestral cells,” and “microbes” 
are tossed about. Only at the end of the 
article is the reader given some clue as to 
what has actually been found. A sentence 
states: “Among the chemicals detected 

was acetylene, a building block for ben-
zene and other aromatic molecules that, 
in turn, can form complex hydrocarbons, 
the chemical stuff of life.” In other words, 
because we have detected C2H2 in space 
(readily predicted from a freshman-lev-
el chemistry course), we are supposed to 
have increased confidence that we might 
be Martians. In reality, C2H2 is not no-
ticeably closer to being a living organism 
than carbon or hydrogen alone.

An article in Sky & Telescope concern-
ing the Galileo probe to Jupiter, gives a 
more honest representation. In addition 
to giving measured, quantitative results 
from the probe, one paragraph in the ar-
ticle notes the following:

Another blow to scientists’ expec-
tations was the paucity of complex 
organic molecules, which labora-
tory studies had suggested should 
be present. Some researchers have 
even postulated that pre-biot-
ic compounds or even life itself 
might exist in the Jovian atmo-
sphere. Yet the mass spectrometer 
found nothing fancier than sim-
ple carbon-based species like eth-
ane (C2H6). “There aren’t any lit-
tle critters floating around in the 
clouds,” concludes Niemann (Be-
atty, 1996, 91[4]:21). [NOTE: “Nie-
mann” refers to Hasso B. Niemann, 
of NASA/Goddard, who led one of 
the teams analyzing results from 
the probe.]

vestigial structures

A typical definition of “vestigial struc-
ture” is a “structure that is remnant 

of an organism’s evolutionary past and 
has no function; from the Latin vestigi-
um, meaning footprint” (Johnson, 1998, 
p. 868). In talking about vestigial struc-
tures, Charles Darwin stated “far from 
presenting a strange difficulty, as they 
assuredly do on the old doctrine of cre-
ation, might even have been anticipat-
ed in accordance with the views [evo-
lution—MH] here explained” (Darwin, 
1859, p. 350).

The idea of vestigial structures was 
further promoted in 1895 by German 
anatomist Robert Wiedersheim (Wieder-
shiem, 1895), who claimed to have iden-
tified 186 vestigial structures in the hu-
man body. Like Darwin, Wiedersheim 
also claimed religious significance for 
vestigial structures, stating that vestigial 
organs “which remain inexplicable by 
the doctrine of special creation or upon 
any teleological hypothesis, can be sat-
isfactorily explained by the theory of se-
lection” (p. 3).

Once again, true science has proven to 
be the enemy of the evolutionist. As sci-
entific knowledge increased, structures 
were removed from Weidersheim’s list. 
Today, functions have been found for all 
of Wiedershiem’s 186 “vestigial” struc-
tures. Rather than providing support for 
evolution, the vestigial structures argu-
ment is merely an example of scientific 
ignorance (and atheistic arrogance) being 
used to promote a false religion.

Perhaps the most well-known “ves-
tigial” structure was the vermiform ap-
pendix. Until late in the 20th century, 
there were no clearly identified functions 
for the appendix. In addition, it was es-
tablished long ago that rupture of the 
appendix can result in a life-threaten-
ing infection. The combination of igno-
rance regarding function and the sever-
ity of acute appendicitis led many to re-
gard the appendix as worse than useless. 
Evolutionists seized on that opinion to 
declare the appendix a vestigial organ, 
evidence (in their eyes) that their the-
ory was true.

Recent advances in biology, howev-
er, have identified numerous functions 
for the vermiform appendix, especial-
ly in early childhood. For example, re-
searchers quoted in New Scientist note 
the following:

Although it used to be believed 
that the appendix had no func-
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tion and was an evolutionary relic, 
this is no longer thought to be true. 
Its greatest importance is the im-
munological function it provides 
in the developing embryo, but it 
continues to function even in the 
adult.... The function of the appen-
dix appears to be to expose circu-
lating immune cells to antigens 
from the bacteria and other organ-
isms living in your gut. That helps 
your immune system to tell friend 
from foe and stops it from launch-
ing damaging attacks on bacteria 
that happily co-exist with you. By 
the time you are an adult, it seems 
your immune system has already 
learned to cope with the foreign 
substances in the gastrointestinal 
tract, so your appendix is no lon-
ger important. But defects in the 
appendix and other immune sam-
pling areas may be involved in au-
toimmune diseases and intestine 
inflammation (“The Last Word,” 
2003, 177[2381]:65).
The same article notes that during fe-

tal development, endocrine (hormone-
producing) cells appear in the appendix. 
These cells produce peptide hormones 
that control various biological mecha-
nisms (177[2381]:65).

Other structures previously consid-
ered “vestigial” include the plica semi-
lunaris, human hair, tonsils, the coccyx, 
the thymus gland, the pineal gland, and 
others. Important functions have been 
identified for each of these structures as 
well. Although now abandoned by many 
evolutionists, the argument that vestigial 
structures provide evidence for evolution 
is still mentioned in many textbooks and 
the popular media (e.g., Selim, 2004, 
25[6]:42-46). An analogous argument 
flared up in the late 1990s, when evolu-
tionists claimed that significant portions 
of human DNA are “junk” left over from 
our evolutionary past. As our knowledge 
of DNA increased, that argument quick-
ly faded. Although we still have much to 
unravel about how DNA functions, we 
now know that sections of DNA called 

“junk” just a few years ago have many im-
portant functions.

Ironically, even if they had been real, 
vestigial structures would have been con-
sistent with the creation account. There 
have been over 6,000 years of natural 
selection and genetic degradation since 
Adam sinned. It is expected that many 
of our organs do not function as well as 
they did at the original perfect Creation. 

It is also possible that some functions 
may have been lost completely. [NOTE: 
An excellent summary of the “Vestigial 
Structures” argument is given in Berg-
man and Howe, 1990, pp. 1ff.]

Evolution as a state Religion
The concerted effort to promote evo-

lution goes far beyond the use of biased 
or misleading technical discussions. A 
quote from The Humanist provides a 
great deal of insight.

I am convinced that the battle for 
humankind’s future must be waged 
and won in the public school class-
room by teachers who correctly 
perceive their role as the prosely-
tizers of a new faith: a religion of 
humanity that recognizes and re-
spects the spark of what theolo-
gians call divinity in every human 
being. These teachers must embody 
the same selfless dedication as the 
most rabid fundamentalist preach-
ers, for they will be ministers of an-
other sort, utilizing a classroom 
instead of a pulpit to convey hu-
manist values in whatever subject 
they teach, regardless of the edu-
cational level—preschool, day care, 
or large state university. The class-
room must and will become an are-
na of conflict between the old and 
new—the rotting corpse of Chris-
tianity, together with all of its ad-
jacent evils and misery, and the 
new faith of humanism (Dunphy, 
1983, 43[1]:26).

Many parents would rebel against a pub-
lic school system that overtly stated a goal 
of indoctrinating their children with hu-
manism. But in schools where the human-
ist agenda is being pushed, more subtle 
means are used. Since evolution is taught 
under the guise of science, it has become 
a very useful tool for promoting human-
ism and other forms of atheism.

Many public school textbooks con-
tain telling quotes. For example, Camp-
bell states: “Darwin gave biology a sound 
scientific basis by attributing the diversi-
ty of life to natural causes rather than su-
pernatural creation” (1996, p. 413). The 
author makes clear that in his view, sci-
ence is incompatible with the Bible. He 
also fails to note that the two funda-
mental assertions of Darwin have been 
shown false. There is no such thing as a 

“simple cell” that could randomly arise 
in a “warm little pond,” and there is no 
evidence that mutations add genetic in-
formation to life that already exists. A 

more accurate statement  is: “Darwin 
attempted to give biology an atheistic 
basis by attributing the diversity of life 
to natural causes rather than supernat-
ural creation.”

Miller and Levine attempt to support 
evolution by setting up an incorrect cre-
ationist straw man and then tearing it 
down. They assert:

The vast majority of Europeans 
in Darwin’s day believed that the 
Earth and all forms of life were 
divine creations, produced a few 
thousand years ago over a span of 
one week. Since that original cre-
ation, both the Earth and its liv-
ing species were thought to have 
remained fixed and unchanged. 
By the time Darwin set sail on the 
Beagle, there were numerous dis-
coveries of evidence—fossils of ex-
tinct animals, for example—that 
this traditional view could not ex-
plain (1998, p. 223).
The statement provides two impor-

tant pieces of misinformation. First, the 
types of changes Darwin observed (vari-
ation within a kind) were documented 
over 3,000 years before Darwin in Gene-
sis 30:32-42. However, by attributing an 
erroneous belief to the Bible (although 
no evidence is provided that the “vast 
majority of Europeans” actually held the 
belief as stated), the attempt is made to 
discredit the Bible. Second, the Genesis 
Flood (and the climate changes it likely 
produced) provides an excellent explana-
tion for the fossil record, the ice age, and 
the extinction of animals. Rather than 
being inexplicable by the “traditional 
view,” the fossil record and other obser-
vations we make in the present are best 
explained by the Bible.

Other examples abound. For instance, 
the teacher’s editions of many textbooks 
encourage teachers to mislead students 
by equating changes that result from the 
application of intelligence to the ran-
dom changes that supposedly produce 
evolution. Examples include comparing 
improvements in athletic shoes (Miller 
and Levine, 1998, p. 216) and chang-
es in auto design (Kaskel, et al., 1999, p. 
616) to evolution. If a student can be per-
suaded to link the theory of evolution to 
something they know to be true, they are 
more likely to accept the theory—even 
if the link is completely illogical. In the 
Teacher’s Edition of Biology: Visualiz-
ing Life, teachers are urged to “empha-
size that evolution is considered a scien-
tific fact” (Johnson, 1998, p. 175).
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Evolution is promoted at taxpayer ex-
pense in many other ways. Public natu-
ral history museums often have multi-
million dollar displays about evolution, 
typically with the same religious, un-
scientific bias that permeates most text-
books. The National Academy of Sci-
ences (whose members, according to a 
recent poll in Nature, are 72.2% athe-
istic and 20.8% agnostic [Larson and 
Witham, 1998, 394[6691]:313]) recent-
ly was funded to develop a guidebook for 
indoctrinating students into evolution, 
titled Teaching about Evolution and the 
Nature of Science. Tips include encour-
aging religious students to believe that 

“God used evolution,” or that evolution 
is somehow compatible with the Bible 
(National Academy of Sciences, 1998, 
p. 58). Attempts to encourage students 
to worship multiple “gods” are reminis-
cent of Jeremiah 11:13.

conclusion

Much can be learned from the ac-
count of Elijah and the prophets 

of Baal (1 Kings 18). The Israelites had 
been largely deceived by false religions, 
and their leadership was fully commit-
ted to those false religions. Queen Jezeb-
el’s reaction when Elijah proved her reli-
gion false is equally telling. Rather than 
thanking Elijah and then setting her 
country (and herself) back on the right 
course, she swore to kill him. A similar 
situation exists today. The evidence for 
God is clear. However, rather than being 
thankful for that evidence, many people 
go to extremes to defend the false reli-
gions they have chosen to follow. Meth-
ods used to promote the theory of evolu-
tion are examples of this extremism.

False religions have opposed God 
throughout recorded history, and will 
continue to do so until Christ returns. 
Romans 1:20-22 states:

For since the creation of the world 
His invisible attributes are clear-
ly seen, being understood by the 
things that are made, even His eter-
nal power and Godhead, so that 
they are without excuse, because, 
although they knew God, they did 
not glorify Him as God, nor were 
thankful, but became futile in their 
thoughts, and their foolish hearts 
were darkened. Professing to be 
wise, they became fools. 
Denying God is inexcusable. Al-

though evolutionists may profess to be 

wise, the theory of evolution is nothing 
more than a fundamental tenet of athe-
istic religion. It has nothing to do with 
true science.
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We continue to receive rave reviews of our children’s 
television program Digger Doug’s Underground. Take, for 
example, the following comments sent to us recently from 
Florence, Alabama:

Tonight in my 4- and 5-year-old class your Digger Doug 
Episode One saved the day. I am at a whisper today and 
couldn’t contact someone quick enough to 
prepare a lesson for my class in my spot. We 
took a DVD player and played the episode—
and they loved it. I had purchased them in 
hopes of them being...hand in hand with 
the Bible. Great job! My niece and nephews 
love them, the kids at church love them, and 
I love them. Please, please, please make more! 
We need things like this to use in helping us 
teach our children.... Again please, please, 
please make more Digger Doug shows. They 
are a hit with the kids!
We at A.P. are listening to what this woman 

and others are saying, and we are working feverishly 
to accommodate their need. Digger Doug’s Underground 
is devoted to teaching children basic Bible principles 
concerning God as Creator and the Earth as His creation. 
Based on the characters from our popular Discovery 
magazine for children, the program consists of costumed 
animal characters, colorful sets, educational dialogue, and 
participatory singing. Young viewers are literally captivated 
by the substance and variety that is provided. They find 
themselves viewing the programs over and over again.

There are only two ways to access Digger Doug’s 
Underground. The program airs regularly on the Gospel 
Broadcasting Network (www.gbntv.org). In our desire to 

make these programs available to a wider audience, we are 
slowly, but surely, transferring episodes to DVD. Two volumes 
are already on the market. We are happy to announce the 
release of the third volume. Like its predecessors, Volume 
3 is packaged in an attractive and colorful DVD box and 
contains two episodes—Episode 5 titled “Days of Creation” 

and Episode 6 titled “Biomimicry.” Volume 2 episodes 
are titled “Dinosaurs and Artifacts” and “Dinosaurs 

and Natural History.” Volume 1 episodes are 
titled “What about the Big Bang?” and “After 

Their Kind.”
If you are a parent or grandparent, or if 

you are concerned about the spiritual devel-
opment of children in your acquaintance, 
please consider providing these valuable 
resources for those children. You may well 
plant seeds now that will bear fruit years 
from now—even to the point of rescuing 
a soul from the destructive effects of evo-
lution and the secularism that literally per-

meate our culture. I urge you to secure copies of all three 
DVD volumes (six 30-minute episodes in all) and help in-
sulate children from the powers of darkness.

Dave Miller
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