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The War on Science 
There is a war on science—and National Geographic is waging it. 

Last March, the cover of National Geographic 
said there is a “war on science.”  Although the 
cover story draws some conclusions with which 
we strongly disagree, it does make some 
excellent points which are definitely worth 
discussing. 

History of Science Opposition 
There has been a war on science almost as 

long as there has been science; but the reasons 
for that war, and the people who have waged it, 
have changed over the centuries.  Here’s our brief 
history of the war on science: 

Cavemen immediately recognized that 
uncontrolled fire was dangerous; but the benefits 
of controlled fire were undeniable, so there were 
few (if any) anti-fire cavemen.  The lever, wedge, 
and wheel weren’t very threatening, either, so 
there wasn’t any opposition to them.  That was 
probably the only time there wasn’t a war on 
science. 

When Leonardo started drawing ideas for 
flying machines, some people said, “If God 
wanted man to fly, He would have given man 
wings.”  There was some religious opposition to 
Galileo and Copernicus, too. 

During the Dark Ages, chemistry seemed an 
awful lot like magic.  Alchemists mixed things 
together to create new things which seemed 
pretty spooky to the ignorant masses.  Science 
looked like it was from the devil—so some people 
opposed it for religious reasons. 
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Some non-scientists saw a conflict between 
science and religion; but scientists themselves 
knew there was no conflict.  The great 17th 
century scientists became scientists because they 
believed in God.  They believed that since God is 
a god of order, it is good for man to discover 
God’s natural laws through scientific research.  

Many modern scientific terms (algebra, alchemy, 
algorithm) begin with the Arabic word for “the” 
because they were coined by Islamic scientists.  
Many great scientists of that era believed in a god. 

In the 1950’s and 1960’s, science was giving 
us television, computers, synthetic materials, jet 
aircraft, better cars, atomic energy, and was even 
taking us to the moon.  All this progress was the 
result of the scientific method. 

The people who were anti-science in the 
1950’s and 1960’s were really anti-progress.  
They were afraid of the bomb.  They were afraid 
robots would take over the world.  They feared 
that technology in general (and the bomb in 
particular) would bring civilization to an end. 

But World War III didn’t happen, and robots 
didn’t take all of our jobs, so the fear of progress 
subsided.  Scientists gave us all the modern 
conveniences  we enjoy today.  We scientists 
became so revered we were believed by non-
scientists to be almost god-like.  Eventually, we 
scientists believed it, too.  We “knew it all.”  
Therefore, if we “scientists say” something is true, 
it must be true.  Experimental proof became 
unnecessary. 

Politicians realized that if they could get 
scientists to say they were right, people would 
believe them.  Political ideology was supported by 
pseudo-scientific statements which depended 
upon consensus and inference rather than actual 
experimental proof. 

National Geographic 
The headline of the on-line version of the 

March National Geographic cover story asked the 
question, 

Why Do Many Reasonable People Doubt 
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Science? 1

The real purpose of National Geographic’s 
article was to advance a political agenda 
(specifically, government control of carbon 
emissions).  They did that by equating their issue 
(climate change) with science, and associating 
their opponents (“climate change deniers”) with 
people who don’t believe we really landed on the 
Moon.  National Geographic argued that if you 
don’t believe in man-made global warming, you 
must not believe in science, and you must believe 
goofy conspiracy theories instead.  (If you have 
taken a debate class you will instantly recognize 
this as a combination of “appeal to authority” with 
“guilt by association,” both of which are tricks 
debaters use if they don’t have the truth on their 
side.) 

In the same way, evolutionists often claim that 
if you don’t believe in evolution, you don’t believe 
in science, and must believe that all the scientists 
in the world are members of some vast 
conspiracy to hide the truth. 

Whether they are arguing for evolution or 
climate change, the approach is still the same.  
Since they don’t have any experimental proof, 
they appeal to the god-like authority of scientists.  
They say that anyone who doesn’t believe them is 
too prejudiced to see the truth. 

Despite all this, the National Geographic article 
gets many things right.  It correctly observes, 

Science literacy promoted polarization on 
climate, not consensus. According to Kahan, 
that’s because people tend to use scientific 
knowledge to reinforce beliefs that have already 
been shaped by their worldview. 2

“We’re all in high school. We’ve never left 
high school,” says Marcia McNutt. “People still 
have a need to fit in, and that need to fit in is so 
strong that local values and local opinions are 
always trumping science. And they will 
continue to trump science, especially when 
there is no clear downside to ignoring science.” 
3

Meanwhile the Internet makes it easier than 
ever for climate skeptics and doubters of all 
kinds to find their own information and experts. 
Gone are the days when a small number of 
powerful institutions—elite universities, 
encyclopedias, major news organizations, even 

                                                           
1 Joel Achenbach, National Geographic, March 2015, 
“The Age of Disbelief”, pp. 30-47, 
http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2015/03/science-
doubters/achenbach-text 
2 ibid., Page 44 
3 ibid., Page 45 

National Geographic—served as gatekeepers of 
scientific information. The Internet has 
democratized information, which is a good 
thing. But along with cable TV, it has made it 
possible to live in a “filter bubble” that lets in 
only the information with which you already 
agree. 

How to penetrate the bubble? How to 
convert climate skeptics? Throwing more facts 
at them doesn’t help. 4

… people need to hear from believers they 
can trust, who share their fundamental values.  5

We believe in scientific ideas not because 
we have truly evaluated all the evidence but 
because we feel an affinity for the scientific 
community. When I mentioned to Kahan that I 
fully accept evolution, he said, “Believing in 
evolution is just a description about you. It’s not 
an account of how you reason.” 

Maybe—except that evolution actually 
happened. Biology is incomprehensible without 
it. There aren’t really two sides to all these 
issues. 6

We agree with all the highlighted pull-quotes.  
People do tend to use science to try to reinforce 
what they already believe.  Peer pressure often 
trumps science.  The Internet does let people do 
their own research, so they are no longer held 
captive by the propaganda of the elites.  All those 
things are so obvious they don’t need elaboration. 

The sad truth is that “throwing more facts” at 
people who believe in evolution doesn’t usually 
work.  Evolutionists don’t trust in facts—they trust 
in people who tell them what they want to hear. 

But we keep throwing out facts anyway, and 
evolutionists keep avoiding facts.  This National 
Geographic article, for example, didn’t give any 
scientific support for their statement, “evolution 
actually happened.”  They just asserted, “There 
aren’t really two sides” to the issue.  They just 
made the ridiculous statement that, “Biology is 
incomprehensible without” evolution. 

What Achenbach seems not to understand is 
that he is the one who ignores scientific evidence.  
He is the one who is seeking out experts who will 
reinforce his own world view.  He is the one in 
high school who needs to fit in with his peers. 

The truth is staring him in the face. 

Scientific thinking has to be taught, and 
sometimes it’s not taught well, McNutt says. 
Students come away thinking of science as a 
collection of facts, not a method. Shtulman’s 

                                                           
4 ibid., Page 45 
5 ibid., Page 45 
6 ibid., Pages 45-47 
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research has shown that even many college 
students don’t really understand what evidence 
is. The scientific method doesn’t come 
naturally. 7

… they should use the scientific method, or 
trust people using the scientific method, to 
decide which way they fall on those questions.” 
8  

Yes, people can trust the scientific method—
but evolution can’t be proved using the scientific 
method.  The scientific method disproves 
abiogenesis (the origin of life) and subsequent 
evolution into all species of life.  If evolutionists did 
have experimental proof of evolution, the debate 
would be over. 

Later in this newsletter, we will share another 
email from Sam, in which he unwittingly proves 
the points National Geographic makes about 
people believing (without question) absurd things 
despite the scientific evidence against them.  He 
is a perfect example of someone who claims to 
believe in science—but is actually waging a war 
on science. 

But before we share Sam’s email with you, 
let’s consider an email from John. 

 

 

Scientific 
Predictions 

Can science predict the past? 
We received a well-reasoned email from John 

containing three points.  The first and third points 
have been addressed many times in past 
newsletters, so we won’t address them again.  His 
second point, however, is worth discussion.  Here 
it is. 

2) Science does more than merely test 
theories through experiments. It also 
makes predictions into the past and 
future based on current data. These 
predictions are not always 100% 
accurate, but it is the scientific 
community that notices these 
discrepancies, adjusts prevailing 
theories to account for discrepancies, 
and then predicts again. For instance, 
mankind's initial understanding of 
gravity was incomplete, but not 
incorrect. Had there been a person who 
noticed problems with the initial theory 
of gravity and dismissed it entirely, he 

                                                           
7 ibid., Page 47 
8 ibid., Page 47 

or she would have been wrong (from a 
scientifically ethical standpoint and a 
factual one). An imperfect scientific 
theory (which is really a semantic 
redundancy) is still useful in the 
advancement of science toward truth. 

John  

One might simply dismiss John’s argument by 
saying that “predict” is Latin for “He says before.”  
Therefore, predictions can’t be made about the 
past.  Although that is true, it unfairly dismisses 
John’s point.  John is really talking more about 
expectation than prediction.  John means to say 
that if a theory is true, we would expect to find 
evidence in the past consistent with the theory. 

Inconsistency can disprove a theory, but 
consistency alone isn’t sufficient to prove one.  
For example, in a past newsletter about Tiktaalik 9 
we pointed out that if one is looking for something 
hard enough, he will find it—even if it isn’t there.  
The Tiktaalik example had to do with a search for 
a “predicted” transitional fossil.  We quoted an 
evolutionary source as saying, 

Tetrapods evolved from lobe-finned fishes 
between 380 and 365 million years ago. Several 
fossil fragments show isolated body parts in the 
transition from fins to legs, or gill-breathing to 
air-breathing, but no one fossil offered a clear 
snapshot of a complete transitional form. 

Email Hoping to understand this key period better, 
Shubin and his colleague Ted Daeschler of the 
Academy of Natural Sciences in Philadelphia, 
together with Farish Jenkins of Harvard, began 
searching for fossil-bearing sediments of the 
right age. After five years of digging on 
Ellesmere Island, in the far north of Nunavut, 
they hit pay dirt: a collection of several fish so 
beautifully preserved that their skeletons were 
still intact. As Shubin's team studied the species 
they saw to their excitement that it was exactly 
the missing intermediate they were looking for. 
"We found something that really split the 
difference right down the middle," says 
Daeschler. 10

Evolutionary expectations might have biased 
their conclusions.  They went looking in rocks they 
believed were “the right age” for the transition to 
have occurred and (after five years of looking) 
found a fossil that looked like what they wanted to 
find. 

But finding what you expect to find isn’t proof.  

                                                           
9 Disclosure, May 2006, “A Fishy Ancestor”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v10i8n.htm 
10 New Scientist, 8 April 2006, “The fish that headed 
for land” page 14, 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19025464.600-
first-fossil-of-fish-that-crawled-onto-land-
discovered.html 
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Ken Ham has been widely quoted as saying that, 
if the story of Noah’s Flood is true, “We’d expect 
to find billions of dead things buried in rock layers 
laid down by water all over the earth.   And, what 
do we find?  We find billions of dead things buried 
in rock layers laid down by water all over the 
earth.”  If fossil confirmation of expectations really 
is true, then Noah’s Flood has been proved.  

But confirmation of expectations isn’t proof 
because the expectations might be incorrect, or 
the confirmation might merely be a coincidence 
unrelated to the theory.  The fossil record truly is 
consistent with Ham’s expectations—but that 
doesn’t prove that Noah’s Flood happened. 

On the other hand, failure to find confirmation 
of expectations is strong evidence against a 
theory.  If evolution happens gradually over a long 
a period of time, one would expect to find many 
transitional forms in the fossil record, and there 
should not be such clear distinction between living 
species.  The fact that observations don’t match 
evolutionary expectations is strong evidence 
against the theory of evolution. 

Continuous Variation 
The clear distinction between (living and 

extinct) species is strong evidence against the 
theory of evolution. 

Some things can be classified easily because 
they only come in a few certain sizes.  Other 
things (like rocks) come in an infinite number of 
slightly different sizes.  The difference between 
sand, gravel, cobbles, and boulders is simply size.  
If a rock is smaller than 2 mm it is sand.  If it is 2 
mm to 64 mm it is gravel. Who decided that? 

The canonical definition of sediment grain 
sizes [was] defined by geologist Chester K. 
Wentworth in a 1922 article in The Journal of 
Geology: "A Scale of Grade and Class Terms 
for Clastic Sediments". 11

There is no fundamental reason why 2 mm 
should be the dividing line between sand and 
gravel.  Wentworth just picked it arbitrarily, and 
other geologists went along with the decision. 

If you pick up a tiny rock, about 2 mm in size, it 
is hard to tell if it is sand or gravel.  If it isn’t 
perfectly round, different people might classify it 
differently, depending upon how they measure it.  
When things differ continuously, it can be hard to 
classify them.  (Where does the red part of a 
rainbow end, and the orange part begin?) 

Biological creatures don’t vary continuously.  It 
isn’t hard to draw a line between a cow and a 

                                                           
11 http://www.planetary.org/multimedia/space-
images/charts/wentworth-1922-grain-size.html 

goat.  Biologists can divide living things into 
discrete species because living things fall into 
distinct categories. 

If the theory of evolution were true, and 
creatures gradually evolved into different forms, it 
would be hard to divide them into distinct species.  
Experimental observation does not match the 
evolutionary “prediction” (actually, the 
evolutionary expectation).   

Changing Predictions 
When a mentalist makes a prediction, he 

writes it down and seals it in an envelope.  Then, 
after the prediction comes true, he opens the 
envelope to prove he was right.  It would not be 
an impressive trick if he opened the envelope, 
erased his old wrong prediction, and wrote a new 
correct prediction—but that’s what cosmologists 
did in the case of cosmic background radiation. 

1964 Penzias & Wilson - the cosmic 
microwave background radiation 

Working with a horn antenna (7.35cm) at 
Bell Labs, Penzias & Wilson fortuitously 
discovered an isotropic [that is, “same in every 
direction”] radio background, a relic left-over 
from the primordial fireball. This cosmic 
microwave background radiation is key 
evidence for the Hot Big Bang model. The 
temperature of this blackbody radiation is today 
measured to be T = 2.73K (that is, a rather cold 
-270C). 12

The fact that no matter where these 
astronomers pointed their antenna, they 
measured exactly the same amount of microwave 
radiation, was hailed as proof of the Big Bang 
because it matched the theoretical “prediction” 
(which was actually made after the fact). 

If it had really been a prediction, Penzias and 
Wilson would actually have been looking for 
uniform radiation, and would not have “fortuitously 
discovered” it.  When they discovered it by 
accident, they tried to say it was proof of the Big 
Bang.  For 28 years, the fact that the cosmic 
background radiation is exactly the same coming 
from all directions was proof of the Big Bang.  
Then, the Cosmic Background Explorer (COBE) 
satellite was launched.  

1992 COBE satellite - discovery of 
fluctuations in the CMBR 

In April 1992, the COBE satellite team 
announced the discovery of anisotropies 
[differences] in the cosmic microwave 
background radiation at the level of one part in 
100,000. These are thought to be a snapshot at 

                                                           
12 http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/research/gr/ 
public/bb_cosmo.html 



 5

t=400,000 years of the primodial fluctuations 
that led to galaxy formation. This map of the 
sky is also the best evidence for the isotropy (or 
spherical symmetry) of the Universe. 13

The COBE satellite found that the cosmic 
background radiation isn’t exactly the same in 
every direction, and guess what!  That was 
predicted by the Big Bang, too!  They just opened 
the envelope, erased the old prediction, and wrote 
a new “prediction.” 

Self-correcting Science 
For more than a century, scientists have been 

changing the “predictions” made by the theory of 
evolution—and evolutionists (like John) say that is 
a good thing!  They say science is self-correcting.  
But philosophy masquerading as science isn’t 
self-correcting—it is self-contradictory.  It is 
proved wrong because it wasn’t true in the first 
place. 

Here’s a medical example:  When I was a boy, 
my father was the esteemed medical director of 
the William S. Merrell company.  Like all the other 
good physicians back then, he made me take a 
salt tablet every day because the human body 
needs lots of salt, and doesn’t naturally get 
enough of it.  Now many products are proudly 
labeled, “low sodium,” because (it is now 
believed) too much salt is bad for you.     

Here’s my scientific prediction:  Within the next 
few months, a new medical study will come out 
saying that something that used to be deemed 
healthy is now unhealthy (or vice versa).  You 
know my prediction will come true because 
opinions change, and research can always be 
interpreted to confirm the new opinion. 

Real truth, on the other hand, is discovered 
using the scientific method, and doesn’t change. 

Wrong is Better than Nothing 
John said, an imperfect scientific theory (which 

is really a semantic redundancy) is still useful in 
the advancement of science toward truth.”  He 
fails to see the distinction between “imperfect” and 
“wrong.” 

Einstein’s theory of relativity does expand our 
notion of gravity at speeds approaching that of 
light.  The Newtonian concept of gravity may not 
be as complete as Einstein’s—but it isn’t wrong.  
Newtonian physics correctly calculates forces and 
motion at ordinary speeds. 

The theory of evolution, on the other hand, is 
just plain wrong.  There is no comparison.  A 
wrong theory is of no value whatsoever. 

                                                           
13 ibid. 

 
 

Apology to     
Dr. Lumsden 

Correction 

Dr. Lumsden’s testimony is true. 
Over the years we have consistently urged 

readers not to believe everything they hear 
without checking to make sure it is true, and to be 
willing to admit it if proved wrong.  They are words 
we live by ourselves. 

We asked readers if it is possible for an atheist 
not to believe in evolution, and published 
representative responses in the “Alternatives” 
article in our June newsletter.  One reader 
directed us to the YouTube testimony 14 of the 
late Dr. Richard D. Lumsden.  It claimed that he 
was a prestigious department chairman at Tulane 
University, and author of “hundreds of scientific 
articles” 15 who, when confronted by evidence 
from a creationist, not only rejected the theory of 
evolution but also became a Christian. 

I personally know of three other cases of 
atheists who became Christians after rejecting the 
theory of evolution, so it sounded plausible; but 
just because something is plausible doesn’t make 
it true.  We had never heard of Dr. Lumsden 
before.  We found his story repeated on several 
creationist websites, and declared to be a hoax by 
rude evolutionist bloggers; but without substantial 
evidence for or against from either source.  So, 
we tried diligently to verify his story ourselves.   

We went to the Tulane University website, 
hoping to find a faculty directory which might 
mention illustrious past professors.  Years ago it 
was easy to find information about students and 
teachers on university websites; but in this day of 
identity theft and privacy laws, you have to have 
an account on the school server to get that 
information (if at all).  We could not confirm the 
identity of any past Tulane professors on the 
Tulane website, let alone Dr. Lumsden. 

Wikipedia has an entry for Richard Lumsden 
the actor/musician; but not Richard Lumsden the 
scientist.  Wikipedia isn’t the most reliable source 
because anybody can post anything there; but it 
often has external links to more reliable sources.  
The fact that Wikipedia didn’t have an entry for 
him was suspicious—but then, it doesn’t have an 
entry for me, either.  (That’s probably a good thing 
because it would just give our enemies an 
                                                           
14 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4dMHZior9TE 
15 Creation Evolution, “Richard Lumsden (1938-
1997)”, http://crev.info/?scientists=richard-lumsden 



opportunity to post lies about me.  And yes, I am 
ashamed to admit that I actually looked for myself 
on Wikipedia.) 

The claim that Dr. Lumsden had written 
“hundreds of scientific articles” seemed easiest to 
check.  We went to the Science and Nature 
websites to find them.  We found ten papers in 
Nature, and one in Science, all co-authored by W. 
H. R. Lumsden,  East African Trypanosomiasis 
Research Organization, Tororo, Uganda.  That’s 
far from Tulane University, and he did not have 
the right initials.  Granted, there are other, more 
specialized scientific journals; but I thought that if 
he had written hundreds of articles in any of them, 
at least one would be cited in Science or one of 
the 130 specialized journals searchable on the 
Nature website.  Apparently, I was wrong. 
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Because I could not find any evidence to 
support the claim that Dr. Lumsden was an 
eminent biologist, we declared the story to be a 
hoax. 

After the story appeared in the June 
newsletter, we received an email from David (who 
was one of the first dues-paying members of 
Science Against Evolution in 1996) which said, in 
part, 

I’ve met Dr. Lumsden and heard him 
lecture several times at the Institute 
for Creation Research when it was 
located in Santee, CA. During the mid-
90s, when I attended, ICR was hosting in 
a 3-day Summer Institute every summer. 
Dr. Lumsden was part of these Summer 
Institutes. As part of his lectures he 
used to give at least a part of his 
testimony. Dr. Lumsden was also the head 
of the biology department at the ICR 
grad school. He died in 1997, if my 
memory is good. 

 I also have a friend who was a grad 
student under Dr. Lumsden and because of 
that became a good friend of his. If you 
would like, I can get my friend in 
contact with you to provide more info on 
Dr. Lumsden. (Admittedly, much of my 
knowledge is second hand through my 
friend.) Let me know if you are 
interested in communicating with my 
friend. 

We were interested.  David’s friend, Mark 
Armitage, M.S., Ed.S., did contact us and said, 

I can certainly testify that that is 
the correct Dr. Lumsden.  Everything I 
know about electron microscopy I learned 
from him. 

I'm too busy to hunt all this down 
for you guys; but you are looking in the 
wrong places. Parasitologists rarely 
publish in *non specific* journals such 
as Science and Nature. 

Here is a link from the American 
Society of Parasitologists (ASP) page 
showing that Dick Lumsden (Richard D 
Lumsden) received the highest award from 
ASP [the Henry Baldwin Ward Medal]  in 
1975: http://amsocparasit.org/node/63  

You might have to go to a library to 

see his many papers (not sure about 
100's) but you would have to search 
Journal of Parasitology, Parasitology 
Research, etc., but searching 
specifically as Richard D Lumsden. 

Following Mark’s lead, we did find 

Richard Dick Lumsden   
Tulane University 
Publications: 14 | Citations: 146 
Fields: Immunology, Microbiology, Plant & 

Animal Science   
Collaborated with  13 co-authors from 1963 

to 1981 | Cited by 304 authors 16

David also provided us with a link showing that 
Dr. Lumsden won the Henry Baldwin Ward Medal 
in 1975. 17

So, we humbly apologize to the late doctor, 
and say that the Facts and Faith article 18 about 
Dr. Lumsden is, in fact, true, and not a hoax. 

I am truly sorry that I made the error—but I am 
not sorry that my error was caught.  We are glad 
for this opportunity to set the record straight, 
which we would not have had if David had not 
brought it to our attention. 

 

 Email 

Who is Gullible? 
Here is Sam’s response to our 

apology. 
If we were a typical newspaper or magazine, 

and made a mistake, we would have found an 
obscure place in our newsletter to bury a 
retraction which simply said, “Our characterization 
of Dr. Lumsden’s video as a hoax was wrong.  We 
regret the error.”  But we are not a typical 
newspaper or magazine, so we didn’t do that. 

Since October, 1996, we have published 227 
newsletters, containing 644 articles.  To our 
knowledge, we have made only three factual 
errors, the last one being in the June newsletter.  
All three times we have very publicly set the 
record straight as soon as possible. 

                                                           
16 
http://academic.research.microsoft.com/Author/541117
68/richard-dick-lumsden 
17 http://www.k-state.edu/parasitology/wardmedal.html 
18 Facts and Faith, July 2, 2012, “Richard Lumsden, 
Ph.D – Evolutionist and University Biology Professor 
Turned Christian”, http://factsandfaith.com/richard-
lumsden-ph-d-m-d-evolutionist-and-university-
biology-professor-turned-christian/ 
 

http://amsocparasit.org/node/63
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Specifically, this (the August) newsletter 
contains a long correction to our factual error in 
the June issue because our error was brought to 
our attention too late to appear in the July 
newsletter. 

But that wasn’t good enough for us.  We 
immediately inserted a link in the erroneous 
HTML article pointing to the correction.  We also 
sent out an email to everyone who has ever 
written to us in the past, directing them to the 
correction. 

One of those people was Sam.  He is a 
frequent critic, who you readers have grown to 
love (based on the emails we get from you).  Sam 
replied with a barrage of emails. 

Sam’s emails perfectly illustrate the truth of the 
statements made by National Geographic about 
the war on science in this month’s feature article.  
Here’s what he wrote: 

How spectacularly gullible and naive 
does one have to be to actually believe 
that someone like Lumsden would really 
have been so ignorant about evolution 
for so long and made the absurd 
transition for evolution to YEC [Young 
Earth Creationist] religious nut simply 
because a YEC student asked him a couple 
of truly stupid questions? 

This is one of the problems with YEC 
simpletons - you fools NEVER look at 
anything that seems to prop up your 
dying Faith with even a tidbit of 
skepticism. 

And you wonder why people laugh at 
you. 

Oh and by the way - nice bit of 
projection there Do-While: "rude 
evolutionist bloggers" 

You poor poor babies - maybe if you 
people didn't lie and condescend to all 
others so often, people might not 
respond to you IN KIND - which you thin-
skinned types see as 'rude'. 

Pathetic. 
It is nice to see that you are at 

least no longer trying to deny your 
kooky YEC ideology, that is a start. 

We must hasten to point out that we did “look 
at anything that seems to prop up your dying Faith 
[in his opinion] with even a tidbit of skepticism.”  
When usually reliable creationist sources made a 
claim about Dr. Lumsden, we did everything we 
could to confirm the claim.  When we were unable 
to confirm it, we rejected it, and declared it to be a 
hoax.  That’s what skeptics do! 

We sent this short reply to Sam: 
Did you fail to notice that we DID 

look at the Lumsden claim with 
skepticism, and initially declared it to 
be a hoax?  But, when we were proved to 
be wrong, we admitted it. 

Here is his response: 
So, you really believe the Lumsden 

witnessing myth?  YECs are so gullible. 
Lumsden was OBVIOUSLY just witnessing 

- you know, like how Steve Austin of the 
ICR [Institute for Creation Research] 
lied for so many years about being 
'converted' after studying at Mt. St. 
Helens despite the fact that he had been 
writing YERC [sic] screeds for at least 
4 years prior to the eruption. 

Tell me Do-While Pogge - why do YECs 
lie like that?  Do they think that it 
impresses the ignorant?  Do you think 
that nobody will find out? 

We believe that Sam is actually the gullible 
one.  Evolutionist bloggers (too rude to quote) 
claimed that Lumsden’s video is a hoax.  Sam is 
not the least bit skeptical about the bloggers’ 
claim.  He gullibly believes whatever the 
evolutionists say.  He can’t refute the evidence 
(and apparently doesn’t think he even needs to 
try) and resorts to name-calling. 

Lumsden’s claim is plausible because there 
are other high-profile creationists with excellent 
scientific credentials who were originally 
evolutionists, but became Christians when they 
realized that the theory of evolution is inconsistent 
with modern scientific knowledge.  But just 
because Lumsden’s claim is plausible doesn’t 
make it true.  That’s why it was necessary for us 
to check it out. 

Sam refuses to accept a plausible claim, which 
is attested to by eyewitnesses, consistent with 
published articles, and a prestigious award.  Why 
reject the obvious truth?  Because he believes all 
Young Earth Creationists are liars; and nothing 
can convince him otherwise. 

Sam is not part of some vast conspiracy.  He is 
simply someone who has been taught by teachers 
who aren’t part of any vast conspiracy, either.  His 
teachers were just not skeptical enough to 
examine their curriculum before teaching it. 

When you study the scientific evidence, 
without prejudice, you have to come to the 
conclusion that the theory of evolution is 
fundamentally flawed.  It isn’t generally correct, 
but wrong on a few specific details.  It is just plain 
fundamentally wrong.  That’s why so many 
specific details (which we point out on a regular 
basis) are clearly contrary to current scientific 
knowledge. 

Sam won’t study the scientific evidence without 
prejudice.  Sam isn’t skeptical about fantastic 
claims made by scientists.  He just believes 
everything “scientists say” without thinking (if the 
scientists confirm his prejudice). 

This brings us back to this month’s feature 
article about the “war on science.”  Sam is waging 
a war on science because the scientific evidence 
does not support his personal beliefs.  Throwing 
more facts at him won’t convince him.  He only 
believes people who share his fundamental 
values. 



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – August 2015 

“It’s not science” 
http://creation.com/its-not-science 

What is science? 
This month’s website review looks at an article found on the CREATION.COM website.  

This website is the product of a group of non-profit ministries, CREATION MINISTRIES 
INTERNATIONAL, located in several countries including Australia, Canada, New Zealand, 
Singapore, South Africa, United Kingdom and United States of America. 

The article addresses the common objection you find in many articles on the Internet, 
and in books on creation and evolution, that creation is religion and evolution is science.  
The article was originally published in February 2002 and was revised in September 2014. 

The article begins by pointing out that the definition of science “has haunted 
philosophers of science in the 20th century.”  The pretty straightforward definition of the 
scientific method as proposed by Bacon, “observation  induction  hypothesis  test 
hypothesis by experiment  proof/disproof  knowledge,” really is no longer used.  The 
article points out that “many attempts to define ‘science’ are circular… basically defining 
science as ‘what scientists do’!” 

The article continues and provides some interesting insights into the perceptions and 
bias of both evolutionists and creationists.  “Today, science is equated with naturalism: 
only materialistic notions can be entertained, no matter what the evidence.” 

Many other topics are discussed in the article such as 1) Science a creationist invention, 
2) A valid distinction of origins science and operational science, 3) The evidence matters, 
4) Define terms consistently!, 5) Predictions or ‘postdictions’?, 6) Falsified but not 
abandoned and 7) Light in the darkness! 

At the end of the article you will find links to Related Articles, Related Media and a Q&A 
section.  Also, the main page of the site provides a search box where you can search for 
articles on subjects of interest.  The website is very well done.  The articles are easy to 
navigate and cross-referenced.  As usual, just explore and I am sure you will find topics of 
interest. 

   

 
  

 
You are permitted (even encouraged)                   
to copy and distribute this newsletter. 

Disclosure, the Science Against Evolution newsletter, is edited by R. David Pogge. 

All back issues are on-line at ScienceAgainstEvolution.info. 
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