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Punting on Evolution 
Scott Walker tried to dodge a question about evolution. 

A few days before the anniversary of Charles 
Darwin’s birthday, Scott Walker, a possible 2016 
Republican candidate for President of the United 
States, was in Darwin’s home country, and was 
asked this question: 

BRITTISH REPORTER: Are you 
comfortable with the idea of evolution?  Do you 
believe in it, do you accept it? 

GOV. SCOTT WALKER, Republican - 
Wisconsin: For me I'm going to punt 1 on that 
one as well. 

BRITTISH REPORTER: No. Really? 
WALKER: That's a question a politician 

shouldn't be involved in one way or the other. 
So I'm going to leave that up to you. 
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BRITTISH REPORTER: Any British 
politician, right or left wing, they would laugh 
and say yes, of course, evolution is true. 

WALKER: To me I said it's just one of 
those where I'm here to talk about trade, not to 
pontificate on other issues. I love the evolution 
of trade in Wisconsin. It's going well. 2

 
1 When Walker used an American football analogy for 
a British audience, it was like a British politician using 
a cricket analogy for an American audience.  Here is an 
explanation for our readers who live outside the United 
States, and may not be familiar with American football 
rules:  A team has four opportunities to move the ball 
at least 10 yards down the field.  If they fail to do that, 
they have to turn the ball over to the other team.  When 
a team has not gained 10 yards after three plays, and it 
appears that they will not gain enough yardage on the 
next play to keep possession of the ball, they “punt” 
(that is, kick) the ball as far down the field as possible 
so that the other team will take possession of the ball 
farther from the goal line.  So, “to punt” means “to 
recognize impending failure and attempt to minimize 
the consequences of that failure.”  
2 http://www.foxnews.com/on-air/special-report-bret-

That portion of Walker’s interview was widely 
broadcast on the American news media.  Charles 
Krauthammer’s political commentary was typical 
of the reaction on the American news networks. 

CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER, 
SYNDICATED COLUMNIST: Well, that was 
an impudent and condescending question. This 
is a British twit testing out how crude and 
peasant-like are Americans. It's a pity that 
Walker didn't say that. Of course, he can't say it. 
The answer, which I'm sure he now knows, has 
to be, “Like thousands of scientists, I see no 
contradiction between a belief in evolution and 
a belief in God. End of story.” 3

To say that there is no contradiction between 
evolution and religion really does punt the 
question.  Unlike Krauthammer, Scott Walker was 
at least honest enough to admit that he was 
punting.   Later, Walker did obediently give the 
“politically correct” answer on Twitter.  

Both science & my faith dictate my belief 
that we are created by God. I believe faith & 
science are compatible, & go hand in hand. 4

“Politically correct” answers aren’t really 
correct.  They are simply the lies one has to tell 
when one doesn’t want to offend others by telling 
the truth.  Walker should have said: 

I have carefully examined the scientific 
evidence for and against the theory of evolution, 
and have found that the evidence against 
evolution far outweighs the questionable evidence 
for it.  If you can present a scientific defense for 
the theory of evolution, I would be glad to hear it.  
                                                                                          
baier/2015/02/13/all-star-panel-media-knives-come-
out-gov-walker 
3 ibid. 
4 Scott Walker @ScottWalker · Feb 11, 
https://twitter.com/ScottWalker 
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In my experience, whenever I ask people why 
they believe in evolution I find that they either (A) 
haven’t studied the theory and assume it is true 
because they have been told, “All the scientists 
say it is true,” or (B) they are looking for an 
excuse not to believe in God, or (C) they don’t 
really believe in evolution but are afraid to admit it. 

But my belief about evolution is not relevant 
because it is not the proper role of a politician to 
legislate religious doctrine; so I would never do 
that.  On the other hand, it is the role of politicians 
to provide the optimal economic environment for 
prosperity and reach mutually beneficial trade 
agreements.   I came here to better understand 
the British position on various economic issues, 
and share with you some recent economic 
success stories from Wisconsin.  

Why Bring Politics Into It? 
Science Against Evolution has always argued 

against the theory of evolution from a purely 
scientific standpoint—and always will.  Readers 
sometimes ask, “If the scientific evidence is so 
strongly against evolution, why is there still a 
controversy about it?”  The answer is, “Because it 
often isn’t about science—it’s about religion and 
politics.” 

Although we don’t argue the religious or 
political merits, in this case we do need to 
recognize the British reporter’s political agenda, 
and explain how it affected the discussion. 

The British reporter didn’t ask Governor 
Walker about evolution because of his scientific 
expertise.  The reporter asked the question to find 
out how politically conservative Walker is.  
Conservatives, by definition, want the government 
to have as little control as possible because that 
protects individual freedom.  Liberals, by 
definition, want the government to have as much 
control as possible because that protects 
individual welfare. 

Are You Liberal or 
Conservative? 

Here’s a self-test you can use to decide if you 
are liberal or conservative.  Simply answer these 
two questions: 

1) Should the government require children to 
be vaccinated for measles? 

2) Should the government prohibit children 
from being vaccinated for measles? 

A true conservative will answer, “No,” to both 
questions because (to him) the issue isn’t whether 
or not measles vaccines are good or bad—the 
question is whether the government or the 
parents should make healthcare decisions.  That’s 

why many conservative parents vaccinate their 
own children but oppose mandatory vaccinations.  
They aren’t being hypocritical.  To them, the issue 
isn’t about the merit of vaccinations—it’s about 
freedom. 

A true liberal obviously can’t answer, “Yes,” to 
both questions because they are contradictory.  
The liberal will say, “Yes,” to the question that 
best protects children.  Since, to them, there is no 
question that the government knows better than 
parents what’s best for children, the government 
should make the decision.  The current scientific 
consensus is that the benefits of vaccination far 
outweigh the risks, so the vaccinations should be 
mandatory.   But, if a new study proves 
conclusively that there are extremely serious 
negative consequences directly traceable to 
vaccinations, then the liberal position would be 
that the government should prohibit vaccinations. 

Here’s the point:  An argument about the risk 
and rewards of vaccination matters to liberals 
because it’s all about welfare.  To liberals, the 
question is, “What should the government 
decide?”  The merits of vaccination don’t matter at 
all to conservatives because it is all about 
freedom.   To conservatives, the question is, 
“Who should make the decision?”  If 
conservatives and liberals don’t understand that 
they are arguing about entirely different things, the 
argument is pointless. 

Here’s how this applies to evolution in 
particular, and education in general:  
Conservatives believe that individuals should be 
presented with both sides of the issue and 
allowed to decide which is correct.  Liberals 
believe that the government should decide what is 
correct, and individuals should be told to believe 
it.  That’s why liberals go to court to prevent any 
evidence against the theory of evolution from 
being presented in public schools—they think it 
might confuse the students, and the students 
might make the wrong decision.  That’s why 
liberals are against home schooling and school 
choice.  Students might come to the “wrong” 
conclusion if “incorrectly” instructed. 

Walker tried to make the conservative point 
that the government should be concerned with 
international trade—not what is taught in the 
classroom.  Unfortunately, he was caught off-
guard and didn’t make the point very well. 

That’s the long answer to the question, “If 
science is against evolution, why is it still being 
taught?”  It’s not just about science—it’s about 
politics, too.  But political and religious arguments 
are irrelevant to scientific truth.  That’s why we 
always argue against the theory of evolution on 
scientific, not religious or political grounds. 
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Unchanging 
Bacteria 

Stasis proves evolution? 
ABC News claims, “Discovery of Bacteria That 

Hasn't [sic] Evolved in 2 Billion Years Is New 
Validation of Darwin's Theory.” 5  Here are the 
facts from that story: 

An international team of scientists have 
identified a deep sea microorganism that has not 
evolved in at least two billion years, nearly half 
the age of the planet. It’s an important 
discovery that paradoxically provides some of 
the best support yet for Charles Darwin’s theory 
of evolution, said lead researcher J. William 
Schopf. 

… 
The team found living specimens of the tiny 

sulfur-eating bacteria in question off the coast 
of Western Australia far beneath the muddy 
sediment of the ocean floor. 

… 
They also match up exactly with fossils 

from 1.8 billion years ago found in the same 
area. 

“They all look the same and they also look 
the same as other modern sulfur bacteria found 
in the mud off the coast of Chile,” Schopf said. 
6

We don’t believe the fossils are actually 1.8 
billion years old—but it doesn’t matter if the fossils 
are actually 1.7 billion, or 1.5 billion, or 1 thousand 
years old.  All that matters is that the fossils are 
old, and look just like living bacteria native to the 
same region. 

What did lead researcher J. William Schopf 
conclude from this discovery? 

This discovery fits perfectly with Darwin’s 
theory of evolution because it demonstrates an 
organism that remained essentially unchanged 
over billions of years because it never had a 
reason to make adjustments. 

“These microorganisms are well-adapted to 
                                                           
5 Liz Neporent, ABC News, February 4, 2015, 
“Discovery of Bacteria That Hasn't Evolved in 2 
Billion Years Is New Validation of Darwin's Theory”, 
http://abcnews.go.com/Health/discovery-bacteria-
evolved-billion-years-validation-darwins-
theory/story?id=28728534 
6 ibid. 

their simple, very stable physical and biological 
environment,” Schopf said. “If they were in an 
environment that did not change but they 
nevertheless evolved, that would have shown 
that our understanding of Darwinian evolution 
was seriously flawed.” 

Evolution in the News 

The fact that these bacteria didn’t change is 
“the best support yet” for evolution!  If they had 
changed, it would have shown that our 
understanding of evolution “was seriously flawed”! 

How can you argue with “logic” like that? 

 

 

Sam 
Email 

Readers react to Sam’s emails. 
Several readers wrote to us about Sam’s 

emails in previous newsletters. 7  Al asked, 
Who is "Sam?" Does he have any creds 

or is he just a street bum pontificating 
from his washing machine box under the 
bridge? 

We need to emphasize that Sam’s credentials 
(or lack thereof) don’t matter because Sam isn’t 
important.  We never make the claim, “Sam’s 
argument is wrong because he is poorly 
educated.”  We never make the claim, “Sam’s 
argument is wrong because he is stupid.”    We 
never make the claim, “Sam’s argument is wrong 
because he is an atheist.”  We claim “Sam’s 
argument is wrong because his argument has no 
scientific merit.” 

Sam’s argument has no scientific merit 
because, as Jeffrey points out, he never even 
tries to make a scientific argument. 

Poor Sam, [he’s] like many others on 
the net [who say], "You're wrong. I 
won't tell you where or give an example 
because you're wrong and therefore not 
worth my time." 

Gotta love their logic. 
Jeffrey 

We don’t print emails from people like Sam 
simply for entertainment value, or to embarrass 
them.  We print them because, as Jeffrey says, 
Sam is “like many others.”  If Sam’s emails were 
unusually foolish, we would not bother to print 
them.  We print them because there is value in 
exposing typical evolutionists’ invalid arguments. 
                                                           
7 Disclosure, June 2014, “Religion and Probability”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v18i9e.htm, 
Disclosure, July 2014, “June Newsletter Reactions”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v18i10e.htm, 
Disclosure, February 2015, “Intentional Ignorance”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v19i5e2.htm 
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Here is his latest offering:   
What is this "we" creepy nonsense, 

Pogge? Do you write that so you can 
blame your imaginary friend when your 
lies and incompetence are pointed out? 

Are you going to pretend you did not 
write this stupoid [sic] piece of YEC 
[Young Earth Creationist] nonsense: 

[He pasted the entire “Significance of Similarity” section found 
in the last part of the January, 2003, “98% Chimp” feature article 8 
here.] 

So, if you were not claiming that 
similarities in brackets are analogous 
to evolution - a totally stupid claim - 
what WERE you claiming? 

Were you trying to admit how little 
you understand about the science that 
your sad ancient middle eastern [sic] 
religious belief tells you to hate? 

We 
We use first person pronouns very carefully.  

First person plural (“we”) is used when stating the 
official corporate position of Science Against 
Evolution.  First person singular (“I”) is used when 
giving my personal experience or opinion. 

Lies 
Sam has not yet given us a single example of 

a lie we have printed—because we don’t print lies.  
Claiming that our arguments are lies might 
convince a third party who has never read what 
we have written that we are lying; but it certainly 
won’t convince us because we know we aren’t 
lying.  Does he think we will believe we are lying 
just because he says so? 

Satire Impaired 
Of course, we are not going to claim that we 

didn’t write the quoted section of the “98% Chimp” 
feature article.  In fact, we are so proud of the 
points made in that article that we expanded upon 
them in the March 2004 feature article, 
“Comparative Anatomy.” 9  

Some people argue just because they like to 
argue.  They get some sort of satisfaction by 
winning an argument through their debating skills.  
I personally don’t understand how a defense 
attorney could feel satisfied by getting a guilty 
person acquitted by clever rhetoric; but apparently 
some do.   Sam seems to be one of these 
people—but again, that doesn’t matter.  What 
matters is to recognize that he misrepresents our 
position by pretending to misunderstand. 

Sam pretends to be “satire challenged,” to put 
it politely.  He pretends not to understand what we 
write just to try to win the argument by 
misrepresenting what we wrote.  We use satire to 
                                                           
8 http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v7i4f.htm 
9 Disclosure, March 2004, “Comparative Anatomy”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v8i6f.htm 

apply the same logic evolutionists use to a 
different set of facts, showing that the evolutionary 
logic is invalid because it leads to an absurd 
conclusion. 

In the essays which he considers to be 
“stupoid,” we pointed out the similarity between 
the motor mounting brackets found on an 
evaporative cooler, table saw, truck alternator, 
and sewing machine.  These four machines have 
nothing in common, except for the fact that they 
use a drive belt.  The mounting brackets are very 
similar because the use of these brackets is a 
good way to tension a drive belt. 

We hope it is clear to most people that the use 
of similar brackets on these four different 
machines does not prove that one evolved from 
another.  Since their similarity does not prove 
evolution from a common ancestral machine, why 
should similarity in plants and animals prove 
evolution from a common biological ancestor? 

Sam is right—it would be stupid to claim that 
the similarity of these mounting brackets proves 
common ancestry.  That’s exactly the point we are 
trying to make.  It is equally stupid to claim that 
similarity of DNA proves common ancestry. 

Furthermore, in our last two newsletters 10 we 
showed that evolutionists claim that DNA similarity 
is proof of descent from close common 
ancestor—except when they claim it proves DNA 
similarity is the result of convergent evolution in 
species that don’t have a close common ancestor.  
Similarity is proof when it advances their claims, 
and not proof when it doesn’t. 

The mounting brackets on the four different 
machines are similar because an engineer 
recognized that it is a good way to properly 
tension a drive belt.  That certainly DOES NOT 
PROVE that similar biological features were 
intentionally designed.  Because similarity 
COULD be the result of a conscious design 
decision, or COULD be the result of biological 
descent, or COULD be the result of an accident, 
similarity doesn’t prove anything. 

It is worth repeating that evolutionists 
sometimes claim similarity as proof of biological 
descent, and sometimes claim similarity as proof 
of unrelated accidents.  The logical conclusion is 
that similarity doesn’t prove anything at all. 

                                                           
10 Disclosure, January 2015, “For the Birds”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v19i4f.htm, 
Disclosure, February 2015, “Daffy DNA”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v19i5f.htm 
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Jenn 
A more reasonable evolutionist 
Although Sam is typical of most of the 

evolutionists who write us, we don’t want to create 
the misleading impression that all evolutionists 
are like Sam.  Occasionally, we get 
correspondence from honest, sincere 
evolutionists, like Jenn.  Here are some excerpts 
from some correspondence we had with her last 
month. 

Hello, Mr. Pogge: 
I just finished reading Why Evolution 

is True for my college science class.  I 
also read your reviews (Why Evolution is 
False) of this book.  In fact, I used 
your articles for my college class (I am 
working toward my PhD in 
psychoneuroimmunology).  …  It is a 
class on evolution and I have to report 
on scientific evidence against 
evolution.  I found your website 
interesting although I actually support 
evolution.  I also just finished Coyne's 
book and, although I was a little 
skeptical about some of the information, 
I found it to be fairly credible. …  
Will you be publishing another, more 
substantial, critique of the book?  I am 
curious to read your more educated and 
thoughtful views on this book if you 
have any.  

We told her we don’t have anything more to 
say about Coyne’s book; but we were glad to 
know that both sides of the issue are being 
discussed in her class. So, I asked her where she 
went to school.   

Ironically, [I go to] a Catholic 
school called [school name] in [a 
southern state].  I find it rather 
ironic that a Catholic school would 
teach a class on evolution alongside our 
religion classes.  (I am not religious 
but it's the price for going to one of 
the best schools in [that southern 
state].)  The interesting thing about 
this class is that several people in the 
class are proponents of creationism so 
we have some pretty lively discussions. 

The Catholic Church Punted 
Long Ago 

It isn’t ironic at all.  The Catholic Church 
punted on evolution long before Scott Walker and 
Charles Krauthammer did.  Jenn is not religious, 
so one would not expect her to know the official 
Catholic position on evolution; but it is 
occasionally mentioned in the secular news. 

In 1950, Pope Pius XII proclaimed there 
was no opposition between evolution and 
Catholic doctrine. In 1996, St. John Paul II 

endorsed Pius' statement. 11

Email Last October, Pope Francis expressed his 
views on the subject. 

Francis said the beginning of the world was 
not "a work of chaos" but created from a 
principle of love. He said sometimes competing 
beliefs in creation and evolution could co-exist. 
12

Often, people (like Sam) who think all 
opposition to the theory of evolution is based on 
religion, know as little about religion as they do 
about evolution. 

The official beliefs of the Catholic Church are 
contained in the Catechism, which is available on 
the Internet. 13  The beliefs about creation are 
contained in paragraphs 282 through 289 in 
Subsection I. CATECHESIS ON CREATION, 
paragraph 295 in Subsection IV. THE MYSTERY 
OF CREATION, and paragraph 302 in Subsection 
V. GOD CARRIES OUT HIS PLAN: DIVINE 
PROVIDENCE. 14 These paragraphs say little 
more than “God did it in some mysterious way we 
don’t understand.”  Even in paragraphs 2168 
through 2173, which are devoted to the Sabbath, 
there is no mention of Adam and Eve, or six days 
of creation. 15

The vague endorsement of evolution is found 
in paragraph 302. 

302 Creation has its own goodness and 
proper perfection, but it did not spring forth 
complete from the hands of the Creator. The 
universe was created "in a state of journeying" 
(in statu viae) toward an ultimate perfection yet 
to be attained, to which God has destined it. 16

We must point out that even though the 
Catholic Church accepts evolution, not all 
Catholics do.  Don’t believe (or disbelieve) 
anything just because someone in authority says 
it is true. Examine the facts for yourself. 

                                                           
11 USA Today, October 28, 2014, “Pope Says 
Evolution, Big Bang are Real”, 
http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/world/2014/ 
10/28/pope-francis-evolution-big-bang/18053509/ 
12 ibid. 
13 CATECHISM OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH - 
Latin text copyright (c) Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 
Citta del Vaticano 1993, 
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG0015/_INDEX.HT
M 
14 ibid. 
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG0015/__P19.HTM 
15 ibid. 
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG0015/__P7N.HTM 
16 ibid. 
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ENG0015/__P19.HTM 



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – March 2015 

How to Disprove Evolution 
Using Science 

http://www.ehow.com/how_5271222_disprove-
evolution-using-science.html?dmsp=manual 

An eHow Article 

This month’s website review looks at an article on eHow whose purpose is to “point out the 
fallacies in the theory of evolution using the principles that are meant to support it.”  If you have 
done searches on the Internet, you are probably already familiar with eHow.  The eHow website 
provides instructions on numerous subjects such as Mom, Style, Food, Tech, Home, Money, Crafts 
and More.  You can even ask questions of experts. 

The format of most eHow articles includes things you will need followed by specific instructions.  
For the article under discussion, the things you will need are “1) critical thought, 2) an 
understanding of the principles of evolution, and 3) an understanding of the scientific method.”  The 
instructions consist of five topic areas which the author feels can be used to disprove evolution by 
using science. 

The first topic discussed is the use of the scientific method.  “A key part of the scientific method 
is the finding of evidence that is observable and supports a hypothesis resulting in a theory’s 
development.”  The website author believes the evidence that evolutionists use (such as natural 
selection and genetic variance) really do not support the assertion that species can change to 
other species.  

The second topic discussed is to “use examples that are used to prove evolution to challenge 
it.”  Here you will find a discussion of the often-used popular example evolutionists use regarding 
moths changing color in England during the Industrial Revolution. 

The third topic covers the use of more recent examples.  Here you will find a discussion 
regarding mutations.   

The fourth topic looks at the fossil evidence.  The problem of dating fossils is discussed along 
with the environmental conditions necessary for forming fossils. 

The fifth and final topic talks about the use of mathematics.  “The theory of evolution is driven by 
so many chance occurrences that once totaled it becomes a mathematical impossibility”. 

When reading this article on this eHow site you will find links to other articles “You May Like” 
and a lengthy list of comments. 
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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. 
 


	by Lothar Janetzko
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