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20 Years of Evidence 
Here is a summary of 20 years of evidence against evolution. 

This is the time of year when many people look 
back over the previous year and send out a 
Christmas letter summarizing what they’ve done.  
We are taking this opportunity to look back over 
the past 20 years of our newsletters to summarize 
many of the scientific arguments we have 
published against the theory of evolution. 
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The Fire Analogy 
From the beginning, we have noted the 

similarity between fire and evolution.  One of the 
first things students learn in science class is that 
fire depends upon three things: fuel, oxygen, and 
heat.  A fire goes out if any one of those three 
required elements is missing.  Similarly, evolution 
requires three things: abiogenesis (the 
spontaneous origin of life), biological innovation, 
and time.  Take away any one of those three, and 
the theory of evolution is extinguished.  We have 
presented strong, compelling arguments against 
not just one, but all three necessary conditions for 
evolution.   

The Disciplinary Approach 
We’ve also looked at the theory of evolution 

from the perspective of different scientific 
disciplines.  That is, we’ve looked at the theory of 
evolution through the eyes of an astronomer to 
see if astronomy supports or contradicts any or all 
of the three necessary conditions for evolution.  
Then we’ve repeated the analysis from the point 
of view of physics, biology, psychology, genetics, 
and chemistry. 

Evolutionary Arguments 
We’ve also analyzed the arguments made by 

famous evolutionists (and unknown evolutionists 
who emailed us) and showed that claims in favor 
of evolution are based on religious or 
philosophical arguments—not science. 

Astronomy Against Evolution 
The Big Bang relates to abiogenesis and the 

time available for the theory of evolution. 

The Big Bang is merely a philosophical 
conjecture about how everything began.  It has 
not been scientifically confirmed, nor can it ever 
be.  It is based on real scientific observations (of 
such things as cosmic background radiation) 
coupled with unverifiable speculation and 
unwarranted extrapolation.  The argument is 
basically, “If THIS happened then we would see 
the result we measured.  Since we did see the 
expected result, THIS must have happened.”   
That’s like saying, “If Santa Claus exists, he would 
leave toys under the tree on Christmas morning.  
We did find toys under the tree, so that proves 
Santa exists!”  The observation that there are toys 
under the tree Christmas morning doesn’t tell us 
anything about how they got there.  The 
observation that there is cosmic background 
radiation doesn’t tell us anything about what 
caused it (or when it was generated). 

The Big Bang theory is the basis for believing 
that there has been enough time for abiogenesis 
to occur, and that there has been enough time for 
life to diversify.  That’s where the Big Bang theory 
fails to support evolution. 

According to the Big Bang theory, an 
expanding cloud of hydrogen molecules suddenly 
appeared.  Gravity caused those hydrogen 
molecules to clump together to form stars, some 
of which blew up to create the heavier elements.  
In the past, we have argued (1) gravity can’t make 
hydrogen atoms clump together to form a star, 
and (2) any other unknown force could not 
assemble hydrogen fast enough if such a force 
even existed. 

The Moon, which is a lot heavier than a 
hydrogen molecule, doesn’t have enough mass to 
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attract oxygen molecules (which are eight times 
as heavy as hydrogen gas) which is why there 
isn’t any atmosphere on the Moon.  Clearly, the 
gravitational force between a few hydrogen 
molecules isn’t strong enough to start to form a 
star. 

Suppose you made a huge, perfectly sealed 
Plexiglas box with a valve on the side.  Hook the 
valve up to a vacuum pump, and suck everything 
out of the box.  Then, connect the valve to a tank 
of hydrogen gas and fill the box.  Would gravity 
cause the hydrogen molecules to clump together?  
Certainly not!  Gasses don’t naturally do that.  
(That’s what makes them gas, not solid, or liquid.)  
That’s a scientific fact verified by observation. 

But, suppose we are wrong.  Suppose gravity 
really is strong enough to cause hydrogen gas to 
condense into a star; or suppose there is some 
other force which could cause hydrogen atoms to 
form a star.  How fast would it have to happen? 

We did the math. 1 We showed that the Sun is 
losing mass at a tremendous rate as mass gets 
converted to energy.  Astronomers calculated 
precisely how much mass the Sun is losing every 
second—and it’s a lot!  At its current rate, it will 
take the Sun 14,658 billion years to burn all its 
mass.  (That’s about 1,000 times longer than the 
mythical 14.6 billion year age of the universe.)  
That means some force had to attract hydrogen 
atoms together at an average rate 1,460 times 
faster than the Sun is losing mass right now in 
order for the Sun to form in 10 billion years, so 
that it could be shining for the last 4.6 billion 
years.  How could any scientist believe that? 

It’s not just the Sun which causes timing 
problems for evolutionists—it’s the Moon, too. 

Even before the Apollo 11 astronauts left a 
laser reflector on the Moon, scientists had used 
radar to determine that the Moon is getting farther 
from the Earth every year due to interaction with 
the tides on Earth.  This means it was closer to 
the Earth in the past.  When was it too close to the 
Earth to orbit it?  In previous articles 2 we 
calculated that the Moon could not possibly have 
orbited the Earth for more than three million years 
at the very longest, and certainly much, much less 
time than that. 

So, observations of the Sun and the Moon 
both indicate that the old ages of the Sun, Moon, 

                                                           
1 Disclosure, November 2006, “Young Earth 
Astronomy”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v11i2e.htm 
2 Disclosure, February 2001, “The Earth Moon 
System”, http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v5i5f.htm, 
which contains links to calculations and previous 
articles on the subject.  

Earth, and Universe claimed by the Big Bang 
theory can’t be correct.  Even if abiogenesis could 
happen, and biological innovation could cause 
radical diversity in living things, there would not be 
enough time for life to have evolved into the many 
different forms we see today. 

Physics Against Evolution 
There are lots of physical arguments about the 

age of the Earth.  Most of the arguments are 
based on extrapolation of current processes, such 
as the accumulation of salt or sediment in the sea, 
or the thickness of sedimentary rocks.  These 
arguments all depend upon the unverifiable 
assumption that the rates of physical processes 
seen today have remained unchanged. 

Evolutionists tend to favor radiometric methods 
for determining the age of rocks; but the methods 
evolutionists use always assume unverifiable 
initial amounts of mother and daughter isotopes. 

There is only one radiometric method that 
does not rely on estimates of initial conditions.  
That method was described in our article on U-
Series Dating. 3  Wherever uranium 238 exists 
now, no matter how much uranium 234 was near 
it to begin with (from tons to absolutely none) the 
ratio of uranium 234 to uranium 238 will reach 
equilibrium after 1.729 million years.  If the Earth 
is older than 1.729 million years, the ratio of 
uranium 234 to uranium 238 should be 1 to 
18,089 everywhere no matter what the initial 
concentrations were.  But the fact is that 
measured ratios range from 74% to 786% of what 
they should be if the Earth is more than two 
million years old.  The measured ratios vary so 
much because the initial concentrations in 
different places were different, and there has not 
been time for them to reach equilibrium, which 
means there was not enough time for the theory 
of evolution to be true.  

Biology Against Evolution 
The theory of evolution is based on the notion 

that there are small differences in individuals of 
any given species.  If natural selection favors 
certain differences, these differences will continue 
to grow without limit until the difference is so large 
that a new species is born. 

One fallacy in this logic is the “without limit” 
part.  Horse breeders used artificial selection 
(which is much more powerful than unguided 
natural selection) to breed faster horses.  Data 
from the Kentucky Derby shows that the winning 
times decreased from about 131 seconds in the 
1890’s down to 122 seconds in the 1960’s, and 
                                                           
3 Disclosure, July 2012, “U-Series Dating”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v16i10f.htm 



 3

has continued to be “the most exciting 2 minutes 
in sports” ever since. 4  There is a limit to how 
much the speed of a horse can evolve, even 
under extreme selection pressure. 

Increased running speed is merely a 
refinement of an existing characteristic.  Evolution 
requires much more than just improvement in 
existing characteristics—it requires existing 
characteristics changing into an entirely new 
characteristic.  That has never been observed in 
nature or in the lab.  It has always been assumed 
to have happened unobserved.  That’s not 
science! 

The other fallacy in the “without limit” 
assumption has to do with extrapolation.  If you 
know how long it takes for a train to travel from 
New York to Chicago, you can extrapolate and 
make a reasonable estimate of how long it will 
take to get from Chicago to Los Angeles; but you 
can’t estimate how long it will take that train to get 
from Los Angeles to Honolulu.  There is a limit to 
how far the train can go before it runs out of track.  
The same is true of variations in species.  You 
can breed faster and faster horses—up to a point.  
Sooner or later evolution runs out of track.  
Evolution stops before a horse turns into 
Pegusus. 

Even some evolutionists question whether or 
not natural selection is strong enough for 
evolution to work. 5  We illustrated the problem by 
examining the survival aspects of the popular (at 
the time) reality TV programs American Idol and 
Survivor. 6  It isn’t necessarily the slowest gazelle 
that wanders right by the crouching lion.  Survival 
of the luckiest might be more effective than 
survival of the fittest. 

Evolutionists believe that fish evolved into 
amphibians, which evolved into reptiles, which 
evolved into mammals.  But if you look at the 
circulatory systems of fish, amphibians, reptiles, 
and mammals (as we did  7 ) you have to wonder 
how the simple two-chambered heart of a fish 
evolved into the four-chambered heart of a 
mammal by accident.  The plumbing is entirely 
different.  There is no valid scientific reason for 
believing this could happen. 

Linnaeus invented the modern system of 
taxonomy (that is, biological classification) to 
                                                           
4 Disclosure, June 1999, “The Kentucky Derby Limit”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v3i9f.htm 
5 Disclosure, April 2010, “What Darwin Got Wrong”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v14i7b.htm 
6 Disclosure, May 2003, “American Idol Survivor”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v7i8f.htm 
7 Disclosure, September 2000, “Stone Age Mutant 
Mammal Turtles”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v4i12f.htm#heart 

categorize living things into similar categories to 
make them easier to study.  He didn’t believe in 
evolution.  Now, evolutionists incorrectly assume 
that similar features were inherited from a 
common ancestor, so they tend to see taxonomy 
as a representation of their mythical Tree of Life.  
Although the Tree looks great from a distance, 
examination of the leaves creates serious 
problems for evolutionists, as we have shown in 
previous articles. 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Perhaps the greatest biological argument 
against evolution is sex.  That’s why we have 
written so many articles about the many different 
reasons why sex makes no sense at all from an 
evolutionary perspective. 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25  
Asexual reproduction is a straightforward do-it-
yourself proposition.  Sexual reproduction 
involves finding a cooperative partner of the 
opposite sex, which is sometimes difficult.  How 
did male and female variants evolve by chance at 

                                                           
8 Disclosure, April 1997, “Sex and the Single Bone”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v1i7f.htm 
9 Disclosure, March 1998, “The Classification 
Problem”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v2i6a.htm 
10 Disclosure, March 1998, “Dinobirds”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v2i6f.htm 
11 Disclosure, February 1999, “Death and Taxonomy”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v3i5f.htm 
12 Disclosure, March 2003, “The Taxonomy Revolt”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v7i6f.htm 
13 Disclosure, April 2010, “Foolish Relationships”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v14i7f.htm 
14 Disclosure, September 2010, “Bioluminescence”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v14i12f.htm 
15 Disclosure, June 2011, “Fishy Cladistics”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v15i9f.htm 
16 Disclosure, November 2014, “Holes in Evolution”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v19i2n.htm 
17 Disclosure, January 2015, “For the Birds”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v19i4f.htm 
18 Disclosure, February 2003, “Birds and Bees”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v7i5f.htm 
19 Disclosure, February 2004, “Sex and the Single 
Bacterium”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v8i5f.htm 
20 Disclosure, February 2008, “Valentine Flowers”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v12i5f.htm 
21 Disclosure, February 2010, “Sex and Violets”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v14i5f.htm 
22 Disclosure, February 2010,”Why, Oh Y?”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v14i5n.htm 
23 Disclosure, February 2011, “Bed Bugs in Bed”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v15i5f.htm 
24 Disclosure, September 2012, “Homo Mysterious”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v16i12f.htm 
25 Disclosure, January 2015, “For the Birds”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v19i4f.htm 



the same time in the same place?  How did the 
instinct to mate come about by chance?  Why are 
there so many different forms of sexual 
reproduction?  What did bees and flowering plants 
do before the other one evolved?  The sexual 
questions go on and on. 

Psychology Against Evolution 
Sex leads to love (or vice versa).  Unselfish 

love flies in the face of competition for survival.  
The scientific literature is filled with articles trying 
to explain altruistic behavior from an evolutionary 
perspective; and they all fail because they use 
twisted logic to prove that being unselfish really is 
the selfish thing to do.  We’ve dealt with that, too, 
in past articles. 26 27

Genetics Against Evolution 
As we mentioned earlier, evolutionists have 

tried to use physical similarities of living and 
extinct things to determine the mythical Tree of 
Life without success.  In recent years, 
evolutionists have tried to use genetic similarities 
to do the same thing—with even worse results. 
We have an entire page devoted to links to 
articles about how DNA analysis contradicts 
conventional evolutionary thought. 28  The more 
scientists compare the DNA of one creature with 
another “related” creature, the less credible the 
relationship is.  Genetic analysis is probably the 
greatest disappointment evolutionists have—and 
may turn out to nail the coffin shut on the theory of 
evolution. 
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Chemistry Against Evolution 
Chemistry primarily addresses abiogenesis.  Is 

there any natural process by which chemicals can 
combine to form a living cell?  No.  Just simply, 
“No.”  We have devoted a whole page to links to 
our articles about why abiogenesis can’t happen. 
29  If you don’t have time to read them all, please 
at least read “A Tale of Two Prizes” 30 and 
“Looking For Life.” 31

Without abiogenesis, the theory of evolution is 
literally dead on arrival.  Because the arguments 
against abiogenesis are so strong, evolutionists 

                                                           
26 Disclosure, January 2001, “The Adoption Paradox”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v5i4n.htm 
27 Disclosure, February 2006, “What’s Love Got to Do 
with It?”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v10i5f.htm 
28 http://scienceagainstevolution.info/topics-dna.htm 
29 http://scienceagainstevolution.info/topics-life.htm 
30 Disclosure, February 2014, “A Tale of Two Prizes”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v18i5f.htm 
31 Disclosure, August 2005, “Looking For Life”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v9i11f.htm 

typically try to separate abiogenesis from 
evolution. 

Evolutionists’ Debating 
Strategy 

Since evolutionists can’t make a strong 
scientific case in favor of evolution, they generally 
attack religion.  They portray the creationists’ 
belief as a fairy tale, and then they present their 
fairy tale about how life evolved; but their fairy tale 
lacks one critical ingredient: the fairy.  The theory 
of evolution requires miraculous, supernatural 
events to occur without the aid of any 
supernatural force, which paradoxically, in their 
eyes, makes the miracles more believable. 

Since evolutionists don’t have any scientific 
evidence to back up their fairy tale, most of their 
arguments are irrelevant attacks on the religion, 
qualifications, motivations, or honesty of their 
opponents. 

There’s no question about it—the scientific 
evidence is strongly against the theory of 
evolution. 

 
Anti-science 

Email 

What does it mean to be “anti-
science?” 

Michael wrote, 
Had a bit of a look at your site.  

Looks like it's [sic] purpose is to 
raise doubts about the theory of 
evolution.  It is good to be skeptical 
about any discoveries/claims and to seek 
independent verification of evidence, 
but I would be willing to bet that you 
believe that the creation myth is a 
better explanation on what we observe? 
In which case I don't think your 
assesment [sic] of evidence is 
balanced/objective. 

Regards, 
Michael 

I playfully turned his words back on him to elicit 
a longer response by replying, “I would be willing 
to bet that you DO NOT believe that the creation 
myth is a better explanation on what we observe, 
in which case I don't think your assessment of 
evidence is balanced/objective.”  It had the 
desired result.  He quickly answered, 

You are 100% correct. 
I DO NOT believe that the creation 

myth is a better explanation on what we 
observe. 

I believe that all Gods (and there 
have been many over the years) are 
nothing more than human inventions, all 
of them providing simplistic 
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explanations for the things we observe. 
I am astounded that people still 

believe in such myths, in this day and 
age, but I respect your right to believe 
in what ever [sic] you like. 

Just be aware that blind faith (a la 
Religion) can prevent you from 
considering rational explanations for 
the world around us. 

If you/anyone can come up with a more 
rational explanation than that offered 
by evolution, then it will overtake that 
theory and I would be the first one to 
follow it. 

Like most of the people who have blind faith in 
evolution, he believes in evolution because he 
doesn’t believe in religion.  It prevents him from 
being rational.  He has no positive reason to 
believe in evolution.  He just believes it by default 
because he can’t believe in anything supernatural. 

Inspired by Donald Trump’s technique of 
saying something so outrageous that it absolutely 
demands a reaction and starts a conversation, I 
wrote, “OK.  You reject religion.  I can understand 
that.  What I can’t understand is why you reject 
science.  Why do you believe something as 
unscientific as the theory of evolution?  Why does 
hatred of religion result in hatred of science?  
That’s what I can’t understand.  Please explain 
that to me.”  It had the intended effect.  He replied, 

Don't know where you got the idea 
that I hate science as it is completely 
wrong. 

It is the scientific method that 
backs evolution (as a theory) and it is 
the sicentific [sic] method that can 
prove that all known Gods (if they can 
be precicely [sic] defined) are just 
myths passed down through generations. 

Michael is as wrong as he can be.  The 
scientific method has never been used to prove 
the theory of evolution.  (The scientific method 
hasn’t been used to disprove the existence of all 
known gods, either—but that’s beside the point.)  
The scientific method uses experimentation to 
prove a theory. 

The scientific method involves making 
conjectures (hypotheses), deriving predictions 
from them as logical consequences, and then 
carrying out experiments based on those 
predictions to determine whether the original 
conjecture was correct. 32  The theory of evolution 
has never been experimentally verified.  The 
theory of evolution violates known scientific laws.  
It’s not science! 

Unfortunately, the scientific method has been 
replaced by consensus.  The majority opinion is 
assumed to be the truth.  No experimental 
verification is necessary.  We tried to point that 
out to Michael, but he didn’t reply. 

Evolutionists often claim that people who reject 
                                                           
32 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_method 

the theory of evolution are “anti-science.”  People 
like Michael have been told that creationists “hate 
science” because science contradicts their 
religion—and many people like Michael believe it!  
Sir Isaac Newton was a creationist—and he 
certainly did not hate science, and science didn’t 
conflict with his Christian views. 

During the golden age of science, Mr. Wizard 
33 taught children how to discover the laws of 
nature by doing experiments.  Now philosophers 
like Neil deGrasse Tyson 34 fool children into 
believing unscientific nonsense using impressive 
computer animation. 

Michael said the scientific method backs 
evolution—but he can’t point to a single laboratory 
experiment that demonstrates it.  He thinks there 
have been scientific experiments which prove all 
known gods don’t exist.  There are no such 
experiments.  He is a victim of group think.  
Michael believes the theory of evolution because 
he has been told that the majority of scientists 
believe it.  Furthermore, if the majority opinion 
changes, he says he “would be the first one to 
follow it.” 

Michael will believe whatever he is told, 
without proof.  He won’t take his own advice to 
“be skeptical about any discoveries/claims and to 
seek independent verification of evidence.”  He 
wants to be a mind-numbed robot, accepting 
whatever he is told. 

If you challenge an evolutionist as to why he 
believes in evolution, his answer will always boil 
down to “I don’t believe in God,” or “Scientists say 
it is true.”  You will never get an evolutionist to 
give you a good scientific reason why he believes 
in evolution—because the overwhelming scientific 
evidence is against evolution.  An evolutionist will 
not argue the facts of the case.  He will just claim 
that anyone who doesn’t believe like he does is 
too biased to see the truth.  In actuality, it is the 
evolutionist who is too biased to see the truth.  We 
know this because we have received emails from 
people like Michael for the past 20 years, and 
they are all the same. 

The scientific literature we review every month 
is full of science against evolution.  You can 
believe true science.

                                                           
33 http://www.mrwizardstudios.com/ 
watchmrwizardtvshow.htm, and 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Don_Herbert 
34 If you think Neil deGrasse Tyson is a scientist, and 
not a philosopher with religous and political agendas, 
read http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/authors/n/ 
neil_degrasse_tyson.html 



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – December 2015 

Evolution is Not Science 
http://members.toast.net/puritan/Articles/ 

EvolutionIsNotScience.htm 
Characteristics that identify a field of study as being “scientific.” 

This month’s website review looks at a website that provides a great deal of information 
regarding what constitutes genuine science and how the “commonly-accepted Theory of 
Evolution” fails the test of being scientific. 

The article begins by making the following three observations: 

     1)      “Genuine science is objective and invites scrutiny and investigation.  It 
does not ridicule the critics of its conclusion, but instead silences their criticisms by setting 
forth the evidence from which those conclusions are drawn.” 

     2)      “Genuine science seeks the truth that explains the observed evidence.  It 
does not prejudice the investigation by ruling out, from the start, hypotheses that may very 
well provide the best explanation for the observed evidence.” 

     3)      “Genuine science rejects any hypothesis that consistently fails to fit observed 
scientific evidence.  It does not persistently assume that the fault lies in the evidence rather 
than in the hypothesis itself.” 

After these observations, the website author presents what he believes is the heart of 
the Evolution problem.  It is “the fact that Evolution, disguised as a viable scientific theory, 
is actually a tool of religious propaganda and cultural domination, used by those who hold 
to the religion of Naturalism.” 

What follows in the article are sections with titles 1) Genuine Science Seeks the Truth 
that Explains the Evidence, 2) How did Theism Originate? 3) Naturalism is Based on Blind 
Faith, 4) Naturalism Contradicts Science, 5) An Artificial Dichotomy between Religion and 
Science and 6) Garbage in – Garbage Out. 

Many more sections follow the above mentioned ones that make for interesting reading.  
At the end of the article, you will find Recommended Resource in the form of Books and 
Websites.  Also you will find an extensive list of Footnotes. 

There is much to explore on this website.  Just follow some of the articles referenced in 
the Footnotes to gain a better insight into the ongoing debate between creation and 
evolution. 
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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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