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By Dr. Samuel L. Blumenfeld

Evolution: Fact or Theory?

2 009 marked the 200th anniversary of Charles Darwin’s birth and the 150th anniversary of the publication 

of his key work, On the Origin of Species. In this edition, we look at the theories of evolution and 

intelligent design. While these are not exclusively Jewish issues, the very first line of the Hebrew Scriptures 

declares, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth” (Genesis 1:1). That simple yet challenging 

concept has enormous implications for how we as Jews live our lives, and for our ultimate destiny. Read on!

written by a famous astrophysicist named Robert 
Jastrow, piqued my interest. Jastrow was convinced 
that the creation account was backed by science. Even 
though he wrote as an agnostic, there was something 
in his conclusion that jolted me. Jastrow wrote, “For 
the scientist who has lived by his faith in the Power 
of Reason, the story ends like a bad dream. He has 
scaled the mountains of ignorance; he is about to 
conquer the final peak; as he pulls himself over the 
final rock, he is greeted by a band of theologians who 
have been sitting there for centuries” (Robert Jastrow, 
God and the Astronomers [New York: Warner Books, 
Inc., 1978], pp. 105-106).

Upon graduation I moved to Denver, Colorado, to 
take a job with Martin Marietta, designing orbits for the 
space shuttle program. I wasn’t surprised that my dreams of 
success were becoming a reality, but I still could not resolve the 
spiritual questions I had begun to ponder in college.

My dilemma really intensified when I met Eliezer, 
a Holocaust survivor who believed in Jesus. From the 
first time I walked into his home, it reminded me of my 
grandmother’s house. First there was the familiar smell of 
mothballs in the closet when I went to hang up my jacket 
and then the aroma of chicken soup wafting in from the 
kitchen—I felt at home instantly! Eliezer and his wife, 
Sarah, might believe in Jesus, but they were mishpochah, 
they were Jews.

Eliezer and I read the Bible together. We studied 
messianic prophecies, and we read from the accounts of 
Jesus’ life in the New Testament so I could see for myself 
who Jesus was and what he taught. “The Sermon on the 
Mount” from the book of Matthew really took me by 
surprise. I saw that people can be clean on the outside and 
still be dirty on the inside. I realized that one didn’t have to 
be a criminal by society’s standards in order to be a sinner 
in God’s sight.

My biggest obstacle in considering Jesus was my 
pride. After all, I was a scientist, an engineer. Until now, 

the only God I could bring myself to believe in was far 
too busy coordinating the clockwork of the cosmos to 
concern himself with me, and I’d seen little reason why 
I should concern myself with him. I had a couple of 
words to describe faith in a God who actually cared—
intellectual suicide.

No one could explain to me why the Creator of the 
universe should care about his people, but after reading the 
Scriptures, I knew God is not the impersonal force Spinoza 
and Einstein had made him out to be. He is a personal 
Creator who made us because he wants to be involved in 
our lives. He constructed us with souls that can be fed only 
by his own hand. I concluded that believing God cares is 
not intellectual suicide; believing that he doesn’t care is 
spiritual starvation.

I came to faith in Jesus as my Messiah on May 20, 
1982. I went home that night to read the Bible Cissy 
had given me. Her inscription was dated May 20, 1981. 
Amazingly, it had taken exactly one year from the time she 
gave me that Bible to the time when I finally read it . . . as 

a believer in Y’shua. n

Watch and/or listen to Andrew’s story online at:
jewsforjesus.org/about/toronto/andrew
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Andrew Barron is the director of Jews for Jesus in Canada. He and his wife, Laura (also 
a Jewish believer in Jesus) reside in North York, Ontario, with their three children (left to 
right) Simona, Rafael and Ketzia.



“There are so many flaws in Darwinism that one can wonder 

why it swept so completely through the scientific world, and 

why it is still endemic today.”              —Sir Fred Hoyle1

Back in 1987 the U.S. Supreme Court struck down a 

1981 Louisiana law which mandated a balanced treatment 

in teaching evolution and creation in the public schools. The 

court decided that the intent of the law “was clearly to advance 

the religious viewpoint that a supernatural being created 

humankind,”2 and therefore violated the First Amendment’s 

prohibition on a government establishment of religion.

In speaking for the majority, Justice William J. Brennan 

wrote, “. . . the Act’s primary purpose was to change the 

science curriculum of public schools in order to provide 

persuasive advantage to a particular religious doctrine that 

rejects the factual basis of evolution in its entirety.”3

It is surprising that no one on the Louisiana side 

informed the Justice that evolution is a theory, not a fact. It is 

important for us to do what the court failed to do: review the 

theory of evolution and determine exactly what are the facts.

First, what exactly is the theory of evolution? For the 

answer, we must go to the source: Charles Darwin’s famous 

book, On the Origin of Species, published in 1859. Darwin 

claimed that the thousands of different species of animals, 

insects and plants that exist on earth were not the works 

of a divine Creator who made each species in its present 

immutable form, as described in Genesis, but were the 

products of a very long natural process of development 

from simpler organic forms to more complex organic forms.

Thus, according to Darwin, species continue to change, 

or “evolve,” through a process of natural selection in which 

nature’s harsh conditions permit only the fittest to survive 

in more adaptable forms.

Moral IMplIcaTIons
Ronald Clark, in his biography of Darwin, writes, 

“While Darwin was proud of his theory of natural 

selection . . . he saw as one of its main virtues the fact that 

it provided a counterblow to the idea of creation.”4

Darwin also believed that all life originated from a 

single source—a kind of primeval slime in which the first 

living organisms formed spontaneously out of non-living 

matter through a random process. These organisms are 

supposed to have branched off into different forms—

plants, insects and animals.

Evolutionists have worked out all sorts of fascinating 

genealogical diagrams purporting to show the descent and 

relationship of one species to another. But what they don’t tell 

the public is that all of the connections in these family trees are 

hypothesis rather than fact. Astronomer Fred Hoyle writes,

It has been through the device of presenting such 

diagrams with the presumed connections drawn in 

firm solid lines that the general scientific world has 

been bamboozled into believing that evolution has 

been proved. Nothing could be further from the 

truth. . . .  The absence from the fossil record of the 

intermediate forms required by the usual evolutionary 

theory shows that if terrestrial life-forms have 

evolved from a common stock, the major branchings 

must have developed very quickly. And the major 

branchings, if they occurred, were accompanied by 

genetic changes that were not small.5

no MIssIng lInk
Probably the most controversial aspect of Darwin’s 

theory concerns man’s place in the evolutionary scheme. In 

his book, The Descent of Man, published in 1870, Darwin 

contended that man and ape were evolutionary cousins 

with a common ancestor. When it came to intelligence, the 

gap between man and the other animals, Darwin believed, 

was one of degree.

But the fossil record, revealing the different stages of 

man’s evolution from apelike creature to Homo sapiens, 

has not been found. Paleoanthropologists have hunted high 

and low for the missing link or links. Not only have they 

not found them, they are now pretty sure that such links 

do not exist. Renowned anthropologist and evolutionist 
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Richard Leakey commented on Eugene Dubois’s 1891 

discovery of Java Man:

Dubois was convinced that [Java Man’s] skull 

and thigh bone belonged to the long-sought-after 

“missing link” between modern humans and apes. 

Today we know that there is no such “link” between 

modern humans and modern apes but in the 

nineteenth century those that believed in human 

evolution thought that a direct link would be found.6

Instead of admitting defeat, the evolutionists have 

proclaimed victory! Harvard paleoanthropologist David 

Pilbeam stated, “We should no longer say that we are 

descended from apes; we are apes.”7 Evolutionary biologist 

and popular author Richard Dawkins echoed that thought.8

Apparently, to some scientists, any hypothesis is 

preferable to accepting the possibility that a Creator had 

something to do with everything that exists.

For example, Nobel prize-winning biologist George 

Wald stated:

Most modern biologists, having reviewed with 

satisfaction the downfall of the spontaneous 

generation hypothesis, yet unwilling to accept the 

alternative belief in special creation, are left with 

nothing. I think a scientist has no choice but to 

approach the origin of life through a hypothesis of 

spontaneous generation.9

lIFE Is no accIdEnT
The simple fact is that no proof whatesover has been 

found indicating that one species evolves into another. The 

fossil record is simply a series of still pictures of species that 

existed at one time. Transitional fossils have not been found. 

The fossil record shows new species appearing suddenly 

without any ancestors. Scientific investigation indicates that 

the species are immutable and that when mutations occur 

they do not become new species. For example, evolutionists 

have been experimenting with fruit flies for years in the 

hope of demonstrating evolution at work. But the fruit flies 

have stubbornly refused to develop into anything but more 

fruit flies, despite all kinds of stimuli, including radiation. 

Some mutations have occurred, but nothing to suggest the 

beginnings of a new species.

Even Dr. Stephen Jay Gould, a passionate defender of 

evolution, has written, “The fossil record with its abrupt 

transitions offers no support for gradual change.”10 As 

Darwin wrote:

[T]he geological record is extremely imperfect . . . 

and (this fact) will to a large extent explain why 

we do not find interminable varieties, connecting 

together all the extinct and existing forms of life 

by the finest graduated steps. He who rejects these 

views on the nature of the geological record, will 

rightly reject my whole theory.11 

As for the theory that life originated by accident in some 

sort of chemical soup, Louis Pasteur proved that spontaneous 

generation is impossible. The spontaneous generation-of-

life idea is just wishful thinking on the part of evolutionists. 

Dr. Fred Hoyle has calculated that such an accident had one 

chance in 1040,000 of occurring. The DNA genetic code is so 

complex that the information content of a simple cell has been 

estimated at six billion bits.12 In short, the more we learn about 

the complexity of life, the less is the likelihood that it all came 

about by accident, with no purpose, and no Creator.

Nevertheless, French biologist Jacques Monod said, 

“Man has to understand that he is a mere accident. Not 

only is man not the center of creation; he is not even the 

heir to a sort of predetermined evolution that would have 

produced either man or something very like him.”13 Note, 

incidentally, how similar Monod’s classification of man is 

to Darwin’s view that man should be brought down to the 

animal level where he belongs.

Consider this fact: there are two thousand complex 

enzymes required for a living organism,14 but not a single 
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“There are so many flaws in Darwinism that one can wonder 

why it swept so completely through the scientific world, and 

why it is still endemic today.”              —Sir Fred Hoyle1

Back in 1987 the U.S. Supreme Court struck down a 

1981 Louisiana law which mandated a balanced treatment 

in teaching evolution and creation in the public schools. The 

court decided that the intent of the law “was clearly to advance 

the religious viewpoint that a supernatural being created 

humankind,”2 and therefore violated the First Amendment’s 

prohibition on a government establishment of religion.

In speaking for the majority, Justice William J. Brennan 

wrote, “. . . the Act’s primary purpose was to change the 

science curriculum of public schools in order to provide 

persuasive advantage to a particular religious doctrine that 

rejects the factual basis of evolution in its entirety.”3

It is surprising that no one on the Louisiana side 

informed the Justice that evolution is a theory, not a fact. It is 

important for us to do what the court failed to do: review the 

theory of evolution and determine exactly what are the facts.

First, what exactly is the theory of evolution? For the 

answer, we must go to the source: Charles Darwin’s famous 

book, On the Origin of Species, published in 1859. Darwin 

claimed that the thousands of different species of animals, 

insects and plants that exist on earth were not the works 

of a divine Creator who made each species in its present 

immutable form, as described in Genesis, but were the 

products of a very long natural process of development 

from simpler organic forms to more complex organic forms.

Thus, according to Darwin, species continue to change, 

or “evolve,” through a process of natural selection in which 

nature’s harsh conditions permit only the fittest to survive 

in more adaptable forms.

Moral IMplIcaTIons
Ronald Clark, in his biography of Darwin, writes, 

“While Darwin was proud of his theory of natural 

selection . . . he saw as one of its main virtues the fact that 

it provided a counterblow to the idea of creation.”4

Darwin also believed that all life originated from a 

single source—a kind of primeval slime in which the first 

living organisms formed spontaneously out of non-living 

matter through a random process. These organisms are 

supposed to have branched off into different forms—

plants, insects and animals.

Evolutionists have worked out all sorts of fascinating 

genealogical diagrams purporting to show the descent and 

relationship of one species to another. But what they don’t tell 

the public is that all of the connections in these family trees are 

hypothesis rather than fact. Astronomer Fred Hoyle writes,

It has been through the device of presenting such 

diagrams with the presumed connections drawn in 

firm solid lines that the general scientific world has 

been bamboozled into believing that evolution has 

been proved. Nothing could be further from the 

truth. . . .  The absence from the fossil record of the 

intermediate forms required by the usual evolutionary 

theory shows that if terrestrial life-forms have 

evolved from a common stock, the major branchings 

must have developed very quickly. And the major 

branchings, if they occurred, were accompanied by 

genetic changes that were not small.5

no MIssIng lInk
Probably the most controversial aspect of Darwin’s 

theory concerns man’s place in the evolutionary scheme. In 

his book, The Descent of Man, published in 1870, Darwin 

contended that man and ape were evolutionary cousins 

with a common ancestor. When it came to intelligence, the 

gap between man and the other animals, Darwin believed, 

was one of degree.

But the fossil record, revealing the different stages of 

man’s evolution from apelike creature to Homo sapiens, 

has not been found. Paleoanthropologists have hunted high 

and low for the missing link or links. Not only have they 

not found them, they are now pretty sure that such links 

do not exist. Renowned anthropologist and evolutionist 

2

ISSN 0741-0352  PrINted IN the U.S.A.  ©2009
edItOr: SUSAN PerLMAN
ASSIStANt edItOr: MAtt SIeger
deSIgN ANd ILLUStrAtIONS: PAIge SAUNderS 

(continued from cover)

3

ISSUES is a forum of several Messianic Jewish viewpoints.  the author alone, where the author’s name is given, is responsible for the statements expressed.  those wishing to take 
exception or those wishing to enter into dialogue with one of these authors may write the publishers and letters will be forwarded. e-mail: issuesamjp@aol.com • Web: jewsforjesus.org

UNIted StAteS: P.O. BOX 424885, SAN FrANCISCO, CA 94142-4885 • CANAdA: 1315 LAWreNCe AVeNUe eASt #402, tOrONtO ON M3A 3r3
UNIted KINgdOM: 106-110 KeNtISh tOWN rOAd, CAMdeN tOWN, LONdON NW1 9PX • SOUth AFrICA: P.O. BOX 1996, PArKLANdS 2121
AUStrALIA: P.O. BOX 925, SYdNeY NSW 2001

Richard Leakey commented on Eugene Dubois’s 1891 

discovery of Java Man:

Dubois was convinced that [Java Man’s] skull 

and thigh bone belonged to the long-sought-after 

“missing link” between modern humans and apes. 

Today we know that there is no such “link” between 

modern humans and modern apes but in the 

nineteenth century those that believed in human 

evolution thought that a direct link would be found.6

Instead of admitting defeat, the evolutionists have 

proclaimed victory! Harvard paleoanthropologist David 

Pilbeam stated, “We should no longer say that we are 

descended from apes; we are apes.”7 Evolutionary biologist 

and popular author Richard Dawkins echoed that thought.8

Apparently, to some scientists, any hypothesis is 

preferable to accepting the possibility that a Creator had 

something to do with everything that exists.

For example, Nobel prize-winning biologist George 

Wald stated:

Most modern biologists, having reviewed with 

satisfaction the downfall of the spontaneous 

generation hypothesis, yet unwilling to accept the 

alternative belief in special creation, are left with 

nothing. I think a scientist has no choice but to 

approach the origin of life through a hypothesis of 

spontaneous generation.9

lIFE Is no accIdEnT
The simple fact is that no proof whatesover has been 

found indicating that one species evolves into another. The 

fossil record is simply a series of still pictures of species that 

existed at one time. Transitional fossils have not been found. 

The fossil record shows new species appearing suddenly 

without any ancestors. Scientific investigation indicates that 

the species are immutable and that when mutations occur 

they do not become new species. For example, evolutionists 

have been experimenting with fruit flies for years in the 

hope of demonstrating evolution at work. But the fruit flies 

have stubbornly refused to develop into anything but more 

fruit flies, despite all kinds of stimuli, including radiation. 

Some mutations have occurred, but nothing to suggest the 

beginnings of a new species.

Even Dr. Stephen Jay Gould, a passionate defender of 

evolution, has written, “The fossil record with its abrupt 

transitions offers no support for gradual change.”10 As 

Darwin wrote:

[T]he geological record is extremely imperfect . . . 

and (this fact) will to a large extent explain why 

we do not find interminable varieties, connecting 

together all the extinct and existing forms of life 

by the finest graduated steps. He who rejects these 
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one of them could have formed accidentally. As Fred 

Hoyle has put it, the chance that higher life forms might 

have emerged in this accidental way is comparable with 

the chance that “a tornado sweeping through a junk-yard 

might assemble a Boeing 747 from the materials therein.”15

To sum it up: the fossil record does not support the 

idea of gradual evolution. Nor does it support the idea of a 

common ancestry or accidental source of all life.

WhEn MyTh BEcoMEs TruTh
The theory of evolution has been integrated as fact into 

our popular culture. For example, we read in the Standard 

Family Reference Encyclopedia:

Life probably first evolved from the primeval soup 

some 3000-4000 million years ago when the first 

organic chemicals were synthesized due to the effects 

of lightning. Primitive algae capable of synthesizing 

their own food material have been found in geological 

formations some 2000 million years old. Simple forms 

of animals and fungi then evolved. From that time there 

has been a slow evolution of multicellular organisms.16

Someday the average educated American will be able 

to read that paragraph and understand it for what it is: 

hypothesis presented as fact. In the first place, spontaneous 

generation is impossible even with such primitive forms 

as viruses. Second, because of the enormous complexity of 

living matter, the random, accidental self-creation of life is 

mathematically inconceivable. Third, there are no simple 

forms of animals and fungi; they are all pretty complex. 

The DNA of an amoeba is anything but simple. Indeed, 

this same encyclopedia’s article on fungi indicates that they 

are quite complicated organisms. As for “slow evolution,” 

even some prominent evolutionists, like Gould and 

Niles Eldredge, don’t believe in that. In order to explain 

the sudden appearance of species without ancestors, 

they believe in “punctuated equilibrium,” the theory 

that the great majority of species originate in rare, rapid 

moments (punctuations), rather than through gradual 

transformation. And fourth, matter tends to go from order 

to disorder, which implies the existence of a creative force 

that could reverse that tendency.

But some of the world’s most intelligent people take 

Darwin’s theory of evolution as fact. For example, former 

U.S. Secretary of Education William Bennett once said in 

an interview: “I believe there is good scientific evidence 

for evolution.”17 Similarly, George F. Will wrote in a 

recent column: “Evolution is a fact, and its mechanism is 

natural selection.”18

If evolution is a fact, someone has yet to prove it! The 

problem with Mr. Will is that he is probably confusing 

evolution with breeding. Breeding, or variety of breeds 

within a species, is a function of genetics, not evolution.

Is evolution fact or theory? You be the judge. n

After reading John Calvin’s Institutes of the Christian Religion, Samuel 

L. Blumenfeld became convinced that Jesus Christ was indeed the Messiah, 

and that he had been sent to earth to extend the covenant to non-Jews in 

fulfillment of God’s promise that through Abraham “all the nations shall 

be blessed in him” (Genesis 18:18). Blumenfeld is the author of ten books 

on education and literacy. His latest book, The Marlowe-Shakespeare 

Connection, presents a new view of the authorship controversy.
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I spent the first year of my life in that bastion of Jewish 
civilization known as Brooklyn; then my family moved 

to Queens. We attended a Conservative synagogue, where I 
developed an early awareness of God and the fact that things 
pertaining to him were to be set apart from the ordinary.

Everyone in New York City was Jewish, or at least it 
seemed like it. But when I was eleven years old, we moved 
to Monroe, in upstate New York, and I discovered that I 
was in a minority. My mother explained that being Jewish 
was special. She often pointed out that many of the world’s 
greatest achievers were Jewish: people like Albert Einstein 
and Jonas Salk.

My ideas of God changed as I grew older. When I 
was fourteen years old, I watched my grandmother die a 
slow and painful death that resulted from hardening of 
the arteries in her brain. She had been an altruist all her 
life. Where had it gotten her? What good had it done 
her to keep all the religious rituals so faithfully? In 1974, 
Grandma Jenny’s name was added to the brass plaque in 
our synagogue in Monroe. I thought bitterly that if such 
was her reward, it left much to be desired. The thought of 
a loving God seemed absurd.

After high school, I saw myself as a sophisticated 
college student . . . which meant I had no tolerance for 
superstition and no need for God.

At the Florida Institute of Technology, I became friends 
with Dr. Cissy Petty, the director of student activities. I did 
part-time office work for her to earn a little extra pocket 
money. One day, she told me that Jesus was my savior. I 
informed her that I was Jewish, expecting that she would 
immediately realize her mistake. But she still thought her 
comments were for me. While walking towards the student 
union one day, I saw an elderly man with boxes all around 
him, and he was handing something out. As I walked past 
him, he gave me a New Testament. I figured that Dr. Petty 
would want it, so I gave it to her. She said that I should 
keep it. She actually put an inscription in it, dated May 20, 
and gave it back to me.

About this time, a book called God and the Astronomers, 

space wasn’t

THE FINAL FRONTIER

by Andrew Barron

(continued on page 8)

(continued from page 3)


