


Society’'s Dramatic Shift

has evol ution become
30 widely accepted, and
why hasthe Bible come
to be viewed with such
hostility? What has changed?

Only afew generationsago lavspre-
vented the teaching of thetheory of evolu-
tion in some communitiesand regionsin
the United States. The Bible was commonly
accepted astrueand areliable account of our
origins. But now dmost the oppositeistrue.
The Bibleisbanned from classoomsin
American schools, and serious discussion of
thebiblica view of the cregtion of our uni-
verse—and our human origins—isforbid-
den. At the sametime, criticism of the theory
of evolutionisat timesruthlesdy suppressed
in academic and scientific circles.

unableto provethe existence of aDesigner.
They admit that many of the miraclesinthe
world around us are hard to understand, and
they do not deny thet the universe, asmod-
ern stience seesit, isindeed afar more
wondrousthing than the creation medieval
man could perceive. But they till maintain
that since science has provided uswith so
many answerstheday will soon arrive
when wewill be ableto understand even
the fundamenta laws of naturewithout a
Divineintent. They chalenge scienceto
provethe existence of God. But must we
redly light acandleto seethesun?. ..
“What srange rationa e makes some
physicigts accept the inconceivable eectron
asred whilerefusing to accept theredlity of

prolific? If they can reproduce by far sm-
pler methods, why can't we?If evolution
istrue, what went wrong?

Let'stakeit agep further. If humansare
theresult of evolution continualy reinforc-
ing characterigticsthat offer asurviva
advantage while iminating those that
hinder perpetuation, how canweexplain
ahumaninfant?

Among thousands of speciesthe newly
born (or newly hatched) are capable of sur-
viva withinamatter of daysor, in some
cases, only minutes. Many never even see
their parents. Yet, anong humans, an infant
isutterly helpless—not for daysbut for up
to severd yearsafter birth.

A human baby isrdliant on adultsfor the

Certainly not dl scientists agreethat
no Crestor exists and that we as human
beings arethe product of random
chance. In 1972 the Cdifornia State
Board of Education asked NASA
director Wernher von Braun, who has
been cdled thefather of theAmerican
space program, for histhoughtson the
origin of the universe, lifeand the
human race. Here'show he responded:

“For me, theideaof acregtionis
not conceivable without invoking the

nourishment, shelter and care he or she
needsto survive. Meanwhile, caring
for that hdplessinfant isadigtinct sur-
vival disadvantagefor adults, Snce
giving of their timeand energy lessens
their own progpectsfor surviva.

If evolutionistrue, and humans
arethe pinnacle of the evolutionary
process, why doesaprocessasbasc as
human reproduction fly in the face of
everything thet evolution holdstrue?

Regrettably, such obviousflavsin
the theory are too often overlooked.

necessity of design. One cannot be
exposed to thelaw and order of the
universe without concluding that there
must be design and purpose behind it
al. Intheworld around us, we can behold
the obvious manifestations of an ordered,
gructured planor design. ..

“And we are humbled by the powerful
forcesat work onagdactic scae, and the
purposeful orderliness of nature thet
endowsatiny and ungainly seed with the
ability to develop into abeautiful flower.
The better we understand theintricacies of
theuniverseand dl it harbors, the more rear
son we havefound to marvel at theinherent
designuponwhichitisbasd. ..

“To beforced to believe only one conclu-
son—that everything in the universe hap-
pened by chance—would violatethe very
objectivity of scienceitsdf. Certainly there
arethosewho arguethat the universe
evolved out of arandom process, but what
random process could producethebrain
of aman or the sysgem of the human eye?

“ Some people say that science hasbeen

If we are the pinnacle of an evolutionary process,
why is a human infant so helpless, and for so long,
compared to the newborn of other species?

aDesigner on the ground that they cannot
conceiveof Him?” (Scott Huse, The Col-
lapse of Evolution, 1997, pp. 159-160).

Many educated people accept thetheory
of evolution. But isit true? Curioudy
enough, our existence ashumansisone of
the best argumentsagaingt it. According to
evolutionary theory, thetraitsthat offer the
grestest advantegefor survival are passed
from generation to generaion. Yet human
reproduction itsalf argues powerfully against
thisfundamenta premise of evolution.

If evolutionistheguiding forcein
human development, how isit that higher
formsof life evolved with maleand female
sexes? If humans arethe pinnacle of the
evolutionary process, how isit theat we have
the disadvantage of requiring amember of
the opposite sex to reproduce, when lower
formsof life—such asbacteria, viruses
and protozoa—are sexlessand far more
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Even Charles Darwin, whose theo-
ries about evol ution took theworld
by storm, had second thoughts. In his
later years hereflected on what he had
darted: “I wasayoung man with unformed
idess. | threw out queries, suggestions, won-
dering dl thetime over everything; and to
my astonishment theideastook likewild-
fire. People madeardigion of then”
(William Federer, America’s God and
Country, 1996, p. 199, emphasis added).

Now, amost acentury and ahdf after the
publication of Dawin's Origin of Species,
we can seewhere histhinking hasled. In
Europein particular, belief in apersona
God has plummeted. In the United States,
court decisons haveinterpreted condtitu-
tiona guarantees of freedom of religion as
freedom fromreligion—effectively banning
public expression of religiousbdiefsand
denying the country’srich religious heritage.

Meanwhile, theworld languishesin the
sorrow and suffering resulting from reject-
ing absolute moral standards. With no
absolute standards, we have no reason to
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care what happensto our fellowman. We
should seek only our persona gain regard-
lessof the codt to others—acting exactly as
evolutionary theory sayswe should.

Could man cresteardigionwith no
god? The widespread acceptance of evolu-
tion showsthat we have done just thet. The
Bibleteachesusthat God created man.
Evolution teaches usthat man created God.

If God created man we have noright to
ignore Him. If man crested God we can
easly ignore Him. What man hasmade he
can do away with. Thuswe arefreeto act as

though God doesn't exigt, freeto dismiss
the Bible, freeto determinefor ourselves
what isright and wrong and how we will
choosetolive.

Which isthe myth, God or evolution?
Louis Bounoure, director of France's
Strasbourg Zoologica Museum and pro-
fessor of biology at the University of Stras-
bourg, ated: “Evolution isafairy taefor
grown-ups. Thistheory has helped nothing
in the progress of science. It isuseless’
(Federer, p. 61).

Professor Bounoure, though right about

evolution, waswrong about onething.
Reather than being usdess, evolution isquite
useful if onewantsto reject theideaof God.

In thisbooklet we examine the founda:
tional premises of evolution. We consider
the evidence evolutionigts cite to support the
theory. Perhgps most important, we look &
the scientific factsevolutionigtsdon't dis-
cussin public—for reasonsthat will
become clear.

You can know whether evolutionis
true. We hope you'll examinethe evidence
carefully. What you believe does matter.

Science, the Bible
and Wrong Assumptions

he theory of evolution, long

taught in schools and assumed

to be true by many in the scien-

tific community, isincreasingly
questioned by scientists and university
professorsin variousfields.

Why do questions arise? It is because
as scientific knowledge hasincreased
researchers have not been able to confirm
basic assumptions of the evolutionary
theory—and in fact some have been
refuted outright.

Asmore scientists and educators
become aware of flawsin the theory, they
aremore carefully assessing it. Inthe
United States some states' educationa
boards have become aware of the mounting
scientific evidence againg evolution and
have begun to ing < the theory be empha-
Szed lessor trested more evenhandedly
in the classroom.

Yet thereisapowerful insistence by
many in the scientific community not to
question thetheory, for muchisa steke.

Phillip Johnson, law professor a the
University of Cdliforniaa Berkeley, has
written severa books about the evolution
debate. He gpproaches the evidence for
and againg evolution asthough evaluating
alegd case. He notesthe strong vested
interestsinvolved in the debate: “Natural-
istic evolution is not merely ascientific
theory; it istheofficial creation story of
modern culture. The scientific priesthood
that has authority to interpret the officia
creation story gainsimmense cultura
influence thereby, which it might loseif

the story were cdled into question. The
expertstherefore have avested interest in
protectingthestory .. " (Darwinon Trial,
1993, p. 159).

Professor Johnson criticaly examines
thelogic and reasoning evolutionists use
in the debate. Helikensthe carefully pro-
tected theory to awarship that has sprung
alesk. “Darwinian evolution . . . makesme
think of agreat battleship on the ocean of
redity. ltssides are heavily armored with
philosophica barriersto criticiam, and its
decks are stacked with big rhetorical guns
ready to intimidate any would-be attackers.

“In appearance, itisasimpregnable as
the Soviet Union seemed to be only afew
years ago. But the ship has sprung ameta-
physical leak, and the more perceptive of
the ship’s officers have begun to sense that
al the ship’sfirepower cannot saveit if the
leak isnot plugged. Therewill be heroic
effortsto savethe ship, of course. .. The
gpectacle will befascinating, and the battle
will go onfor alongtime. Butintheend
redity will win” (Johnson, pp. 169-170).

But what is behind the debate? How did
an unproven theory gain such wide accep-
tance? How did aternate theories come
to be summarily dismissed without ahear-
ing?How did the biblical account of the
origin of the universe and man lose so
much credibility?

Theroots of the battle between evolu-
tion and the Bible go back centuries.

Differing interpretations of the Bible
Itisashamethat scientistssand religious

figures dlike have perpetuated many myths
abouit cregtion and nature. In the past few
centuries, science hasrefuted somereli-
gious nations about nature and the universe
that religious |eaders mistakenly attributed
tothe Bible. Sadly, this has caused some
religious|eaders and indtitutionsto take
unnecessarily dogmatic standsthat were
only harmful inthelong run.

At the same time misunderstandings
about what the Bible does and does not say
haveled some on al sides of the debate to
accept wrong conclusions.

For example, in late 1996 Pope John
Paul I1 shocked both Catholicsand
non-Catholics when he mused that the
theory of evolution seemed valid for the
physical evolution of man and other
species through natural selection and
hereditary adaptations.

How did this startling declaration
come about? What factorsled to this
far-reaching conclusion?

Time magazine commented onthe
pope's statement: “[Pope] Pius[in 1950]
was skeptica of evolution but tolerated
study and discussion of it; the statement by
John Paul reflectsthe church’s acoeptance
of evolution. He did not, however, diverge
at al from Piuson the question of theorigin
of man'ssoul: that comesfrom God, even if
‘the human body issought inliving materiad
which existed beforeit.

“The statement isunlikely to influence
the curriculum of Catholic schools, where
students have studied evolution since the
1950s. Indeed, taking the Bible literdly has
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not been ahdlmark among Catholics
through much of the 20th century. Asked
about the pope's statement, Peter Stravin-
skas, editor of the 1991 Catholic Encyclo-
pedia, sad: ‘ It'sessentidly what Augustine
waswriting. Hetells usthat we should not
interpret Genesisliterally, and thet it is
poetic and theological language™ (Time,
internationa edition, Nov. 4, 1996, p. 59).
The Catholic theologian Augustine lived
354-430. The Encyclopaedia Britannica
describeshim as*the dominant persondity
of theWestern Church of histime, generally
recognized asthe grestest thinker of Chris-
tianantiquity.” It adds, “Hefused thereli-
gion of the New Testament with the
Platonic tradition of Greek philosophy”
(15th edition, 1975, MicropaediaVal. 1,
“Augustine of Hippo, Saint,” pp. 649-650).

The Testimony
of the New
Testament

any passages show us that
M Christ and the apostles fully

accepted the Genesis account
of the creation. Jesus talked about
“the beginning of the creation which
God created” (Mark 13:19; see also
Matthew 24:21).

He once asked some who ques-
tioned Him: “Have you not read that
He who made them [Adam and Eve] at
the beginning ‘'made them male and
female?” (Matthew 19:4; Mark 10:6).
Later the resurrected Christ referred
to Himself as “the Beginning of the
creation” (Revelation 3:14).

Many are surprised to learn that the
Bible reveals Christ as the Creator! More
than once the apostle Paul explained to
early Christians that God had created all
things by Jesus Christ (Ephesians 3:9;
Colossians 1:16). Hebrews 1:2 tells us
that God “has in these last days spoken
to us by His Son, . .. through whom also
He made the worlds."

Paul also told the Athenians that
God made all nations “from one
blood” (Acts 17:26); all are descendants
of Adam and Eve. Paul believed all that
was written in the Law and the
Prophets (Acts 24:14), including the
creation accounts.

Finally, both the specifics and the
tenor of Peter’s last letter tell us that he,
too, believed in creation (see 2 Peter
3:4-7 in particular).

Littledid Augustine redlize he was
doing hisfollowersagrave disservice by
viewing parts of the Bible asallegorica
while smultaneoudly incorporating into
histeaching the views of the Greek
philosophers. For the next 1,300 years,
covering roughly the medieval age, the
view of those pagan philosophers became
the standard for the Roman church’s
explanation of the universe.

Furthermore, ecclesiadtical leaders
adopted the earth-centered view of the uni-
verse held by Ptolemy, an Egyptian-born
astronomer of the second century. “It was
... from thework of previous[Greek]
astronomers,” says the Encyclopaedia Bri-
tannica, “that Ptolemy evolved his detailed
description of an Earth-centered (geocen-
tric) universe, arevolutionary but erro-
neous ideathat governed astronomical
thinking for over 1,300 years. . .

“Inessence, itisasynthesisof the
results obtained by Greek astronomy . ..
On the motions of the Sun, Moon, and
planets, Ptolemy again extended the obser-
vations and conclusions of Hipparchus—
thistime to formulate his geocentric
theory, which is popularly known asthe
Ptolemaic system” (Britannica, 15th
edition, 1975, MacropaediaVal. 15,
“Ptolemy,” p. 179).

The Bible and the universe

Thusit was not the biblical perspective
but the Greek view of the cosmos—in
which everything revolved around agtation-
ary earth—that wasto guide man’s concept
of theuniversefor many centuries. The
Roman Catholic Church madethe misteke
of tying its concept of the universeto thet of
earlier pagan philosophersand astronomers,
then enforced that erroneous view.

Although the Greeksthought Atlasheld
up first the heavens and later the earth, and
the Hindus believed the earth rested atop
four gigantic elephants, the Bible haslong
reveaed the true explanation. Weread in
Job 26:7 an astonishingly modern scien-
tific concept, that God *“ hangs the earth on
nothing.” Science has demongirated that
this“nothing” istheinvisibleforce of
gravity that holdsthe planet initsorbit.

Centuries passed before Nicolas
Copernicus cal culated that the earth was
not the center of the universe. However,
he was cautious about challenging the
Roman church on thisbelief. More than
acentury would €l apse before someone
would be bold enough and possessed
sufficient evidenceto clash with the
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established religious authorities.

Inthe 1690s, after observing through
atelescope the moons orbiting Jupiter, Ital-
ian astronomer Galileo Galilei beheld clear
evidence that the earth revolved around the
sun and not vice versa. Catholic authorities
considered theidea heretical, and Galileo
was threatened with degth if hedid not
recant. Findly he did, athough legend has
it that, as he l&ft the presence of the pope,
he muttered under hisbregth: “But it [the
earth] till moves”

“When the Roman church attacked
Copernicusand Galileo,” says Chrigtian
philosopher Francis Scheeffer, “it was not
becausetheir teaching actualy contained
anything contrary to the Bible. The church
authoritiesthought it did, but that was
because Aristotelian elements had become
part of church orthodoxy, and Galileo's
notionsclearly conflicted with them. In
fact, Galileo defended the competihbility of
Copernicusand the Bible, and thiswas one
of the factors which brought about histria”
(How Shall We Then Live?, 1976, p. 131).

Ironically, thesefirgt battles between
scientistisand the Bible were over biblica
misinterpretations, not what the Bible
actually says.

The Bible and scientific advancement

Severa centuries|ater, amore-proper
biblica understanding actually furthered
scientific advancements and achieve-
ments. The English scholar Robert Mer-
ton maintainsthat the values Puritanism
promoted in 17th-century England
encouraged scientific endeavors. A Chris-
tian wasto glorify God and serve Him
through participating in activities of prac-
tica valueto hiscommunity. Hewasn't
to withdraw into the contemplative life
of monasteries and convents.

Chrigtians were to choose avocation
that best made use of their talents. Reason
and education were praised in the context
of educating people with practical knowl-
edge, not the highly literary classics of
pagan antiquity, that they might better do
their life'swork. Puritanism also encour-
aged literacy, because each believer had
to be ableto read the Bible for himself and
not depend on what others said it meant.

Historians note that the invention of the
printing press and subsequent broader dis-
tribution of the Biblein the 1500s played a
largerole in the emergence of modern sci-
ence. “Therise of modern science)” says
Francis Schaeffer, “did not conflict with
what the Bible teaches; indeed, at acrucid



point the Scientific Revolution rested upon
what the Bible teaches.

“Both Alfred North Whitehead and
J. Robert Oppenheimer have stressed that
modern science was born out of the Chris-
tianworldview . . . Asfar as| know, nei-
ther of the two men were Chritians. . .
Becausethe early scientists believed that
the world was created by areasonable
God, they were not surprised to discover
that people could find out something true
about nature and the universe on the basis
of reason” (Schaeffer, pp. 132-133).

Asthismore biblically based science
expanded, ecclesagtical leadershad to
admit that some long-held positionswere
wrong. With the esteemed position that the
earthwas a the center of the universe
proven false, the church lost both prestige
and credibility to emerging science. As
time went on, scientific study grew

increasingly apart from the dominant reli-
gion, whichwasmired inits Greek and
medieva thought. Thisgap hasonly
widened withtime,

Evolution’s early roots

Although evolution wasn't popularized
until 1859 with the publication of Charles
Darwin’'s Origin of Species, the roots of
theideago much further back in history.

“The early Greek philosophers,”
explains British physicist Alan Hayward,
“were probably the first thinkersto toy
with the notion of evolution. Along with
many other ideas from ancient Greece it
reappeared in western Europein thefif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries. . . But
one great difficulty stood in the way.
Nobody . . . could explain convincingly
how evolution could have taken place.
Each species seemed to befixed. There

seemed no way in which one species

could giveriseto another. . .

“Darwin changed al that with histhe-
ory that the way evolution worked was by
‘natural selection.’ He proposed that small

variationsin each generation—thekind of

natural variationsthat enable breedersto
produce new varieties of dogsand cows
and apples and roses—would eventually
add up to very big differences, and thus,
over hundreds of millions of years, could
account for every specieson earth”
(Creation and Evolution: Rethinking the
Evidence From Science and the Bible,
1985, pp. 4-5).

Thus, in thelate 19th century, scientists
and educatorswere Sidetracked from
discovering thetruth about the origin
and meaning of life when they adopted
Darwin’sreasoning. Their widespread
acceptance of an aternative explanation

Scientists, Creation and Evolution

o one should assume that scien-
N tists uniformly agree that there is
no God and that the world
around us is the product of a mindless
evolutionary process. Consider what

some scientists have to say about
creation and evolution:

“For | am well aware that scarcely a
single point is discussed in this volume
[Origin of Species] on which facts cannot
be adduced, often apparently leading to
conclusions directly opposite to those at
which | arrived.”

—Charles Darwin (1809-1882), British
naturalist who popularized the theory of
evolution through natural selection

“The more | study nature, the more
| stand amazed at the work of the Cre-
ator. Into his tiniest creatures, God has
placed extraordinary properties that
turn them into agents of destruction of
dead matter.”

“A bit of science distances one from
God, but much science nears one to Him.”

—Louis Pasteur (1822-1895), French
scientist, developer of pasteurization
process for milk and vaccines for anthrax,
chicken cholera and rabies, dean of the
faculty of sciences at Lille University

“Manned space flight is an amazing
achievement, but it has opened for
mankind thus far only a tiny door for

viewing the awesome reaches of space.
An outlook through this peephole at the
vast mysteries of the universe should only
confirm our belief in the certainty of
its Creator.”

“It is in scientific honesty that | en-
dorse the presentation of alternative the-
ories for the origin of the universe, life
and man in the science classroom. It
would be an error to overlook the possi-
bility that the universe was planned
rather than happening by chance.”

“Atheists all over the world have . ..
called upon science as their crown wit-
ness against the existence of God. But as
they try, with arrogant abuse of scientific
reasoning, to render proof there is no
God, the simple and enlightening truth
is that their arguments boomerang.
For one of the most fundamental laws
of natural science is that nothing in
the physical world ever happens without
a cause.

“There simply cannot be a creation
without some kind of Spiritual Creator ...
In the world around us we can behold
the obvious manifestations of the Divine
plan of the Creator”

—Dr. Wernher von Braun (1912-1977),
NASA director and “father of the Ameri-
can Space Program”

“The theories of evolution, with
which our studious youth have been
deceived, constitute actually a dogma
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that all the world continues to teach: but
each, in his specialty, the zoologist or the
botanist, ascertains that none of the
explanations furnished is adequate.”

“The theory of evolution isimpossible.
At base, in spite of appearances, no one
any longer believesinit. .. Evolutionis a
kind of dogma which the priests no
longer believe, but which they maintain
for their people.”

—Paul Lemoine (1878-1940), director
of the Paris Natural History Museum,
president of the Geological Society
of France and editor of Encyclopedie
Francaise

“To postulate that the development
and survival of the fittest is entirely a con-
sequence of chance mutations seems to
me a hypothesis based on no evidence
and irreconcilable with the facts. These
classical evolutionary theories are a gross
over-simplification of an immensely com-
plex and intricate mass of facts, and it
amazes me that they are swallowed so
uncritically and readily, and for such a
long time, by so many scientists without
a murmur of protest.”

—Sir Ernst Chain (1906-1979), co-
holder of the 1945 Nobel Prize for isolat-
ing and purifying penicillin, director of
Rome’s International Research Center for
Chemical Microbiology, professor of bio-
chemistry at Imperial College, University
of London



Ancient Near-Eastern Concepts of Creation

myth, no better than tales originating

in other cultures over the millennia?
Many people obviously think so. Notice
what Richard Dawkins, professor of
zoology at Oxford University and pro-
fessed atheist, has to say about the
biblical account:

“Nearly all peoples have developed
their own creation myth, and the Genesis
story is just the one that happened to
have been adopted by one particular
tribe of Middle Eastern herders. It has no
more special status than the belief of a
particular West African tribe that the
world was created from the excrement
of ants” (Richard Dawkins, The Blind
Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of
Evolution Reveals a Universe Without
Design, 1986, p. 316).

But is Professor Dawkins' assumption
true? Is the Genesis record a fairy tale
little different from those of other
ancient cultures?

Some 5,000 years ago, the Sumerians
of Mesopotamia left accounts of their
creation myths inscribed on cuneiform
tablets. The Sumerians conceived of the
earth as flat and the sky as a canopy of
clouds and stars. They believed earth
and sky were created by two gods: An,
the male sky god, and Ki, the female
earth god.

These two gave birth to a multitude of
other gods, each with a particular power
and responsibility over a part of the cre-
ation or physical phenomena (lightning,
trees, mountains, illness, etc.). They lived
in a kingly court in heaven, with An, the
supreme god, surrounded by four subor-
dinate creator gods. Below them were a
council of seven gods and, finally, the 50
remaining minor gods.

All physical occurrences could be
interpreted by the priests as the result of
the particular mood or whim of one of
these gods. They could be placated by
offerings and sacrifices. Although these
deities were considered immortal, their
supposed conduct was anything but
divine. They were depicted as often
fighting among themselves, full of petty
envies and lusts and subject to hunger
and even death.

A few centuries later the Babylonians
conquered the Sumerians and modified
these myths to exalt their own civilization.
Now it was the Babylonian god Marduk
who was in charge; he formed the heav-
ens and earth by killing a female god,

I s the Genesis account only an ancient

Tiamat. According to the Babylonian
creation account:

“The god Apsu and the goddess Tia-
mat made other gods. Later Apsu be-
came distressed with these gods and
tried to kill them, but instead he was
killed by the god Ea. Tiamat sought
revenge and tried to kill Ea, but instead
she was killed by Ea's son Marduk. Mar-
duk split her body in half, and from one
half he made the sky and from the other
half he made the earth. Then Marduk,

The Babyloni-
ans recorded
their version of
earth’s creation
on this ancient
clay tablet, now
preserved in
the British
Museum. It
records a cele-
bration ban-
quet to honor
Marduk’s selec-
tion as cham-
pion of the
gods after he
defeated the
goddess Tia-
mat, from
whose body he
made the sky
and earth.

with Ea's aid, made mankind from the
blood of another god, Kingu” (Life: How
Did It Get Here?, 1985, p. 35).

Does this kind of bizarre tale bear any
resemblance to the biblical account of
creation? Not at all. The first civilizations
of the Fertile Crescent had similar cre-
ation accounts, but the only one free of
outrageous myth and with a moral and
perfect God is the biblical version.

In contrast to the crude polytheistic
struggles found in such ancient myths,
the Genesis account is smooth, system-
atic, rational and—yes—scientific.

Notice astrophysicist Hugh Ross's reac-
tion on first reading the biblical account
of creation: “The [Bible's] distinctives
struck me immediately. It was simple,
direct, and specific. | was amazed with
the quantity of historical and scientific
references and with the detail in them.

“It took me a whole evening just to
investigate the first chapter. Instead of
another bizarre creation myth, here was
a journal-like record of the earth’s initial
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conditions—correctly described from
the standpoint of astrophysics and
geophysics—followed by a summary of
the sequence of changes through which
Earth came to be inhabited by living
things and ultimately by humans.

“The account was simple, elegant,
and scientifically accurate. From what |
understood to be the stated viewpoint
of an observer on Earth’s surface, both
the order and the description of cre-
ation events perfectly matched the
established record of nature. | was
amazed” (The Creator and the Cosmos,
1993, p. 15).

Consider an admission from The
Columbia History of the World: "Indeed,
our best current knowledge, lacking the
poetic magic of scripture, seems in a way
less believable than the account in the
Bible ..."” (John Garraty and Peter Gay,
editors, 1972, p. 3).

It is natural to conclude, as nations
gradually distanced themselves from
the true Creator God and sank into
immorality and polytheism, that their
understanding of the creation became
corrupted and eventually was used to
prop up their political, social, philosophical
and religious outlooks.

Vernon Blackmore and Andrew Page
write: “Today the difference between
Genesis and the Babylonian account is
evident. The first speaks of one God cre-
ating the world and mankind by his own
command; the other describes chaos and
war among many gods, after which one
god, Marduk, fashions humanity from
clay and blood. The spiritual depth and
dignity of Genesis far surpasses the poly-
theistic ideas of Babylon. Yet until the
complete story had been reconstructed,
incautious scholars talked of the Bible
account being a copy of that from Baby-
lonia. Certainly, they argued, Genesis
should be consigned to the category of
legend, and its writing was dated long
after Moses to the time Israel was held
captive in Babylon.

“Much of nineteenth-century liberal-
ism has now been shown as excessive.
The Old Testament is not a poor reflec-
tion of more ancient Babylonian or
Canaanite tales. There are more differ-
ences than similarities between the texts.
The opening chapters of Genesis stand
unique. Nevertheless, many scholars still
use the category of myth in relation to
some of the biblical material” (Evolution:
The Great Debate, 1989, p. 130).

Scott Ashley



for the existence of man and the crestion
gpart from the account of Genesis soon led
to agenerd distrust of the Bible. Thismas-
sve shift of thought has had far-reaching
consequences. “Darwinism,” says Dr.
Hayward, “ beginsto look more likeahuge
maze without an exit, where the world has
wandered aimlesdy for acentury and a
haf” (Hayward, p. 58).

Meanwhile the churches, having cen-
turiesearlier incorporated unscientific,
unbiblical Greek philosophica concepts
into their views, could not adequately
explain and defend aspects of their
teachings. They, too, were ultimately
Sidetracked by their mixing of pagan
philosophy with the Bible. Both science
and religion built their explanationson
wrong foundations.

Acceptance of evolution

Some of the reasonsfor the acceptance
of Darwin’'stheory involved conditions of
thetime. The 19th century wasan eraof
socid and religious unrest. Sciencewasrid-
ing acrest of popularity. Impressive discov-
eriesand inventions gppeared congantly.

Darwin himself had animpeccable rep-
utetion as adedicated naturalist, but the
length and tediousness of hisbook hid
many of the weaknesses of histheory (he
described hisown book as* onelong argu-
ment”). It wasin thisclimate that Darwin's
theory gained acceptance.

At the sametime, the Roman church
was being affected by its own cumulative
mistakes about science aswell asthe
critics ondaughts against itsteachings
and the Bible. The church itself began
to accept supposedly scientific explana
tions over divine ones. A biasagaingt the
supernatural owly creptin.

The momentum grew in the 20th cen-
tury until many Protestants and Catholics
accepted theigtic evolution. Thisisthe
belief that God occasionally intervenes
inalargely evolutionary processthrough
such gteps as creating thefirgt cell and then
permitting the whole process of evolution
to take place or by smply waiting for the
first man to appear from the gradua chain
of lifeand then providing him with asoul.

“Darwinian evolution to them,” saysDr.
Hayward, “is merely the method by which
God, keeping discreetly in the background,
created every living thing . . . The mgjority
of theigtic evolutionists have a somewhat
liberd view of the Bible, and often regard
the early chapters of Genesisasacollection
of Hebrew myths’ (Hayward, p. 8).

Theimplicationsfor the trustworthiness
of the Bible are enormous. Isit theinspired
and infalible Word of God, or are parts of
it merely well-intentioned myths? Are sec-
tionsof it smply inaccurate and unreli-
able?Were Jesus Christ and the apostles
wrong when they expressed their belief
that Adam and Eve werethefirst man
and woman, created directly by God?
(Matthew 19:4; 1 Corinthians 15:45).

Was Christ mistaken, and did He
midead others? s 2 Timothy 3:16 true,
that “al Scriptureisgiven by inspiration
of God, and is profitable for doctrine
[teaching] . . ."? Clearly, theimplications
for Chrigtian faith and teaching are pro-
found (see " The Testimony of the New
Testament,” p. 4).

Perhapsthe effects of histheory on Dar-
win'sown fath can illustrate the damage
it can dotoreligious convictions. Darwin
sarted asatheology student and astaunch
respecter of the Bible. But, ashe formulated
histheories, helogt faith in the Old Testa-
ment. Later he could no longer believein
the miracles of the New Testament.

A danger liesin following in Darwin's
footsteps. We should remember the old
saying: If you teach achild heisonly an
animd, don’t complain when he behaves
like one. Can wenot lay part of the blame
for rampant immordity and crime on soci-
ety’s prevalent values and beliefs—derived
to agreat extent from evolutionary theory?

Darwinism and morality

If thereisn't ajust God to judge the
actionsof men, isn'tit easier for manto
do as he pleases? Sir Julian Huxley admit-
ted why many quickly embraced evolu-
tion with such fervor: “| supposethe
reason we legped a The Origin of Soecies
was because the idea of God interfered
with our sexual mores’ (James Kennedy,
Why | Believe, 1999, p. 49).

Helater wrote, “ The sense of spiritual
relief which comes from rejecting the
ideaof God as a super-human being
isenormous’ (Essays of a Humanist,
1966, p. 223).

Could this perspective have something
to do with theimmorality rampant in
so many schoolsand universitieswhere
God is banned from the classroom and
evolutionary theory is accepted and
taught asfact?

Can the Genesis account be reconciled
with theideaof an ancient earth? What
about evolution? How strong isits case?
Let's carefully weigh the evidence.

The Greek
Concept of
Creation

he ancient Greeks had no short-
Tage of creation myths, with many

elements taken from the Baby-
lonian model. Two poets, Homer and
Hesiod, described the Greek religious
system, with its national gods in
charge, while living in a royal court full
of intrigues and lusts.

In his version Hesiod saw the origin
of the universe as deriving from the
chaos, the vastness, of space that pro-
duced the first goddess, Gaea (earth).
She created Uranus (heaven), who
became her husband, and they pro-
duced many lesser gods. The division
between heaven and earth occurred
when one of their sons, Cronus, in a fit
of jealousy attacked his father, Uranus.
Zeus, the one who became the chief
god, was born from the irate Cronus
and his wife, Rhea.

Sadly, the only surviving writings
about Christianity from the first cen-
turies after the apostles come mainly
from men steeped in Greek thought
and philosophy. These were Justin
Martyr (110-165), Clement (160-220),
Origen (185-254) and Augustine (354-
430), all former disciples of the thinking
of Plato and Aristotle. In this way Greek
philosophy entered the Roman church
and formed much of its theology.

“The problem with Gentile Chris-
tians,” notes church historian Samuele
Bacchiocchi, “was not only their lack of
familiarity with Scripture, but also their
excessive fascination with their Greek
philosophical speculations, which con-
ditioned their understanding of Biblical
truths. While Jewish Christians often
erred in the direction of legalism, Gen-
tile Christians often erred in the direc-
tion of philosophical speculations
which sundered Christianity from its his-
torical roots” (God's Festivals in Scrip-
ture and History, 1995, pp. 102-103).

In particular, Origen and Augustine
began to interpret much of the book of
Genesis as allegory. They viewed the
Genesis account as filled with symbolic
fictional figures representing truth,
human conduct or experience. Gradu-
ally, this allegorical method became
the norm in the Catholic understanding
of much of Genesis. These misconcep-
tions were to heavily influence church
authorities down through the years.

Science, the Bible and Wrong Assumptions 7



What Does the
Foss| Record Show?

thetheory of evolution be
proven?After dl, itiscdled the
theory of evolution in acknowl-
edgment that it isahypothesis
rather than a.confirmed scientific fact.

Where can wefind evidence supporting
evolution as an explanation for theteeming
variety of lifeon earth?

Since evolutionists claim that the transi-
tion from one speciesto anew onetakes
placeintiny, incremental changes over
millions of years, they acknowledge that
we cannot observe the process tek-
ing place today. Our lifespanssim-
ply aretoo short to directly observe
such achange. Instead, they say, we
haveto look at the past—the fossil
record that showsthe many life
formsthat have existed over earth’'s
history—to find transgitions from
one speciesto another.

Darwin’s greatest challenge

When Charles Darwin proposed
histheory in the mid-19th century, he
was confident that foss| discoveries
would provide clear and corvincing
evidencethat his conjectureswere
correct. Histheory predicted that
countlesstrangtiond forms must

smple marine organismsliving in ancient
sess, progressing through fishes, to
amphibians—living partly in the seaand
partly on land—and hence on to reptiles,
mammals, and eventually the primates,
including humans’ (Shattering the Myths
of Darwinism, 1997, p. 253).

However, even Darwin himself struggled
with thefact that thefossil record failed
to support hisconclusions. “. . . Why, if
species have descended from other species
by fine gradations, do we not everywhere

The fossil record contains many species, each perfectly
formed and well-suited to its environment. Paleontolo-
gists admit the finely graded transitional forms that
should exist if Darwinism were true cannot be found.

thought it only amatter of time beforefos-
silized missing linkswould be found tofill
in the many gaps. Hisanswer for thelack of
foss| evidenceto support histheory was
that scientistshadn’t looked long enough
and hadn't looked in the right places. Even-
tualy they would find the predicted fossi|
remainsthat would prove hisview. “The
explanation lies, | believe, in the extreme
imperfection of the geological record,” he
wrote (p. 261).

He was convinced thet later explo-
rations and discoverieswould fill
in the abundant gapswherethe
trangtiona speciesonwhich his
theory was based were missing.
But now, acentury and ahdf | ater,
after literally hundreds of thou-
sands of fossi| plantsand animals
have been discovered and cata-
loged and with few corners of the
globe unexplored, what doesthe
fossil record show?

What the record reveals

David Raupisafirmbeliever
in evolution and arespected pae-
ontologigt (scientist who studies
fossilg) at the Universty of
Chicago and the Fidld Museum.

have exigted, al gradually blending
amost imperceptibly from onetiny stepto
the next, as species progressively evolved
to higher, better-adapted forms.

Indeed thet would have to bethe case.
Wl in excessof amillion speciesaredive
today. For dl thoseto have evolved from
common ancestors, we should be ableto
find millionsif not hundreds of millions of
intermediate forms gradudly evolving into
other species.

It was not only fossils of trandtional
species between gpes and humansthat
would haveto be discovered to prove Dar-
win'stheory. The gaps were enormous.
Science writer Richard Milton notesthat
the missing links“included every part of
the animal kingdom: from whelksto
whales and from bacteriato bactrian
camels. Darwin and his successorsenvis
aged aprocess that would begin with

seinnumerabletrangtiond forms?. ..
Why dowe not find them imbedded in
countlessnumbersin the crugt of the
earth?’ (Origin of Species, 1958 Magter-
piecesof Science edition, pp. 136-137).

“. .. Thenumber of intermediiate vari-
eties, which haveformerly existed, [must] be
truly enormous,” hewrote. “Why thenisnot
every geologicd formation and every dra-
tum full of such intermediate links? Geology
assuredly doesnot reved any such findy
graduated organic chain; and this, perhaps,
isthemod obvious and serious objection
which can be urged againg the theory [of
evolution]” (Darwin, pp. 260-261).

Darwin acknowledged that the fossi|
record failed to support hisconclusions.

But, since hethought histheory obvioudy
wasthe correct explanation for earth’smany
and varied forms of life, heand others
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However, headmitsthat thefoss|
record has been misinterpreted if not out-
right mischaracterized. Hewrites. “A large
number of well-trained scientists outside of
evolutionary biology and paeontology have
unfortunately gotten theideathat thefossl
record isfar more Darwinianthanitis. This
probably comesfrom the overamplification
inevitablein secondary sources: low-leve
textbooks, semi-popular articles, and so on.
Also, thereis probably somewishful think-
ing involved. Inthe yearsafter Darwin, his
advocates hoped to find predictable pro-
gressions. In generd, these have not been
found—yet the optimism has died hard, and
some pure fantasy has crept into textbooks”
(Science, Vol. 213, p. 289, emphasis added).
Niles Eldredge, curator in the depart-
ment of invertebrates at the American
Museum of Natural History and adjunct
professor at the City University of New
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York, isanother vigorous supporter of evo-
[ution. But hefinds himself forced to admit
that the fossil record failsto support the
traditional evolutionary view.

“No wonder pa eontol ogists shied avay
from evolutionfor solong,” hewrites. “ It
seams never to happen. Assduous collect-
ing up diff facesyields zigzags, minor
oscillaions, and the very occasiond dight
accumulation of change—over millions of
years, a araetoo dow to realy account for
al the prodigious change thet has occurred
in evolutionary higtory.

“When we do seetheintroduction of
evolutionary novelty, it usually shows up
with a bang, and often with no firm evi-
dencethat the organismsdid not evolve
elsawherel Evolution cannot forever be
going on someplacedse. Yet that'show the
fossil record has struck many aforlorn pae-
ontologist looking to learn something about
evolution” (Reinventing Darwin: The Great
Debate at the High Table of Evolutionary
Theory, 1995, p. 95, emphasis added).

After animmenseworldwide search by
geologistisand paleontologigts, the“missing
links’ Darwin predicted would befound
to bolster histheory are ill missng.

Harvard University paleontologist
Stephen Jay Gould is perhapstoday’s best-
known popular writer on evolution. An
ardent evolutionigt, he collaborated with
Professor Eldredgein proposing dterna:
tivesto thetraditional view of Darwinism.
Like Eldredge, he recognizesthat the
fossil record fundamentaly conflictswith
Darwin'sideaof gradudism.

“Thehigtory of mogt fossil species” he
writes, “includestwo features particularly
incond stent with gradudism [gradua
evolution from one speciesto another]:

“[1] Sasis. Mot speciesexhibit no
directiona [evolutionary] changeduring
their tenure on earth. They appear inthe
fossl record looking pretty much the same
aswhen they disgppear; morphologica
[anatomicd or structurd] changeisusudly
limited and directionless.

“I2] Sudden appearance. Inany locd
areq, agpeciesdoesnot arisegradually by
the seedy transformation of itsancestors:
it appearsall at onceand ‘fully formed™
(Gould, “Evolution's Erretic Pace” Natural
Higtory, May 1977, pp. 13-14).

Fossils missing in crucial places

Francis Hitching, member of the Royd
Archaeologica Indtitute, the Prehigtoric
Society and the Society for Physicd
Research, dso seesproblemsinusing the

fossil record to support Darwiniam.

“There are about 250,000 different
peciesof foss| plantsand animasin the
world’'smuseums,” hewrites. “Thiscom-
pareswith about 1.5 million speciesknown
to bedive on Earth today. Given theknown
rates of evolutionary turnover, it hasbeen
estimated thet at least 100 timesmorefossl
specieshave lived than have been discov-
ered . .. But thecuriousthing isthet thereis
acondgtency about thefossil gaps. thefos-
dlsgomissinginall theimportant places.

“When you look for links between mgjor
groups of animals, they smply aren't there;
at leadt, not in enough numbersto put their
Satusbeyond doubt. Either they don't exist
at all, or they aresorare that endlessargu-
ment goes on about whether aparticular
fosdglis orisn't, or might be, trangitiona
between this group and thet.

“. .. There ought to be cabinetsfull of
intermedi ates—indeed, one would expect
thefossisto blend so gently into one
another that it would be difficult to tell
wherethe invertebrates ended and the
vertebrates began. But thisisn't the case.
Instead, groups of well-defined, easily
classfigblefish jump into the fossi| record
seemingly from nowhere: mysterioudly,
suddenly, full-formed, and inamost un-
Darwinian way. And beforethem are
maddening, illogical gapswherether
ancestorsshould be” (The Neck of the
Giraffe: Darwin, Evolution and the New
Biology, 1982, pp. 9-10, emphasis added).

Acknowledging thet thefossil record
contradicts rather than supports Darwinism,
professors Eldredge and Gould have pro-
posad aradicaly different theory they call
“punctuated equilibrium”: that bursts of
evolution occurred in smal, isolated popu-
lationsthat then became dominant and
showed no change over millionsand mil-
lionsof years. This, they say, istheonly
way to explainthelack of evidencefor
evolution in thefoss| record.

AsNewswesk explains: “1n 1972 Gould
and Niles Eldredge collaborated on a paper
intended at thetime merely to resolve apro-
fessond embarrassment for paleontolo-
gigs their inability to find the fossls of
trangtional forms between species, the so-
cdled ‘missng links’ Darwin, and mogt of
those who followed him, believed thet the
work of evolution wasdow, gradud and
continuous and that acomplete lineage of
ancestors, shading imperceptibly oneinto
the next, could in theory be recongtructed
fordl living animals. . . But a century of
digging sincethen hasonly madether

absencemoreglaring . . . It wasEldredge
and Gould'snotion to cdl off the seerch and
accept the evidence of thefossil record on
itsownterms’ (“Enigmasof Evolution,”
March 29, 1982, p. 39, emphasis added).
As some observerspoint out, thisisan
inherently unprovable theory for which the
primary evidenceto support it islack of
evidenceinthefossl record to support
trangtional forms between species.

Fossil record no longer incomplete

Thefoss| record has been thoroughly
explored and documented. Darwin'sexcuse
of “extremeimperfection of the geologica
record” isno longer credible.

How completeisthefossil record?
Michael Dentonisamedica doctor and
biological researcher. Hewritesthat “when
estimates are made of the percentage of
[now-] living formsfound asfossils, the
percentage turns out to be surprisingly high,
suggesting that thefossil record may not be
ashbad asisoften maintained” (Evolution:
ATheoryin Crigs, 1985, p. 189).

Heexplainsthat “ of the 329 living fami-
liesof terredtria vertebrates[mammdls,
birds, reptiles and amphibians] 261 or 79.1
percent have been found asfosslsand,
when birds (which are poorly fossilized)
are excluded, the percentagerisesto 87.8
percent” (Denton, p. 189).

In other words, almost 88 percent of
the varieties of mammals, reptilesand
amphibians populating earth have been
found in the fossil record. How many tran-
sitional forms, then, have been found?

“. .. Although each of these classes[fishes,
amphibians, reptiles, mammasand pri-
mates] iswell represented in thefossi
record, as of yet no one hasdiscovered a
fossil creaturethat isindisputably transi-
tional between one species and another
species. Not a single undisputed ‘missing
link' has been found in al the exposed
rocks of the Earth’s crust despite the most
careful and extensive searches’ (Milton,
pp. 253-254, emphasis added).

If Darwin'stheory weretrue, trangitiona
cregtures such asinvertebrateswith partialy
developed backbones, fish with rudimen-
tary legs, reptileswith primitivewingsand
innumerable crestureswith semievolved
anatomical featuresshould betherule,
scattered throughout thefossil strata. But
they are nonexistent.

What about fossil proofs?

At timesvariousfossi| specieshave been
presented asfirm proof of evolution at
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work. Perhapsthe most famousisthe sup-
posad evolution of the horse as presented in
many biology textbooks. But isit whet itis
clamedto be?

Noticewhat Professor Eldredge hasto
say about thisclassic“ proof” of evolution:
“George Gaylord Simpson spent aconsd-
erable segment of hiscareer on horse
evolution. Hisoveral condusion: Horse
evolution was by no meansthesmple, lin-
ear and Sraightforward affair it was made
outtobe. .. Horseevolution did not pro-
ceed in onesingle series, from sep A to
sep B and soforth, culminating in modern,

sngle-toed large horses. Horse evolution, to

10

Simpson, seemed much more bushy, with
lots of gpeciesdived any onetime—
peciesthat differed quite abit from one
another, and which had variable numbers
of toes, sze of teeth, and so forth.

“In other words, it iseasy, and al too
tempting, to survey thefossil history of a
group and select examplesthat seem best
to exemplify linear change through time
... But picking out just those species that
exemplify intermediate stagesaong a
trend, whileignoring all other speciesthat
don't seemtofitin aswell, is something
elseagain. Thepictureisdistorted. The
actud evolutionary patternisn’t fully

represented” (Niles Eldredge, The Great
Debate, p. 131).

Eldredgein effect admitsthet paleon-
tologigts picked and chosewhich species
they thought fit best with their theory and
ignored the rest. George Gaylord Simpson
himsdf was more blunt: “The uniform con-
tinuoustransformation of Hyracotherium
[afossi| speciesthought to be the ancestor
of the horsg] into Equus|the modern horsg],
20 dear to the hearts of generations of text-
book writers, never happened in nature’
(Life of the Pagt, 1953, p. 119).

Professor Raup eaboratesonthe
problem paeontologistsfacein trying

The Case Against Evolution

discussed some of the mounds of evi-

dence against the theory of evolution.
Many excellent books have been pub-
lished in recent years detailing scientific
findings and conclusions that com-
pellingly demonstrate the impossibility
of evolution as an explanation for the
existence of life on earth. It is helpful to
remember that evolution cannot offer
an explanation for the origin of our mag-
nificent universe; evolution seeks to
explain only how life might have begun
in a universe that already existed.

If you would like to dig more deeply
into the case against evolution, we rec-
ommend the following books, many
written by people with backgrounds in
the physical sciences:

e Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical
Challenge to Evolution, Michael Behe,
associate professor of biochemistry,
Lehigh University, Pennsylvania, 1996.
Demonstrates that the minute building
blocks of life—cells and their myriad
components—are far too complex for
their codependent parts and processes
to have evolved without an outside,
intelligent design at work.

o Mere Creation: Science, Faith &
Intelligent Design, edited by William
Dembski, 1998. A collection of academic
writings from the fields of physics, astro-
physics, biology, anthropology, biology,
mechanical engineering and mathemat-
ics that challenge Darwinism and offer
evidence supporting intelligent design in
the universe.

* Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, Michael
Denton, senior research fellow, Univer-
sity of Otago, New Zealand, 1996. Exam-
ines features of the natural world that

I n this publication we have only briefly

mutation and natural selection cannot
explain and shows the impossibility of
transitional forms required for Darwinist
evolution to have taken place.

* Creation and Evolution: Rethinking
the Evidence From Science and the
Bible, Alan Hayward, 1985. Written by a
British physicist, an insightful book on
the pros and cons of the evolution-vs.-
science controversy.

¢ The Neck of the Giraffe: Where Dar-
win Went Wrong, Francis Hitching, 1982.
Points out many of the problems in the
traditional view of evolution.

e Darwin on Trial, Phillip Johnson, pro-
fessor of law, University of California,
Berkeley, 1993. Examines scientific detail
that argues convincingly against the
theory of evolution.

e Reason in the Balance: The Case
Against Naturalism in Science, Law &
Education, Phillip Johnson, 1995. Dis-
cusses the cultural implications of belief
in evolution; that is, that the philosophy
behind Darwinian evolution has become
in effect the dominant established
religion in many societies.

e Defeating Darwinism by Opening
Minds, Phillip Johnson, 1997. Written
specifically for older students and their
parents and teachers to prepare them for
the antireligion bias inherent in most
advanced education.

e Objections Sustained: Subversive
Essays on Evolution, Law & Culture,
Phillip Johnson, 1998. Compilation of
essays ranging from evolution and
culture to law and religion.

* Bones of Contention: A Creationist
Assessment of the Human Fossils, Marvin
Lubenow, 1992. Documents the serious
problems with the supposed links
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between man and apes.

e What Is Creation Science?, Henry
Morris and Gary Parker, 1987. Two cre-
ation scientists provide a critical examina-
tion of the major arguments used to
support evolution.

* Shattering the Myths of Darwinism,
Richard Milton, 1997. Mr. Milton, a sci-
ence journalist and noncreationist,
reveals the circular reasoning Darwinists
must rely on for their arguments while
discussing data widely acknowledged in
scientific circles.

e Tornado in a Junkyard: The Relent-
less Myth of Darwinism, James Perloff,
1999. A self-professed former atheist
offers an easy-to-read view of evidence
contradicting Darwinism, including
many quotations from evolutionists and
creationists. (The title is taken from a
British astronomer’s assessment that the
likelihood of higher life forms emerging
through random mutation is compara-
ble to saying a tornado sweeping
through a junkyard could build a Boeing
747 airliner.)

¢ Not by Chance: Shattering the Mod-
ern Theory of Evolution, Lee Spetner,
Ph.D., Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, 1998. Dr. Spetner shows that one
of the fundamental premises of neo-
Darwinism—that random mutation cre-
ated the kinds of variations that allowed
macroevolution to take place—is fatally
flawed and could never have happened
as Darwinists claim.

Although the publishers of this book-
let do not agree with every conclusion
presented in these books, we think they
present a persuasive and compelling
case that the theory of evolution is
fundamentally and fatally flawed.



to demongtrate evolution from the fossl
record: “. . . Wearenow about 120 years
after Darwin, and knowledge of the foss|
record has been grestly expanded. We now
have aquarter of amillion foss| species but
the situation hasn't changed much. The
record of evolutionistill surprisingly jerky
and, ironically, we have even fewer exam+
ples of evolutionary transition than we had
in Darwin'stime.

“By this| mean that someof theclassic
cases of Darwinian changein thefossl
record, such asthe evolution of the horsein
North America, have had to be discarded
or modified asaresult of more detailed
information—wheat appeared to beanice

smpleprogresson when relatively fev i

datawere available now appearsto be
much more complex and much less
gradualigtic [evolutionary]” (“Conflicts
Between Darwin and Paeontology,”
Field Museumof Natural History
Bulletin 50, January 1979, pp. 22-25,
emphasis added).

Paleontology’s well-kept secret

What doesdl thismean?In plainlan-
guage, if evolution meansthe gradua
change of onekind of organism into
another kind, the outstanding characteristic
of thefossil record isthe absence of evi-
dence for evol ution—and abundant evi-
denceto the contrary. The only logica
placeto find proof for evolutionary theory
isinthefoss| record. But, rather than
showing dow, gradua change over eons,
with new species continually emerging, the
fossi|s show the opposite.

Professor Eldredge touched on the mag-
nitude of the problem when he admitted
that Darwin “essentidly invented anew
field of scientific inquiry—what isnow
cdled ‘taphonomy’ —to explain why the
fossil record isso deficient, so full of gaps,
that the predicted patterns of gradua change
simply do not emerge’ (Eldredge, pp. 95
96, emphasis added).

Professor Gould similarly admitsthat
the " extremerarity” of evidencefor evolu-
tionin thefossl record is*the trade secret
of paleontology.” He goeson to acknowl-
edgethat “the evolutionary treesthat adorn
our textbooks have dataonly at thetips
and nodes of their branches; therest is
inference, however reasonable, not the
evidence of fossils’ (“Evolution’'s Erratic
Pace” Natural History, May 1977, p. 14,
emphasis added).

But do paleontologists share thistrade
secret with others? Hardly. “ Reading
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popular or even textbook introductionsto
evolution, . . . youmight hardly guessthat
they [foss| gapg] exist, so glibly and confi-
dently do most authors dide through them.
In the absence of fossi| evidence, they write
what have been termed ‘just S0’ stories.
A suitable mutation just happened to take
place at the crucid moment, and hey
presto, anew stage of evolution was
reached” (Hitching, pp. 12-13).

Regarding this misrepresentation
of the evidence, Phillip John-
sonwrites:

Even
earliest forms
of life found in the fossil
record, such as these trilobites, are extraor-
dinarily complex, far from the primitive
forms predicted by Darwinism.

“Just about everyonewho took acollege
biology course during the last sixty years
or so hasbeen led to believe that the fossi
record wasabulwark of support for the
classic Darwinianthess, not alighility thet
hadto beexplained away . . .

“Thefossil record shows aconsistent
pattern of sudden appearance followed by
adass, that life'shistory ismore astory
of variation around a set of basic designs
than one of accumulating improvement,
that extinction has been predominantly
by catastrophe rather than gradua obsoles-
cence, and that orthodox interpretations
of thefossil record often owe moreto
Darwinist preconception than to the evi-
denceitsdf. Paleontologists seem to have
thought it their duty to protect the rest of
usfrom the erroneous conclusonswe
might have drawn if we had known the
actual state of the evidence” (Darwin
on Trial, 1993, pp. 58-59).

The secret evolutionists don't want
revealed isthat, even by their own inter-
pretations, thefossil record shows fully
formed species appearing for atimeand
then disappearing with no change. Other

Species gopeared at other times before they,
too, disgppeared with little or no change.
Thefoss| record Smply does not support
the central thesisof Darwinism, that
peciesdowly and gradudly evolved from
oneform to another.

Fact or interesting speculation?

Professor Johnson notesthat “Darwinists
congder evolutionto beafact, not just a
theory, becauseit providesasisfying
explanaion for the pattern of relaionship

& -‘\:-‘ L . . .
P el ?‘ linking dl living crestures—apattern so

identified intheir mindswith whet they
congder to be the necessary cause of
the pattern—descent with modifica-
tion—that, to them, biological relation-

& ship meansevolutionary relationship”

(Johnson, p. 63, emphasisin origind).

The deceptive, smoke-and-mirror
languege of evolution revolveslargely
around the classification of living
gpecies. Dawinigs attempt to explain nat-
urd relationshipsthey observein theanimal
and plant world by categorizing animd and
plant lifeaccording to physical Smilarities.

It could be said that Darwin'stheory is
nothing more than educated observance
of the obvious; that i, the conclusion that
most animals gppear to beredlated to one
another because most animalshave one
or more characteristicsin common.

For ingtance, you might have a superfi-
cid classfication of whaes, penguinsand
sharksin agroup classified asaquetic ani-
mals. You might also have birds, batsand
bees grouped asflying crestures. Theseare
not thefina classficationsbecausethereare
many other obvious differences. The Dar-
winist gpproach, however, isto usethe obvi-
ousgenerd smilaritiesto show, not that
animadswerealikein many ways, but that
they wererdated to each other by descent
from common ancestors.

Professor Johnson expressesit thisway:
“Darwin proposed anaurdigtic explana
tion for the essentidist features of theliving
world that was so gunning initslogica
gpped that it conquered the scientific world
even while doubts remained about some
important parts of histheory. Hetheorized
that the discontinuous groups of the living
world were the descendants of long-extinct
common ancestors. Relatively closdly
related groups (likereptiles, birds, and
mammals) shared arelatively recent com-
mon ancestor; dl vertebrates shared amore
ancient common ancestor; and al animals
shared atill more ancient common ances-
tor. He then proposed that the ancestors
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science textbooks and museums sup-

posedly shows which life forms existed
at any particular time in the history of our
planet. Trilobites, for example, are thought
to have lived during the Cambrian period
and later became extinct. Dinosaurs walked
the earth during what are called the Juras-
sic and Triassic periods and likewise later
became extinct.

According to traditional scientific think-
ing, such creatures should not be found on
earth today because the geologic column
shows they fell victim to extinction manv
millions of years ago. H
coveries of “living fossi
on this long-accepted ir
fossil record.

The geologic column depicted in many

An astounding catch

Perhaps the most
stunning—and
famous—of these
living fossils is the
coelacanth. Fossils of -
unusual fish first appea
Devonian period, with ¢
350 million years.

For years paleontol:
coelacanth became extirct avout
70 million years ago, since they
found no fossil remains of the fish
in deposits formed later than the
Cretaceous period.

Out-of-Place Fossils

that some paleontologists had hoped was
a vital missing link in the supposed evolu-
tionary chain, hasn't led many to question
their assumptions regarding the supposed
evolutionary timetable.

If coelacanths were the only creatures
found alive that were supposed to have
been long extinct, then we might accept
their discovery as an oddity that proved lit-
tle or nothing. But the list of such living fos-
sils has grown considerably in recent years.

A tree from the age of the dinosaurs

One ciich livina foccil i< a nine tree that

The coelacanth is one of science’s most startling discoveries.
So ancient that it was considered a candidate for the first
fish that supposedly crawled onto land, it was long consid-
ered extinct until found in a fisherman’s net in 1938.

director, hailed the find as one of Aus-
tralia's most outstanding discoveries of the
century, comparable to the living fossil
finds of the dawn redwood tree in China in
1944 and the coelacanth fish off Madagas-
carin 1938. .. The closest relatives of the
Wollemi Pines died out in the Jurassic
Period, 190 million to 135 million years
ago, and the Cretaceous Period, 140 mil-
lion to 65 million years ago” (Salt Lake City
Tribune, Dec. 15, 1994, p. A10).

Living fossils from long-dead worlds

Followina i< infarmation gbout a few of
ther have not
rere supposed

d similar to the
ilian discovery
k place a half
:entury earlier

when the

dawn red-
wood (species
etasequoia
tostroboides)
nain 1941. The
inica says of this
isils in Miocene
\¢2.7 W 2.0 nmnon years ago)
deposits, it was assumed to have
become extinct until it was dis-
covered growing in Szechwan
province in China. Its distribution

At least they thought that was
the case until December 1938, when a fish-
ing trawler captured a living coelacanth off
the eastern coast of South Africa. Scientists
were stunned. After all, the discovery was
akin to finding a living dinosaur in a remote
patch of jungle!

Since that first shocking discovery, fish-
ermen and scientists have taken more
specimens, all near the Comoro Islands. Re-
searchers were dismayed to find that the
inhabitants of the islands had used coela-
canths as food for years, drying and salting
the rare fish's meat.

The discovery of living coelacanths
proved to be a profound embarrassment
for those trying to use evolution to inter-
pret the geologic record. It was especially
embarrassing for those who, based on fos-
silized specimens, had earlier proposed the
coelacanth as a prime candidate for the
kind of fish that would have first crawled
out of the oceans to dwell on land. Yet the
discovery of a fish that was supposed to
have been extinct for millions of years, one

according to the traditional interpretation
of the geologic column, was supposed to
have been extinct for more than 100 mil-
lion years. But that changed with a remark-
able 1994 discovery: “David Noble was out
on a holiday hike when he stepped off the
beaten path and into the prehistoric age.
Venturing into an isolated grove in a rain-
forest preserve 125 miles from Sydney, the
Parks and Wildlife Service officer suddenly
found himself in a real-life ‘Jurassic Park’'—
standing amid trees thought to have dis-
appeared 150 million years ago . . . ‘The
discovery is the equivalent of finding a
small dinosaur still alive on Earth,’ said Car-
rick Chambers, director of the Royal
Botanic Gardens. . .

“The biggest tree towers 180 feet with
a 10-foot girth, indicating that it is at least
150 years old. The trees are covered in
dense, waxy foliage and have a knobby
bark that makes them look like they are
coated with bubbly chocolate . . . Barbara
Briggs, the botanic gardens' scientific
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in the late Mesozoic and Tertiary
(66.4 to 1.6 million years ago) was through-
out the Northern Hemisphere” (Internet
version, 2000, “Gymnosperm"”).

Another living fossil is the tuatara, a
lizardlike animal found only on several
islands off the coast of New Zealand.
According to Encyclopaedia Britannica,
this strange creature “has two pairs of
well-developed limbs and a scaly crest
down the neck and back. Unlike lizards, it
has a third eyelid, the nictitating mem-
brane, which closes horizontally, and a
pineal eye, an organ of doubtful function
between the two normal eyes. The tua-
tara also has a bony arch, low on the skull
behind the eyes, that is formed by the
presence of two large openings . . . in the
region of the temple.

“It is this bony arch, which is not found
in lizards, that has been cited as evidence
that tuataras are survivors of the other-
wise extinct order Rhynchocephalia and
are not lizards. And indeed, tuataras dif-
fer little from the closely related form

Photos: Oxford Scientific Films (left), © 2000 PhotoDisc, Inc. (2)



Homeosaurus, which lived 150 million
years ago during the Jurassic Period”
(Internet version, “Tuatara”).

The Encyclopaedia Britannica adds that
the tuatara is “a reptile that has shown
little morphological evolution for nearly
200,000,000 years since the early Mesozoic"
("Evolution”).

Another example is @ marine mollusk
that goes by the scientific name Monopla-
cophoran. "In 1952 several live monopla-
cophorans were dredged from a depth of
3,570 m (about 11,700 feet) off the coast of
Costa Rica. Until then it was thought that
they had become extinct 400,000,000 years
ago” (Britannica, "Monoplacophoran”).

By no means are these the only examples
of living fossils. These are simply examples
of animals and plants that, based on where
they were found in the fossil record, scien-
tists had assumed had died out millions of
years ago. Other creatures, such as the nau-
tilus, brachiopod, horseshoe crab and even
the ubiquitous cockroach, are virtually
unchanged from fossils paleontologists
date to hundreds of millions of years ago.

Troubling questions for evolutionists

These discoveries show that evolution-
ists cannot adequately explain the fossil
record through evolutionary theory. Crucial
facts are missing from the interpretations
given to the general public.

Such discoveries bring up an important
question. According to the traditional evo-
lutionary interpretation of the fossil record,
man appears late (“late” is defined as in the
upper strata of the geologic column) while
trilobites and dinosaurs, appearing lower in
the geologic column, died out many mil-
lions of years ago. Yet the coelacanth—
obviously still alive and well—appears
nowhere in the fossil record for the last 70
million years.

What does this tell us about the fossil
record? Obviously that record is not as
clear-cut as we have been led to believe.
When it comes to human remains, and
those of creatures evolutionists claim as
distant ancestors of modern man, things
get especially murky.

Fossil “men” have been discovered in
strata in which nothing close to human is
supposed to have existed. Other species
thought to have been long-ago ancestors
of the human race have been dated to
quite recent years, much to the perplexity
of scientists.

For example, remains of Homo erectus—
supposedly an evolutionary ancestor of
modern man that lived 1.6 to .4 million
years ago—have been found in Australia

that have been dated to only a few hun-
dred to a few thousand years ago. Al-
though according to the evolutionary
timetable the species is said to have died out
several hundred thousand years ago, the
remains of at least 62 individuals have been
dated as less than 12,000 years old (Marvin
Lubenow, Bones of Contention, 1992, pp.
131-132, 153, 180).

Meanwhile, remains of anatomically
modern humans have been dated to strata
both well before and alongside fossil
remains of creatures that were supposed
evolutionary ancestors of modern humans
(Lubenow, pp. 56-58, 139-140, 170-171).

Not surprisingly, these discoveries are
rarely reported. Of course, such fossils are
hotly disputed and for the most part dis-
missed by evolutionists. Nonetheless these
unexpected finds show that the fossil
record, far from supporting the traditional
view of Darwinist evolution, in fact exposes
many inconsistencies and contradictions
within that view.

A . ﬂ . s
If evolution were true, why do
we see so many species in the
fossil record that remain
unchanged for millions of years
and are virtually unchanged
from species we see alive today?

Although evolutionists are loath to
admit it, the dating methods used to sup-
port their evolutionary construct spanning
millions of years are themselves open to
question. To illustrate the gravity of the
problem, “in 1984 Science reported that the
shells of living snails in artesian springs in
Nevada were carbon-dated as 27,000 years
old” (James Perloff, Tornado in a Junkyard,
1999, p. 141).

Other dating methods have their prob-
lems too. Using the potassium-argon
method, Hawaiian lava from an eruption
two centuries ago was dated from 160 mil-
lion to three billion years old. In New
Zealand, lava dated 465,000 years old by
one method contained wood dated at less
than 1,000 years by another method (Mil-
ton, pp. 47-48). James Perloff notes that the
lava dome of Mount St. Helens, which

erupted in 1980, “has been radiometrically
dated at 2.8 million years” (Perloff, p. 146).

Science or wishful thinking?

Sir Solly Zuckerman, an anatomist at
England’s University of Birmingham, said
about the scientific study of man’s supposed
fossil evolutionary history:

“... No scientist could logically dispute
the proposition that man, without having
been involved in any act of divine creation,
evolved from some ape-like creature in a
very short space of time—speaking in geo-
logical terms—without leaving any fossil
traces of the steps of the transformation. As
| have already implied, students of fossil pri-
mates have not been distinguished for cau-
tion when working within the logical
constraints of their subject. The record is so
astonishing that it is legitimate to ask
whether much science is yet to be found in
this field at all. The story of the Piltdown
Man hoax provides a pretty good answer”
(Beyond the Ivory Tower: The Frontiers of
Public and Private Science, 1970, p. 64,
emphasis added).

The hoax to which he referred—
involving parts of a human skull and an
orangutan jaw chemically treated by a
forger to give the appearance of great
age—went undetected for 44 years fromiits
1912 discovery until 1956. During that time

many of the world's
greatest anthropolo-
gists accepted the fake
fossil as a genuine
human ancestor.

“The remains were
acclaimed by anthro-

- pologists to be about
500,000 years old . . . Over 500 doctoral dis-
sertations were performed on Piltdown
Man . . . [but] further critical investigation
revealed that the jawbone actually
belonged to an ape that had died only fifty
years previously. The teeth were filed down,
and both teeth and bones were discolored
with bichromate of potash to conceal their
true identity. And so, Piltdown Man was
built on a deception which completely
fooled all the ‘experts’ who promoted him
with the utmost confidence” (Huse, p. 137).

In spite of much wishful thinking on the
part of evolutionists, the fossil record does
not and cannot be made to agree with Dar-
winism. The question is, How does the fossil
record agree with the accounts found in the
Bible? This question, too, demands an
answer. To see which is best supported by
the fossil record—creation or evolution—
see the chart “What Does the Fossil Record
Show?" on page 14.
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What Does the Fossil Record Show?

raditional evolutionary theory
Tpredicts a fossil record that would
contain:

¢ Simple life forms gradually appear-
ing with similar predecessors.

¢ Simple life forms gradually chang-
ing over time into more-complex forms.

e Countless transitional links between
kinds of creatures.

e Beginnings of and partially com-
pleted features such as new limbs, bones
and organs.

must have been linked to their descendants
by long chains of trangitiond intermedi-
ates, dso extinct” (Johnson, p. 64).

Evolutionists exercise selective percep-
tion when looking &t the evidence—rather
like deciding whether to view hdf aglass
of water ashaf empty or haf full. They
chooseto dwell on smilaritiesrather than
differences. By doing so they lead you awvay
from thetruth of the matter: that Smilarities
are evidence of acommon Designer behind
the structure and function of thelifeforms.
Each species of anima was crested and
designed to exist and thrivein aparticular
way. Darwin and the subsequent propo-
nents of the evolutionary view of life
focused on amilaritieswithin the major
classficationsof animalsand drew the
assumption that those smilarities prove
that al animasarerelated to one another
through common ancestors.

However, therearemgjor differencesin
thelifeformson earth. If, asevolution sup-
posss, dl lifeformshad common ancestors
and chains of intermediateslinking those
ancegtors, thefoss| record should overflow
with many such intermediate forms
between species. But, aswe have seen
earlier, paeontologists themsalves admit
it showsno such thing.

Simple life forms?

Sincethefoss| record does not support
thetraditiona evolutionary view, what does
it show?

We have dready seen how severd well-
known pa eontologists admit that thefossil
record showsthe sudden appearance of life
forms. As Stephen Jay Gould putsit: “In any
local areq, aspeciesdoesnot arise gradudly
by the steady transformation of itsancestors:
it gppearsdl at onceand ‘fully formed™”
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The biblical account of creation pre-
dicts a fossil record that would contain:

 Complex life forms suddenly appear-
ing with no evolutionary predecessors.

e Complex life forms multiplying
“after their kinds” (Genesis 6:20), but
with limited variety within those kinds.

e No transitional links between kinds
of creatures.

e No partial features such as new
limbs, bones and organs; all parts are
complete and fully functional.

(Gould, “Evolution's Erratic Pace]” Natural
Higtory, May 1977, pp. 13-14).

When we sweep away the evolutionary
biasinherent in most views, thefoss|
record does not show agradua ascent
from ssimpleto complex. Some of the earli-
est fossIsfound are bacteria What isinter-
esting about bacteriaisthat they are not
smpleorganismsat al.

Inredity thereareno smplelifeforms.
Modern technology has shown that evena
snglecdl isextraordinarily complex.

Micheel Beheisassociate professor of
biochemistry at Pennsylvania'sLehigh
University. Noting scientists' changing per-
ceptions of the most elementary forms of
life, he writes: “We humanstend to have a
rather exalted opinion of oursalves, and that
attitude can color our perception of the bio-
logica world. In particular, our attitude
about what is higher and lower in biology,
what is an advanced organism and what isa
primitive organism, startswith the pre-
sumption that the pinnacle of natureisour-
sves. . . Nonetheless, other organisms, if
they could talk, could argue strongly for
their own superiority. Thisincludes bacte-
ria, which we often think of asthe rudest
formsof life’ (Darwin's Black Box, 1996,
pp. 69-70).

When Darwinwrote Origin of Species
amost acentury and ahdf ago, scientists
did not know nearly as much about the cell
(and single-celled organisms) aswe do
today. Darwin thought that Sngle-celled
organismswere quite primitive. Infact, at
that time many gill thought that life could
arise naturdly from nonliving matter—for
example, that decaying meet spontaneoudy
produced flies.

Years passad before French scientist
LouisPasteur convincingly demondirated,
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After years of study and research,
what does the fossil record show?

» Complex life forms suddenly appear-
ing with no evolutionary predecessors.

e Complex life forms multiplying
"after their kinds,” but with limited
variety within each species.

* No transitional links between kinds
of creatures.

e No partial features such as new
limbs, bones and organs; all parts are
complete and fully functional.

through a series of meticul ous experiments,
theimpossibility of the notion. Yet even
Pesteur hed quite a battle with scientists of
hisday convincing them thet life cameonly
from preexidting lifeforms.

So Darwin'sidea—thet sngle-celled
meant S mple—was not questioned & the
time. Later discoveries have shown that
eventhe single-celled organismsfound
early inthefoss| record arefar more
complex than Darwin and others could
haveimagined.

An explosion of life forms

Pdeontologistswidely consder the
Cambrian period, one of the oldest in their
view, to bethe earliest in which extensive
lifeformsare preserved. Since only the
remainsof marinelifearefound in Cam-
brian drata, paleontologistsinterpret these
depositsas dating to atime beforeland
animalshad evolved.

The Encarta Encyclopedia saysof this
time: “By the beginning of the Paleozoic
Era, the steadily increasing oxygen content
of theatmosphere and oceans. . . had made
it possiblefor the marine environment to
support new formsof lifethat could derive
energy from respiration. Although life had
not yet inveded dry land or theair, the sees
of the Cambrian Period teemed with agrest
variety of marineinvertebrates, including
sponges, worms, bryozoans (‘ mossani-
mas'), hydrozoans, brachiopods, mollusks
(among them the gastropods and species
ancedrd to the nautilus), primitive arthro-
pods such asthetrilobite, and afew species
of stalked echinoderms.

“Theonly plant lifeof thetime conssted
of marine algee. Because many of these
new organismswererdetively large, com:
plex marineinvertebrateswith hard shells



and skdetonsof chitinor lime, they had a
far better chance of foss| preservation than
the soft-bodied cretures of the previous
Precambrian Era’ (1997, “ Cambrian
Period,” emphasis added).

Notice that complex marineinverte-
bratesarefound in fossi| depositsfrom the
Cambrian period. Many don't redizeit, but
even paleontol ogists acknowledgethet life
doesnot start with only afew simple crea:
tures. At the lowest levels of the geologic
drata, thefossil record consists of complex
cregtures such astrilobites.

Time magazinesaid in along cover sory
describing fosslized cresturesfoundin
Cambrian srata “Inaburst of cregtivity
like nothing before or since, nature appears
to have sketched out the blueprintsfor
virtualy thewhole of the animal kingdom.
Thisexploson of biologica diversity is
described by scientistsasbiology’s Big
Bang” (MadeleineNash, “When Life
Exploded,” Dec. 4, 1995, p. 63).

Contrary to the assumptions of early evo-
[utionigts, life does not start with only afew
rudimentary species. Eventhosewho hold
tothetraditiona interpretation of thefoss
record admit that it beginswith many life
formssmilar to thosewefind today. At the
sametime, they cannot explain such avest
“explogon” of lifeformsin such ashort
amount of geologic time, which evolution-

ary theory predictswould tekefar longer.

Unanswered questions

Supportersof evolution have had to back
down from the dlaimsof Darwin and others.
“Over the decades, evolutionary theorists
beginning with Charles Darwin havetried to
arguethat the gppearance of multicdled ani-
masduring the Cambrian merely seemed
sudden, and in fact had been preceded by
alengthy period of evolution for which
the geologica record was missng. But this
explanation, whileit patched over aholein
an otherwise magterly theory, now seems
increasingly unsatisfactory” (Time, p. 68).

Again, thefacts etched in sonedo not
meatch the assumptionsand predictions
of evolutionary thought. Even if we accept
theevolutionigts' interpretation of thefoss
record, we seelife beginning at the lowest
levelswith complex creatures, with elabo-
rate organs and other features—but with no
known ancestors. Life doesnot art aspre-
dicted by evolution, with smpleformsgrad-
udly changing into more-complex species.

Although toeing the evolutionary line,
the Time magazine article admits: “ Of
course, understanding what made the Cam-
brian explosion possible doesn't address
thelarger question of what made it happen
sofast. Here stientistsdelicately dide
acrossdata-thin ice, suggesting scenarios

that are based on intuition rather than solid
evidence” (Time, p. 73).

Evolutionigts have been known to point-
edly criticize Christians because they don't
have scientific proof of miraclesrecordedin
theBible. Yet hereisasupremedy important
geologicd event with far-reaching implica-
tionsfor the theory of evolution—but one
for which scientists have no explanation.

Of course, they must assumethet lifecame
from nonlife—in violation of thelaws of
biogenesis. But don't their fundamental
assumptionsaso anount to faith?

A reasonable explandionisthet thelife
formsfound in the Cambrian Sratawere
created by God, who did not work by
chancebut by design.

Thefoss| record isthe only objective
evidence we can examine to seewhether
evolutionistrue. But, rather than supporting
Darwinism, it shows exceedingly complex
organismsin what evolutionistsinterpret as
the oldest fossil srata, no intermediate
forms between species littleif any change
in species over their entire span inthefossl
record, and the sudden gppearance of new
lifeformsrather than the gradud change
expected by Darwin and hisfollowers.

If welook at the evidence objectively,
weredlize that the creation story in Genesis
1—describing the sudden appearance of life
forms—isacredible explanation.

Evolution: Fact or Fiction?

at have welearned since

CharlesDarwin'stregtise

on evolution, Origin of

Secies, wasfirst published
in 18597 Science has advanced greetly
since those horse-and-buggy days. In addi-
tion to athorough exploration of the fossil
record, avast amount of other information
isreadily available.

Aswe saw when discussing the foss|
record, the controversy about evolution
isincreasing.

FrancisHitching givesagenerd view of
the debateto date: “InApril 1882, Charles
Darwin died peacefully of aheart atack at
hisfamily homein Kent, England. Hisgreat
theory, thebasis of dl modern biology
teaching, had cometo be accepted with
afervor dosetoreverence. . . Yet as1982
gpproached, and with the centenary of his
passing, changewasin thewind. Feuds

concerning thetheory of evolution exploded
rancoroudy in otherwise staid and decorous
scientificjournas.

“Entrenched positions, for and againgt,
were established in high places, and insults
lobbed like mortar bombsfrom either Side.
Meanwhilethe doctrine of Divine cregtion,
assumed by mogt scientiststo have been
relegated long ago to the pul pits of obscure
fundamentaist sects, swept back into the
classrooms of American schools. Darwin-
ismisunder assault on many fronts’ (The
Neck of the Giraffe, 1982, p. 7).

Why the confusion and contention?
Simply put, aswe saw with thefossl
record, theincreasing scientific evidence
doesn't fit the Darwinist mode—and
evolutionigtsincreasingly arefinding
themselves on the defensive.

How hasthis come about? It hashap-

pened mainly becausethe primary supposed

proofsof thetheory have not held up to
further discovery and scrutiny.

What about natural selection?

After thefossil record, the second sup-
posed proof of evolution offered by Dar-
winigtsisnaturd sdlection, which they
hoped biologistswould confirm. * Just as
the breeders selected those individual s best
suited to the breeder’ s needs to be the par-
entsof the next generation,” explained
British philosopher Tom Bethell, “ so, Dar-
win argued, nature selected those organ-
ismsthat were best fitted to survivethe
struggle for existence. In that way evolu-
tion would inevitably occur. And so there
it was: asort of improving machine
inevitably a work in nature, ‘ daily and
hourly scrutinizing, Darwin wrote,
‘dlently and insensibly working . . . a
theimprovement of each organic being.
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“Inthisway, Darwin thought, onetype of
organism could betransformed into another
—foringance, he suggested, bearsinto
whales. So that was how we cameto have
horses and tigersand things—by natural
section” (Tom Bethdll, “Dawin'sMis
take” The Craft of Prose, Robert Woodward
and Wendel Smith, editors, 1977, p. 309).

Darwin saw naturdl selection asthe
magor factor driving evolutionary change.
But how hasthis second pillar of evolution-
ary theory fared Snce Darwin'sday?In
truth, it hasbeen quietly discarded by an
increasing number of theoristsamong the
scientific community.

Darwin'sideathet the surviva of the
fittest would explain how species evolved
has been rd egated to aredundant, saif-
evident satement. Geneticist Conrad
Waeddington of Edinburgh University
definesthe fundamental problem of advo-
cating natural selection asaproof of Dar-
winism: “Natura sdection, . . . turnsout on
closer ingpection to be atautology, agtate-
ment of an inevitable dthough previoudy
unrecognized relation. It Satesthat the
fittest individualsin apopulation . . . will
leavemogt offspring” (Bethdll, p. 310).

In other words, whet arethefittest?
Why, thosethat survive, of course. And
what survives? Why, naturaly, the fittest.
The problemisthat circular reasoning
doesn't point to any independent criteria
that can evauate whether the theory istrue.

Selection doesn’t change species

Darwin cited an example of theway nat-
ura sdlection was supposed to work: A wolf
thet had inherited the ghility to run espe-
cidly fast was better equipped to survive.
Hisadvantage in outrunning othersin the
pack when food was scarce meant he could
eat better and thus survive longer.

Yet the very changesthat enabled the
wolf to run faster could easily becomea
hindranceif other modifications of the body
did not accompany theincreased speed. For
example, theadditiona exertion required to
run faster would naturaly place an added
drain onthe animd’sheart, and eventudly
it could drop from aheart attack. The sur-
vival of thefittest would requirethat any
biologica or anatomicd dterationswould
haveto bein harmony and synchronized
with other bodily modifications, or the
changeswould be of no benefit.

Natural selection, scientists have found,
inredity dedlsonly with the number of
species, not the change of the species. It has
to do with the survival and not thearrival of
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the species. Naturd selection only preserves
exiging geneticinformetion (DNA); it
doesn't creste genetic materid that would
alow ananimal to sprout anew organ, limb
or some other anatomical festure.

“Natural sdlection,” said professor
Weaddington, “isthat somethingsleave
more offspring than others; and you ask,
which leave more offspring than others?
Anditisthosethat leave more offspring;
and thereisnothing moreto it than that. The
whole guts of evolution—whichis, how do
you cometo have horsesand tigersand
things—is outsde the mathemetical theory
[of neo-Darwinism]” (Wistar Symposium,
Moorehead and Kaplan, 1967, p. 14).

Tom Bethell getsto the heart of the prob-
lemwith natural selection asthe foundation
of evolution: “Thiswasnogood at dl. As
T.H. Morgan [1933 Nobd Prizewinner in
medicinefor hisexperimentswith the
Drosophilafruit fly] hed remarked, with
grest clarity: * Sdection, then, hasnot
produced anything new, but only more
of certain kindsof individuas. Evolution,
however, means producing new things,
not more of what already exigts ” (Bethell,
pp. 311-312, emphasis added).

Bethell concludes. “Darwin’stheory,
| believe, isontheverge of collapse. Inhis
famous book, [Origin of Species], Darwin
made amisteke sufficiently seriousto
undermine histheory. And that mistake has
only recently been recognized assuch. ..
| have not been surprisedtoread . . . that
in some of the latest evolutionary theories
‘natural selectionplaysnorolea dl. Dar-
win, | sugges, isinthe processof being
discarded, but perhgpsin deferenceto the
venerable old gentleman, . . . itisbeing
done asdiscreetly and gently aspossible,
with aminimum of publicity” (Bethell,
pp. 308, 313-314).

Sadly, the critical examination of neturd
selection has been undertaken so discreetly
that most people are unaware of it—so the
pervasive deception that began more than
140 years ago continues.

A look at random mutation

If natural sdlectionisnot the answer, what
about the third supposed proof—random
mutation—as acornerstone of evolution?

Curioudy enough, Darwin himsdf was
oneof thefirg to discount beneficid effects
from rare changes he noted in gpecies. He
did not evenincludethemin histheory.
“Hedid not consider them important,” says
Maurice Caullery in hisbook Geneticsand
Heredity, “ becausethey nearly alwaysrep-
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resented an obvious disadvantage from the
point of view of the strugglefor existence;
conseguently they would most likdly be
rapidly diminated in thewild state by the
operation of natura sdlection” (1964, p. 10,
emphasis added).

In Darwin'slifetimethe principles of
geneticswere not clearly understood. Gre-
gor Mendel had published hisfindingson
genetic principlesin 1866, but hiswork was
overlooked at thetime. Later, at the begin-
ning of the 20th century, Hugo DeVries
rediscovered these principles, which evolu-
tionists quickly seized on to support evolu-
tion. Sir Julian Huxley, one of the principa
gpokesmen for evolutionary theory inthe
20th century, commented on the unpre-
dictability of mutations. “Mutation. . . pro-
videstheraw materid of evolution; itisa
random affair and takesplacein dl direc-
tions’ (Evolutionin Action, 1953, p. 38).

So, “shortly after theturn of the[19th
to the 20th] century, Darwin’s theory
suddenly seemed plausible again,” writes
Hitching. “It wasfound that onceina
while, absolutdly at random (about oncein
ten million timesduring cdll division, we
now know) the genes make a.copying mis-
take. These mistakes are known as muta:
tions, and are mostly harmful. They lead
to a weakened plant, or asick or deformed
creature. They do not persist withinthe
species, because they are diminated by
natural selection. . .

“However, followersof Darwin have
cometo believethat it isthe occasiond ben-
eficid mutation, rardy though it happens,
whichiswhat countsin evolution. They say
these favorable mutations, together with sex-
ud mixing, are sufficient to explain how the
whole bewildering variety of lifeon Earth
today originated from acommon genetic
source” (Hitching, p. 49, emphasis added).

Mutations: liability, not benefit

What hasadmost acentury of research
discovered? That mutations are pathol ogi-
cal migtakes and not helpful changesinthe
genetic code.

C.P. Matin of McGill Universty in
Montred wrote, “ Mutation isapathologica
processwhich hashad little or nothing to do
with evolution” (“A Non-Geneticist Looks
a Evolution,” American Scientist, January
1953, p. 100). Professor Martin'sinvestiga:
tions revedled mutations are overwhelm-
ingly negative and never cregtive. He
observed that an gpparently beneficid
mutation waslikely only acorrection of
aprevioudy ddeteriousone, Smilar to



punching aman with adidocated shoulder
and inadvertently putting it back into place.

Science writer Milton explainsthe prob-
lem: “Theresults of such copying errorsare
tragically familiar. In body cdlls, faulty
replication showsitself ascancer. Sunlight's
mutagenic [mutation-inducing] power
causes skin cancer; the cigarette'smutar
genic power causeslung cancer. In sexud
cdlls, faulty reproduction of whole chromo-
some number 21 resultsin achild with
Down’'ssyndrome’ (Richard Milton,
Shattering the Myths of Darwinism, 1997,
p. 156). Yet evolutionistswould have us
believe that such genetic mistakesare not
only not harmful to the afflicted cresture
but are helpful inthelong run.

Phillip Johnson observes: “To suppose
thet such arandom event could reconstruct
even asingle complex organ likealiver or
kidney isabout as reasonable asto suppose
that an improved watch can be designed
by throwing an old one against awall”
(DarwinonTrial, p. 37).

We can be thankful thet mutationsare
extremely rare. An average of one mistake
per 10 million correct copiesoccursinthe
genetic code. Whoever or whatever types
10 million letterswith only one mistake
would easily betheworld'sbest typist and
probably would not be human. Yet thisis
the astounding accuracy of our supposedly
blind genetic code when it replicatesitsdlf.

If, however, these copying errorswereto

accumulate, aspecies, instead of improving,
would eventualy degenerate and perish.
But geneticigts have discovered asdf-
correcting system.

“Thegenetic codein each living thing
hasitsown built-inlimitations” saysHitch-
ing. “It seems designed to stop aplant or
creature stepping too far avay fromthe
average. . . Every seriesof breeding experi-
mentsthat has ever taken place has estab-
lished afinitelimit to breeding possibilities.
Genesare agrong influence for conser-
vatism, and alow only modest change. Left
totheir own devices, artificidly bred species
usudly dieout (becausethey are gerileor
lessrobust) or quickly revert to the norm”
(Hitching, pp. 54-55).

The Miracle of the Eye

harles Darwin described the eye as
C one of the greatest challenges to

his theory. How could he explain it?
The eye, after all, is simply incompatible
with evolution. “To suppose,” he admit-
ted, “that the eye with all its inimitable
contrivances . .. could have been formed
by natural selection, seems, | freely con-
fess, absurd in the highest degree”
(Origin of Species, p. 146).

Jesus said that “the lamp of the body
is the eye” (Matthew 6:22). Jacob Bro-
nowski wrote that, "if you compare a
human being with even the most sharp-
eyed of the great apes, say with a chim-
panzee, our vision is incredibly more
delicate . . . Their ability to discriminate
fine detail (which can be tested in a very
simple way) is not comparable with that
of human beings"” (The Origins of Knowl-
edge and Imagination, 1978, pp. 12-13).

The human eye possesses 130 million
light-sensitive rods and cones that con-
vert light into chemical impulses. These
signals travel at a rate of a billion per
second to the brain.

The essential problem for Darwinists is
how so many intricate components could
have independently evolved to work
together perfectly when, if a single com-
ponent didn‘t function perfectly, nothing
would work at all.

Think about it. Partial transitional
structures are no aid to a creature’s sur-
vival and may even be a hindrance. If
they are a hindrance, no further gradual
development would occur because the
creature would, according to advocates
of natural selection, be less apt to survive
than the other creatures around him.
What good is half a wing or an eye with-
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out a retina? Consequently, either such
structures as feathered wings must have
appeared all at once, either by absurdly
implausible massive mutations (“hopeful
monsters,” as scientists refer to such
hypothetical creatures) or by creation.
“Now it is quite evident,” says Francis
Hitching, “that if the slightest thing goes

How could the eye, with its many intri-
cate, interacting structures, have
evolved through a random process?

wrong en route—if the cornea is fuzzy, or
the pupil fails to dilate, or the lens
becomes opaque, or the focusing goes
wrong—then a recognizable image is
not formed. The eye either functions as a
whole, or not at all.

“So how did it come to evolve by slow,
steady, infinitesimally small Darwinian
improvements? Is it really possible that
thousands upon thousands of lucky
chance mutations happened coinciden-
tally so that the lens and the retina, which
cannot work without each other, evolved
in synchrony? What survival value can
there be in an eye that doesn‘t see?

“Small wonder that it troubled Darwin.
‘To this day the eye makes me shudder,’

[Darwin] wrote to his botanist friend Asa
Gray in February, 1860" (The Neck of the
Giraffe, 1982, p. 86).

Incredible as the eye is, consider that
we have not one but two of them. This
matched pair, coupled with an interpre-
tive center in the brain, allows us to
determine distances to the objects we
see. Our eyes also have the ability to
focus automatically by elongating or
compressing themselves. They are also
inset beneath a bony brow that, along

1 with automatic shutters in the form of

eyelids, provide protection for these
intricate and delicate organs.

Darwin should have considered two
passages in the Bible. “The hearing ear
and the seeing eye, the Lorp has made

|| them both,” wrote King Solomon (Prov-

erbs 20:12). Psalm 94:9 asks: “He who
planted the ear, shall He not hear? He who
formed the eye, shall He not see?”

The same can be said of the brain,
nose, palate and dozens of other com-
plex and highly developed organs in any
human or animal. It would take a quan-
tum leap of faith to think all this just
evolved. Yet that is commonly taught
and accepted.

After reviewing the improbability of
such organs arising in nature from an
evolutionary process, Professor H.S. Lip-
son, a member of the British Institute
of Physics, wrote in 1980: “. .. We must
go further than this and admit that the
only acceptable explanation is creation.
I know that this is anathema to physicists,
as indeed it is to me, but we must not
reject a theory that we do not like if
the experimental evidence supports it"
(Physics Bulletin, \ol. 30, p. 140).
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Some scientists rel uctantly concede
that mutations do not explain Darwin's
proposed trangition from one speciesto the
next. Writing about zoologist Pierre-Paul
Grasst, Hayward says. “1n 1973 he pub-
lished amgjor book on evolution. . . First
and foremogt, the book aimsto expose
Darwinism asatheory that does not
work, because it clasheswith so many
experimenta findings.

“AsGrassé saysin hisintroduction:
‘Today our duty isto destroy the myth of
evolution . . . Some people, owing to their
sectarianism, purposely overlook redlity and
refuse to acknowledge theinadequacies and
thefasty of their beliefs . ...

“Take mutation first. Grassé has studied
thisextensively, both inside hislaboratory
andin nature. Indl sortsof living things,
from bacteriato plantsand animas, he has
observed that mutations do not take suc-
ceading generationsfurther and further
from their starting point. Insteed, the
changesareliketheflight of abutterfly in
agreen house, which travelsfor mileswith-
out moving morethan afew feet fromits
darting point. Thereareinvisible but firmly
fixed boundariesthat mutations can never
Cross. . . Heingststhat mutations are only
trivid changes; they aremerdly theresult
of dightly dtered genes, whereas ' credtive
evolution . . . demandsthe genesisof new
ones” (Hayward, p. 25).

Embarrassingly for evolutionists, mute-
tionisaso not the answer. If anything, the
sdf-correcting system to eliminate mute
tionsshowsthat agreet intelligence was at

work when the overdl genetic syssemwas
designed so that random mutationswould
not destroy the beneficia genes. Ironicaly,
mutation showsthe opposite of what
evolutionismteaches: Inred liferandom
mutation isthe villain and not the hero.

Thistakes usto onelast point on
mutations: the inability of evolution to
explain the appearance of smplelifeand
intricate organs.

The wondrous cell

Cedlsaremarvelousand incredibly
complicated living things. They are sdlf-
sufficient and function like miniature
chemical factories. The closer welook
at cells, themore weredlize their
incredible complexity.

For example, the cdl wall isawonder
initsdf. If it weretoo porous, harmful
solutionswould enter and cause the cell to
burgt. On the other hand, if thewall were
too impervious, no nourishment could
comein or waste products go out, and
the cell would quickly die.

Biochemist Behe, the associate professor
of biochemidry a Lehigh University, sum-
marizesone of the fundamental flaws of
evolution as an explanation for any form of
life. “ Darwin’stheory encountersits great-
egt difficultieswhen it comesto explaining
the devel opment of the cell. Many cellular
sysemsarewhat | term ‘irreducibly com-
plex. That meansthe system needs severd
components before it can work properly.

“An everyday exampleof irreducible
complexity isamousetrap, built of severd

Darwinism Not the Same as

word of caution on the use of
Athe term evolution: It can mean
different things to different peo-
ple. The dictionary first defines evolu-
tion as a process of change from a lower
to a higher state and, second, as the the-
ory Darwin advocated. But they are not
the same. Evolution literally means sim-
ply the successive appearances of per-
fectly formed life without regard to
how it got there. It does not have to
refer to Darwinism, which is the doc-
trine that gradual change led to one
species becoming another through the
process of natural selection.
A species is generally defined as a liv-
ing thing that can reproduce only after
its own kind. So, although most scientists
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mean Darwinism when they use the
term, the two definitions of the term are
not synonymous and should be carefully
defined by the context.

"Why is it," asks physicist Alan Hay-
ward, “that the terms ‘Darwinism’ and
‘evolution’ are so often used (wrongly)
as if they meant the same thing? Simply
because it was Darwin who put the old
idea of evolution on its feet. Before Dar-
win, evolution was regarded by most
people as a wild, unbelievable notion.
After Darwin, evolution seemed such a
reasonable idea that the general public
soon took it for granted.

“Many people since Darwin’s day
have tried to find an alternative expla-
nation of evolution, but none has
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pieces (platform, hammer, spring and so
on). Such asystem probably cannot be put
together in a Darwinian manner, gradudly
improving itsfunction. You can't catch a
mousewith just the platform and then catch
afew more by adding the spring. All the
pieces haveto bein place before you caich
any mice”

Michadl Behe'spointisthet acel miss-
ing atenth of its parts doesn't function only
onetenthlessaswell asacompletecdl; it
doesn't function at all. He concludes. “The
bottom lineistheat the cell—the very basis
of life—isstaggeringly complex. But does-
n't science dreedy have answers, or partia
answers, for how these systems originated?
No” (“Darwin Under the Microscope”

New York Times, Oct. 29, 1996, p. A25).

Miniature technological marvel

Michael Denton, the microbiologist and
senior research fellow at the University of
Otago in New Zedland, contrasts how the
cdl wasviewed in Darwin’sday with what
today’sresearcherscan see. In Dawin's
timethecdl could beviewed at best et a
magnification of severd hundred times.
Using the best technology of their day,
when scientigts viewed the cell they saw “a
relatively disgppointing Spectacle appearing
only asan ever-changing and gpparently
disordered pattern of blobsand particles
which, under the influence of unseen
turbulent forces, [were] continualy tossed
hephazardly indl directions’ (Evolution:
ATheoryin Crigs, 1985, p. 328).

Theyearssince then have brought

Evolution

succeeded. Just as when he first pro-
posed it, Darwin's appears the only con-
ceivable method of evolution. It still
seems that Darwinism and evolution
must stand or fall together” (Creation
and Evolution, 1985, p. 5).

This is a reason many Darwinists are
so adamant about their theory. They
know the implications if they fail: The
alternative explanation of life on earth is
a Creator God. Professor L.T. More has
candidly admitted in his book The
Dogma of Evolution: "Our faith in the
doctrine of Evolution depends upon our
reluctance to accept the antagonistic
doctrine of special creation [creation by
God]” (quoted by Francis Hitching, The
Neck of the Giraffe, p. 109).



Blood Clotting: A Biological Miracle

ne relatively simple process nec-
O essary for animal life is the ability
for blood to clot to seal a wound
and prevent an injured animal (or per-

How can complex substances appearat  works perfectly or the likely outcome is
just the right time in the right proportions ~ death.
and mix properly to clot blood and pre-
vent death? Either they function flawlessly

For evolution to have
led to this astounding

son) from bleeding to death. Yet the
only way this intricate system works is

when many complicated chemical sub-
stances interact. If only one ingredient is
missing or doesn’t function in the right
way—as in the genetic blood disorder

hemophilia—the process fails, and the
victim bleeds to death.

astounding technological advancements.
Now researchers can peer into thetiniest
partsof cels. Dothey gill seeonly formless
blobs, or do they witness something far
more astounding?

“To grasp theredity of lifeasit hasbeen
reveded by molecular biology,” writesDr.
Denton, “we must magnify acdl athou-
sand milliontimes until itistwenty kilo-
metresin diameter and resemblesagiant
arship large enough to cover agrest city
like London or New York. What wewould
then seewould be an object of unparaleed
complexity and adaptive design.

“Onthe surface of the cell wewould see
millions of openings, likethe port holes of
avast space ship, opening and closing to
dlow acontinud stream of materidsinand
out. If wewereto enter one of these open-
ingswewould find oursdvesin aworld of
supremetechnology and bewildering com-
plexity. Wewould see endless highly orgar
nized corridors and conduits branching in
every direction away from the perimeter
of the cdll, someleading to the centrd
memory bank in the nucleusand others
to assembly plants and processing units.

“Thenucleusitself would beavast
spherica chamber morethan akilometre
in diameter, resembling ageodesic dome
insde of whichwewould see, dl neetly
stacked together in ordered arrays, the miles
of coiled chainsof the DNA molecules. . .

“We would wonder &t thelevel of con-
trol implicit in the movement of so many
objects down so many seemingly endless
conduits, al in perfect unison. Wewould
seedl around us, in every direction we
looked, al sorts of robot-like machines.
We would noticethat the smplest of the
functional components of the cell, the pro-
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or clotting doesn‘t work at all.
At the same time, medical science is
aware of clotting at the wrong time.
Blood clots that cut off the flow of
oxygen to the brain are a leading
cause of strokes and often result
in paralysis or death. When
blood clots, either everything

tein molecules, were astonishingly, com-
plex pieces of molecular machinery, each
one consisting of about three thousand
atomsarranged in highly organized 3-D
gpatia conformation.

“We would wonder even moreaswe
watched the srangely purposeful activities
of these weird molecular machines, particu-
larly when we redlized that, despite dl our
accumulated knowledge of physicsand
chemistry, the task of designing one such
molecular machine—that isonesingle
functiond protein molecule—would be
beyond our capecity . . . Yet thelife of the
cell depends on theintegrated activities of
thousands, certainly tens, and probably
hundreds of thousands of different protein
molecules’ (Denton, pp. 328-329).

Thisisamicrobiologigt’s description of
one cdl. The human body contains about
10trillion (10,000,000,000,000) brain,
nerve, muscle and other typesof cdls.

Did this come about by chance?

Yet, ascomplex ascdlsare, thesmallest
living thingsare even far moreintricate. Sir
James Gray, a Cambridge University pro-
fessor of zoology, dates. “ Bacteria[are] far
more complex than any inanimate system
known to man. Thereisnot alaboratory
in the world which can compete with the
biochemica activity of the smdlest living
organism” (Marshdl and SandraHall, The
Truth: God or Evolution?, 1974, p. 89).

How complex arethetiniest living
things? Even the smplest cdllsmust pos-
sessastaggering amount of geneticinfor-
mation to function. For instance, the
bacterium R. coli isoneof thetiniest unicel-
lular cregturesin nature. Scientists caculate
it has some 2,000 genes, each with around

phenomenon, multiple
mutations of just the
right kind had to con-
verge simultaneously or
the mutations would be
useless. Evolutionists can
offer no realistic explanation
of how this is possible.

1,000 enzymes (organic cataysts, chemi-
casthat speed up other chemicd reactions).
An enzymeismade up of ahillion nucleo-
tides, each of which amountsto aletter in
the chemical aphabet, comparableto abyte
in computer language. These enzymes
ingruct the organism how to function and
reproduce. The DNA informationinjust
thissingletiny cell is“the gpproximate
equivalent of 100 million pages of the Ency-
clopaedia Britannica” (JohnWhitcomb,
TheEarly Earth, 1972, p. 79).

What arethe oddsthat the enzymes
needed to produce the smplest living
cresture—with each enzyme performing
aspecific chemica function—could come
together by chance? Agtrophysicists Sir
Fred Hoyle and ChandraWickramasinghe
caculated the odds at one chancein
1040000 (that is, 10 to the 40,000th power:
mathematical shorthand for 210 followed
by 40,000 zeros, anumber long enough to
fill about seven pages of this publication).

Notethat aprobability of lessthan 1in
1050 is considered by matheméticiansto be
acompleteimpossibility (Hayward, pp. 35-
37). By comparison, Sir Arthur Eddington,
another mathematician, etimatesthereare
no morethan 1080 atomsin the universe!
(Hitching, p. 70).

Aslong asevolutionists keep their con-
ceptions as vague abstractions, they can
sound plausible. But, when rigorous math-
ematics are gpplied to their generdities,
and their assertions are specifically quanti-
fied, the underpinnings of Darwinian evo-
lution are exposed as so implausibleand
unrealistic asto beimpossible.

Scientists' revealing reaction
Molecular biochemist Behe comments
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Two Supposed Examples of Darwinian Evolution

ogy textbooks frequently cite two
examples to show that Darwinian
evolution can take place in the real world.

The first commonly offered example
involves a species of moths in 19th-century
England. The species had two varieties,
one light- and the other dark-colored. For
years the lighter variety predominated,
since its coloration more closely matched
the bark of trees on which it rested.

However, as soot from many factories
gradually darkened the tree bark, the
lighter moths stood out against the now-
darkened tree trunks. Birds could see the
light moths better and soon devoured
most. Before long the darker moths,
being better camouflaged against the
darker bark, became the more common
variety. “In fact this is the first direct evi-
dence actually obtained,” says a biology
textbook, “to support Darwin’s theory
that natural selection occurs” (Contem-
porary Biology, 1973, p. 567). Convincing
evidence—or is it?

This actually might have been a case of
Darwinian natural selection changing the
species to confer a survival advantage—if
the light moths had turned into dark
ones. But no such thing happened. In fact,
both types were already in existence. The
lighter moths didn’t evolve into darker
moths. They were eaten. The proportion
of dark moths increased while the light
moths decreased.

As a science publication admitted:
“Students should understand that this is
not an example of evolutionary change
from light-colored to dark-colored
moths, because both kinds were already
in the population” (Science Framework,
1990, p. 103).

So nothing new came into existence.
What changed was not the moths them-
selves, simply the proportion of the types
of moths. It is ironic that now, with stricter
regulation of industrial pollution, the
light-moth population has made a dra-
matic comeback. Yet this supposed proof
of evolution at work is still included in
many biology textbooks.

The second commonly cited example
deals with finches found in the Galapagos
Islands. No less an authority than Darwin
himself was the first to offer them as an
example of evolution in action.

Darwin measured the beak sizes of the
finches and noticed a slight difference of
the birds’ beaks from one island to the
next. He wrote: “Seeing this gradation

Looking for proof of evolution? Biol-

and diversity of structure in one small,
intimately related group of birds, one
might really fancy that from an original
paucity of birds in this archipelago,
one species had been taken and modified
for different ends” (from Darwin's
The Voyage of the Beagle, quoted in
Contemporary Biology, 1973, p. 560).

This was taken as a living proof of
“evolution in action,” as Julian Huxley
called it.

But was it? In reality, nothing new has
been created in the varying beak sizes of
the finches. However, the finches’ beak

The peppered moth is often cited as an
example of evolution in action. How-
ever, a closer examination of the facts
shows this is far from the truth.

size and shape varied somewhat accord-
ing to environmental conditions and a
division of the gene pool through
geographic distancing.

For instance, in 1977 a major drought
occurred in Daphne, one of the Galapa-
gos Islands. While many finches died,
researchers noticed the next generation,
offspring of the survivors, had beaks 4 to
5 percent larger. Their stronger-beaked
parents had been able to open the last
remaining tough seeds that remained in
the island. The bigger-beaked survivors
produced a generation of bigger-
beaked offspring that inherited their
parents’ characteristics.

Then, in 1983, torrential rains caused
flooding in the same island. Now there
was an abundance of smaller seeds, and
over time scientists found the beak sizes
of the island’s finches had diminished
somewhat, adjusting to their different
food supply. Now birds with smaller beaks
could compete for food just as easily, and
more smaller-beaked finches survived to
produce offspring.

But is this Darwinian evolution in
action or something else?

This adaptation within the species is
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called microevolution. It is the same
phenomenon at work when the average
height of men and women increased
by several inches in the Western world
over the course of the 1900s. Better
health and nutrition played a large part
in producing larger-sized people. In the
same way, microevolution is at work
when breeders produce varieties rang-
ing from Chihuahuas to Great Danes
from the one species Canis familiaris—
the domestic dog.

These examples show, as in the rest of
nature, that all species do have a margin
of change available within their genetic
pool to adapt to conditions. This trait is
found in man, who can adapt to freezing
weather, as the Eskimos do, or to the
broiling sun in the desert, as bedouins
have done. But bedouins and Eskimos are
still human beings, and if they changed

B “a €nvironments again eventually their off-
" s spring would also go through minor

changes to better adapt to their new
environment.

What has never been scientifically
demonstrated—in spite of many exam-
ples of wishful thinking—is macroevolu-
tion, or the change from one distinct
species to another. Dogs have never
evolved into birds or human beings.

Phillip Johnson goes to the heart of
the matter: “Critics of evolutionary theory
are well aware of the standard examples
of microevolution, including dog breed-
ing and the cyclical variations that have
been seen in things like finch beaks and
moth populations. The difference is that
we interpret these observations as exam-
ples of the capacity of dogs and finches to
vary within limits, not of a process capable
of creating dogs and finches, much less
the main groups of plants and animals, in
the first place. ..

“As any creationist (and many evolu-
tionists) would see the matter, making
the case for ‘evolution’ as a general the-
ory of life's history requires a lot more
than merely citing examples of small-scale
variation. It requires showing how
extremely complex biological structures
can be built up from simple beginnings by
natural processes, without the need for
input or guidance from a supernatural
Creator” (Reason in the Balance, p. 74).

So these two supposed examples of
evolution at work are really no proof at
all of anything—much less how any of
these creatures—moths, dogs, finches or
humans—came to exist.

Oxford Scientific Films



on the curious academic and scientific
reaction to discoveries about the intricacy of
the cell: “Over the past four decadesmod-
ern biochemistry has uncovered the secrets
of the cdll. The progress has been hard won.
It has required tens of thousands of people
to dedicate the better parts of their livesto
thetediouswork of thelaboratory . . .
“Theresults of these cumulative efforts
toinvestigate the cell—to investigatelife at
the molecular level—isaloud, clear, pierc-
ing cry of ‘design!” Theresult isso unam-
biguous and so significant that it must be
ranked as one of the greatest achievements
inthe higtory of science. The discovery
rivalsthose of Newton and Eingtein,
Lavoisier and Schrodinger, Pasteur, and
Darwin. The cbservation of theintelligent
design of lifeisasmomentous asthe

observation that the earth goes around the
sun or that diseaseis caused by bacteria
or thet radiation isemitted in quanta.

“Themagnitude of thevictory, gained at
such great cost through sustained effort over
the course of decades, would be expected
to send champagne corksflying inlabs
around theworld. Thistriumph of science
should evoke cries of * Eurekal’ fromten
thousand throats, should occasion much
hand-dgpping and high-fiving, and perhaps
even be an excuseto take the day off.

“But no bottles have been uncorked, no
hands dapped. Instead a curious, embar-
rassed dlence surroundsthe stark complex-
ity of the cdll. When the subject comesup
in public, feet start to shuffle, and breathing
getsabhit [abored. In private people are a bit
more relaxed; many explicitly admit the

obvious but then stare at the ground, shake
their heads, and let it go at that.

“Why doesthe scientific community not
greedily embraceits Sartling discovery?
Why isthe observation of design handled
with intellectud gloves? Thedilemmais
that while one side of thedephant is
labeled intelligent design, the other side
might belabeled God” (Behe, pp. 232-233,
origind emphads).

Thesediscoveriesreved that the smplest
living cell isso intricate and complex inits
design thet even the possibility of itscoming
into existence accidentdly isunthinkable.
Itisclear evolutionistsdon't have arationd
answer to how thefirg cdlswereformed.
Thisisjust one of their many problemsin
trying to explain awondrous cregtion that
they argue had to come together by chance.

Anima Oddities
That Defy Evolution

en Darwin proposed his

famoustheory back in

1859, he was aware that

one of the glaring weak-
nesses of his speculations was how to
explain complex featuresin animals by
small and gradua evolutionary steps. He
admitted, “If it could be demonsirated that
any complex organ existed, which could
not possibly have been formed by numer-
ous, successive, dight modifications, my
theory would absolutely break down”
(Origin of Species, p. 149).

Closeto 150 years later, research has
provided numerous examplesin naturein
which complex organsin animals could
not have devel oped by small, successive
steps. From molecular science on up,
many complex systems had to appear
smultaneoudly, with dl their components
intact, or they would not function, thus
offering no survival advantage.

Molecular biochemist Behe explains:
“It was once expected that the basis of life
would be exceedingly smple. That expec-
tation has been smashed. Vision, motion,
and other biologica functions have
proven to be no less sophisticated than
television cameras and automobiles.
Science has made enormous progressin
understanding how the chemistry of life

works, but the elegance and complexity
of biologica systems at the molecular
level have paralyzed science's attempt
to explaintheir origins” (Darwin's Black
Box, 1998, p. X).

The bombardier beetle’s
chemical weapon

One exampleof thiskind of biologica
complexity isthe bombardier beetle's
defense system. It has so many essentia
partsand chemicalsthat, if any are missing,
the whole system will not work. Moreover,
if everything did not work just right, the
deadly chemica mixtureinsdethe beetle
would provefata rather than favorable.

Thetiny beetle, lessthan aninch long,
appears asatasty morsel for many types
of animals. But, asthey near the beetle
to gobbleit up, they suddenly find them-
selves sprayed with ascalding and noxious
solution that forcesthem to best afast
retreat. How can this unassuming insect
produce such acomplex and effective
defense system?

The components making up the beetle's
effective chemica warfare have been ana:
lyzed by chemistsand biologistsdown to
the molecular level. When the beetle senses
danger, it secretestwo chemicas, hydrogen
peroxide and hydroguinone, that end up in

astorage chamber insdeitsbody. By
tensing certain muscles, it movesthe chem-
icalsto another compartment, called the
explosion chamber.

But, just asaloaded cannon will not go
off without some sort of ignition device, so
these two chemica swill not explode with-
out theright catdyst being added. Insde
the beetl€'sbody, this catayst isinjected
into the explosion chamber. Asaresult, a
boiling hot and toxic liquid is spewed out
of the beetl€ srear toward the threatening
predator'sface. All three chemical de-
mentsand chambers haveto exist for this
powerful defense system to work.

How could such acomplex system
evolve by gradud steps?With only thetwo
chemicals mixing, nothing happens. B,
when the catalyst is added in the proper
amount and at theright time, the beetleis
equipped with an amazing chemica can-
non. Could al these components appear
by agradud, step-by-step process?

Francis Hitching comments on the bom-
bardier beetle's defense system: “Thechain
of eventsthat could have led to the evolu-
tion of such acomplex, coordinated and
subtle processisbeyond biological expla-
nation on asmple step-by-step basis. The
dightest dteration in the chemical balance
would result immediately in arace of
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exploded beetles. The problem of evolu-
tionary noveltiesis quite widely accepted
among biologigs. . . In every case, the dif-
ficulty iscompounded by thelack of fossil
evidence. Thefirgt timethat the plant, crea-
ture, or organ appears, itisinitsfinished
state, soto speak” (The Neck of the Giraffe,
1982, p. 68).

Nevertheless, evolutionist Richard
Dawkinstriesto dismissthe complex fea-
tures of the bombardier beetle by smply
saying: “Asfor the evolutionary precursors
of the system, both hydrogen peroxide and
variouskinds of quinonesare used for

other purposesin body chemistry. The
bombardier beetle'sancestorssmply
pressed into different service chemicals
that already happened to bearound. That's
often how evolution works’ (The Blind
\Watchmaker, 1986, p. 87).

Thisisnot aconvincing explanation at
al for Dr. Behe, who has studied thisbee-
tle's components down to their molecular
level. “Dawkins explanation for the evolu-
tion of the system,” he says, “restson the
fact that the system’s elements * happened
tobearound' . . . But Dawkins has not
explained how hydrogen peroxide and
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quinones came to be secreted together a
very high concentration into one compart-
ment thet is connected . . . to asecond com-
partment that contains enzymes necessary
for therapid reaction of the chemicas’
(Behe, p. 34).

Now that the whole defense system
of the beetle has been thoroughly studied,
evenif the chemicas* happened to be
around,” this elaborate chemica cannon
would not work without everything from
the molecular level up working together
and at exactly theright time. Dawkins
argument isas absurd as saying that if

Cooperation or Competition: Symbiosis vs. Evolution

ccording to the theory of evolution,
Aall animal life on earth has evolved

from a common ancestor. This
process has supposedly occurred over an
immense time and followed a step-by-step
sequence from primitive to advanced forms
of life. This would mean plant life first
appeared and developed, followed much
later by the appearance of animal life.

This idea is contradicted by the fossil
record, which shows complex plant
and animal life first appearing
together in the geologic column
during the Cambrian era.

Another obstacle to this theory is
the interdependent relationships
between living things, called symbio-
sis, in which completely different
forms of life depend on each other
to exist.

Darwin’s theory of biological
change was based on competition,
or survival of the fittest, among the
individuals making up a species. He
admitted: “If it could be proved that
any part of the structure of any one
species had been formed for the
exclusive good of another species, it would
annihilate my theory, for such could not
have been produced through natural
selection” (Darwin, p. 164).

Symbiotic relationships pose such a chal-
lenge to Darwin’s theory, since they have
animals and plants of different species
cooperating for the benefit of both. For
example, the dodo bird ate the seeds and
leaves of a plant called calvaria major. The
bird benefited from having the plant as a
food source, but the plant benefited from
the bird’s gizzard scratching its seeds as
they passed through its digestive system.
When the bird became extinct, the plant
nearly disappeared as well, because only if

its seeds are scratched can they germinate
and then grow into a mature plant.

This type of relationship is found in
plants and animals. Evolutionists call it
coadaptation, but they have yet to come
up with a plausible explanation of how this
relationship could have evolved in stages.

How can plants that need certain ani-
mals to survive have existed before those
animals appeared in the first place? And

Evolution cannot explain the remarkable symbiotic
relationships between species. Here a whale shark
patiently waits while yellow-and-black pilot fish
swim in and out of its mouth—cleaning its teeth!

how do animals that need other animals to
survive arrive without the other creature
already being there?

Symbiosis among lower forms of life

An example of beneficial symbiosis
(called mutualism) is between algae and
the fungus of lichens. While fungi provide
vital protection and moisture to algae, the
algae nourish the fungi with photosyn-
thetic nutrients that keep them alive.
As a biology textbook puts it: “Neither
population could exist without the
other, and hence the size of each is deter-
mined by that of the other” (Mary Clark,
Contemporary Biology, 1973, p. 519).

Creation or Evolution: Does It Really Matter What You Believe?

So which came first, the alga or the fun-
gus? Since neither could exist without the
other, according to evolution for both to
survive they had to evolve independently of
each other, yet appear at exactly the same
time and with precisely the right functions.

How could two completely different
species evolve separately from distinct
ancestors, yet depend on each other to
exist? Frankly, the idea that this relation-
ship evolved stretches the imagina-
tion beyond the breaking point.

Symbiosis among animals
and plants

Another remarkable form of sym-
biosis is the relationship between
bees and plants.

While collecting the precious nec-
tar that provides their hives with
food, bees pollinate dozens of
species of flowers and agricultural
crops. Without this vital pollination,
orchards could produce little if any
fruit, and fruit trees would not sur-
vive for long. How can these plants
exist without first being pollinated
by bees? On the other hand, how could
bees exist without first being provided
with the necessary nectar as food? Clearly,
both life forms depend on each other for
their existence.

In addition, the bee has to carry out pol-
lination in a precisely specific way for the
process to work. If the bee visited other
species of flowers at random, pollination
could not occur, since the pollen of one
species of flower does not fertilize another
species. Somehow the bee knows to visit
only one plant species at a time and at the
right season.

Everything in this symbiotic relationship
has to be timed exactly right for it to
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gunpowder, afuse, abarrd and acannon-
ball * happened to be around,” eventually
they would put themselvestogether, care-
fully load theingredientsin the right sizes
and proportions, and then go off at the
right direction without blowing themselves
up somewhere along theway. No, al the
components had to be carefully and intelli-
gently assembled in order to function.

Dr. Behe notes: “ Some evolutionary
biologists—like Richard Dawkins—have
fertileimaginations. Given astarting point,
they amost ways can spin agtory to get
to any biological sructureyouwish. ..

work—and we can be thankful it does. We
can enjoy delicious fruits thanks largely to
the untiring work of these tiny creatures
that unknowingly carry out exactly the
right type of pollination that enables many
fruits to develop.

One of the most amazing examples of
symbiosis is the relationship between the
yucca plant and the yucca moth. Each is
dependent on the other for its survival.

The yucca plant is physically incapable of
pollinating itself to grow more seeds and
perpetuate. The yucca moth (Pronuba) pol-
linates the yucca plant while laying its eggs
inside the plant.

This is a three-step process. First the
moth lands on the stamens (the male part
of a flower, which produces pollen) of one
of the yucca’s flowers. It then makes a
sticky ball of pollen that it carries under-
neath its neck by a special appendage
unique to this moth species.

Second, the moth flies to another yucca
flower, lands on the pistil (the female part,
which grows the fruit and seed) and inserts
one of its eggs inside the base of the pistil,
the flower's ovary.

Third, the moth climbs the pistil and
carefully places pollen from its ball inside
the stigma’s tube at its top, thus pollinat-
ing this part of the flower. The moth
repeats the first and second steps of the
process for one flower until each ovule has
one moth egg in it and each stigma has
had pollen put into it.

After hatching, the moth larvae feed
on the seeds of the yucca. Remarkably, the
moth carefully calibrates the number of its
larvae growing inside each flower so the
larvae will not consume all the seeds of
the yucca—because if they ate all the
seeds the yucca plants would stop repro-
ducing, thus eventually dooming the
yucca moths as well!

By pollinating the plant, the moth
develops food (yucca seeds) for its larvae

Science, however, cannot ultimately ignore
relevant details, and at the molecular level
dl the'details become critical. If amolec-
ular nut or bolt ismissing, then thewhole
system can crash” (Behe, p. 65).

Astounding bird migrations

Consider another enormous biological
complexity—how birds, such ascertain
storks, ducks, geese and robins, gained the
ability to navigate accurately across thou-
sands of miles of previoudy unknown ter-
ritory and land in exactly theright zone

breed. Then, when winter endsin the
northern hemisphere, they fly thousands
of milesback and arrive safely in their
same nesting grounds.

Homing experiments have reveded that
these birds have inherited the ahility to
map their location using the stars by night
and the sun by day. They subconscioudy
process astronomical dataand gauge the
altitude, latitude and longitudeto fly unerr-
ingly to apredetermined place. They have
aninternd clock and calendar to let them
know when to gtart and finish their migra-

and at theright time of year to feed and

while ensuring the plant can continue its
own kind as well.

But that's not all. The life cycle of the
yucca moth is timed so the adult moths
emerge in early summer—exactly when
the yucca plants are in flower.

How could such a process as the yucca
moth-plant symbiotic relationship have
developed by gradual steps in an evolu-
tionary process that proceeds by blind
chance? What conceivable sequence of
minor changes over thousands or millions
of years could have possibly produced a
perfect, mutually beneficial arrangement
between plant and animal species?

Darwinism offers no answers. It is obvi-
ous that this remarkable relationship
appeared abruptly or it never could have
developed at all.

Symbiosis among animals

All animal life is equipped with some
sort of survival instinct. Each knows what
kind of food it needs and a means to avoid
or defend itself against any predators. Yet,
because of symbiotic relationships, some
creatures allow other species, which nor-
mally would serve as a meal, to carry out
cleaning and hygiene tasks without threat
or harm. Scientists call this phenomenon
“cleaning symbiosis.”

It is common for large fish such as
sharks, after consuming smaller fish, to
have food remains and parasites imbed-
ded around their teeth. Eventually these
particles can produce disease or a danger-
ous build-up of matter that can hinder eat-
ing. But certain types of small fish exist that
are designed to function as biological
toothbrushes and can safely clean the
teeth of the larger predators.

The cleaning fish fearlessly swim inside
the open mouth of the larger fish and
carefully eat the debris and parasites from
the teeth. How can a predator fish restrain
his instincts of getting a free meal by just

tions. Perhapswhat ismost surprising

closing his mouth and chewing, or avoid
lashing out because of the irritating clean-
ing process? These actions go directly
against the self-preservation instincts of
both animals, yet they methodically carry
out this sanitizing procedure. Some species
even set up the equivalent of cleaning sta-
tions where the larger fish patiently wait
for their turn while others ahead of them
have their mouths cleaned.

A feathered crocodile cleaner

Such cleaning symbiosis is also found
among a species of bird and a reptile. In
Egypt the Egyptian plover hops right into
the open mouth of the Nile crocodile to
remove parasites. After the job is done,
whether the crocodile is hungry or not the
bird always leaves unscathed.

How could such diverse animals, which
normally have a predator-victim relation-
ship, become partners in a cleanup opera-
tion? If these procedures evolved, as
evolutionists contend must have happened,
how many birds would have been eaten
alive before the crocodile decided it was in
his interest to let one clean its mouth, then
proceed to let it escape? In contrast, how
many birds would have continued picking
crocodile teeth when they saw some of
their feathery cousins eaten alive by croco-
diles? They certainly are instinctively aware
that better and safer ways of getting a meal
are available to them.

Such sophisticated relationships among
diverse creatures show an underlying intel-
ligent design and forethought at work.
Symbiotic relationships are clearly both a
great challenge to Darwinism and a great
proof of a great Designer and Creator.

Thousands of years ago, while contem-
plating the wonders of nature around
him, David exclaimed something that is as
true today as it was then: “O Lorp, how
manifold are Your works! In wisdom You
have made them all” (Psalm 104:24).

Animal Oddities That Defy Evolution
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isthat they are ableto reach their
distant destiny even on their first trip—
without any experience!

For ingtance, thewhite-throated warbler
migrates every year from Germany to
Africa. Remarkably, when the adult birds
migrate, they leavetheir offspring behind.
Severd weekslater, when theyoung birds
are strong enough, they indinctively fly
acrossthousands of miles of unknown land
and seato arrive at the same spot wheretheir
parentsarewaiting! How can theseinexperi-
enced birds navigate with such accuracy
acrossthousands of milesand arrive ssfdly

to be reunited with thelr parents?

In North Americathe golden plover cir-
cumnavigates around most of the northern
and southern hemispheresinitsmigrations.
After nesting in Canadaand Alaska,
ploversbegin their trip from the northeast-
erntip of Canadaand fly acrossthe ocean
down to Brazil and Argenting, atrip of
more than 2,400 miles. When the season is
over they travel back north, taking adiffer-
ent route through South and Central Amer-
ica, then up the Mississippi basin dl the
way to their nesting grounds. They dothis
flavlesdy year fter yesr.

24

Dr. Huse comments:. “ The causes of
migrations and theincredible sense of
direction shown by these animal s presents
the evolutionist with one of the most baf-
fling problems of science. Evolutionigtsare
indeed hard-pressed to explain how these
remarkable abilities evolved piecemed
through mere chance processes gpart from
any directing intelligence. The piecemesl
development of such aningtinct seems
highly improbable because migratory
ingtincts are useless unless perfect. Obvi-
oudy, it isof no benefit to be able to navi-
gate perfectly acrossonly haf of an ocean”

The Scientific Evidence: A Critical Choice

apostle Paul: “Ever since the creation

of the world [God’s] eternal power
and divine nature, invisible though they
are, have been understood and seen
through the things he has made” (Romans
1:20, New Revised Standard Version
throughout this sidebar).

Paul’s words remind us that we can
look at the miracles in the world around
us and see compelling evidence of God's
handiwork, understanding not only that
He is the Creator but glimpsing some of
His nature and character.

Let's take a glimpse at a partic-
ular flower, an orchid with the
scientific name of Coryanthes.
Although the scientist’s language
is a little technical, it's important
to read the account in the author’s
own words as he describes his
findings and those of another sci-
entist, a Dr. Cruger. The incredible
story is well worth reading.

A built-in bee-bath bucket

According to a famous writer
and observer of the wonders of
nature:

“This orchid has part of its
labellum or lower lip hollowed
out into a great bucket, into

C onsider the powerful words of the

have imagined what purpose all these
parts serve [emphasis added throughout].

“But Dr. Cruger saw crowds of large
humble-bees [bumblebees] visiting the
gigantic flowers of this orchid, not in
order to suck nectar, but to gnaw off the
ridges within the chamber above the
bucket; in doing this they frequently
pushed each other into the bucket, and
their wings being thus wetted they could
not fly away, but were compelled to crawl
out through the passage formed by the
spout or overflow.

One well-known scientist recorded the remarkable

relationships he saw between certain species of bees
and flowers. Yet how he chose to view that evidence
of a Designer and Creator is a vital lesson for us.

to crawl out through the passage of
the lately expanded flower, and are thus
carried away . ..

“When the bee, thus provided, flies to
another flower, or to the same flower a
second time, and is pushed by its comrades
into the bucket and then crawls out by
the passage, the pollen-mass necessarily
comes first into contact with the viscid
stigma, and adheres to it, and the flower
is fertilised. Now at last we see the full
use of every part of the flower, of the
water-secreting horns, of the bucket half
full of water, which prevents the
bees from flying away, and forces
them to crawl out through the
spout, and rub against the properly
placed viscid pollen-masses and the
viscid stigma.”

Design reveals the designer

These fascinating design details
show us the complexity, variety and
even a touch of humor in the world
around us. Several scriptures ac-
knowledge that we can learn of
God through His creation.

One such passage is in Acts 14.
The apostles Paul and Barnabas
made quite a stir in the city of Lystra
by healing a man who had been
crippled, unable to walk, since birth.

which drops of almost pure water
continually fall from two secreting horns
which stand above it; and when the
bucket is half full, the water overflows by
a spout on one side. The basal part of the
labellum stands over the bucket, and is
itself hollowed out into a sort of chamber
with two lateral entrances; within this
chamber there are curious fleshly ridges.
The most ingenious man, if he had not
witnessed what takes place, could never

“Dr. Cruger saw a ‘continual procession’
of bees thus crawling out of their involun-
tary bath. The passage is narrow, and is
roofed over by the column, so that a bee,
in forcing its way out, first rubs its back
against the viscid stigma [the sticky part of
the flower that receives pollen] and then
against the viscid glands of the pollen-
masses. The pollen-masses are thus glued
to the back of the bee which first happens

Creation or Evolution: Does It Really Matter What You Believe?

Idolatry was rampant in Lystra, and
the instinctive reaction by the citizens of
the city to this miracle was to worship Paul
and Barnabas!

What was the two men’s reaction?
Notice what they told the people: “Friends,
why are you doing this? We are mortals
just like you, and we bring you good news,
that you should turn from these worthless
things to the living God, who made the
heaven and the earth and the sea and all
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(The Collapse of Evolution, 1998, p. 34).

The salmon’s amazing cycle

Some species of salmon exhibit amaz-
ingly complex migrations. Hatching from
eggsin streams, they spend thefirst few
years of lifein freshwater lakesand rivers.
After growing to severa inchesthey swim
downstream to the ocean, wherethey
adapt to acompletely different chemical
environment—sa twater—and spend the
next few years.

Inthe processthey often migrate for
thousands of milesasthey feed and grow.

that is in them. In past generations he
allowed all the nations to follow their own
ways; yet he has not left himself without a
witness in doing good—giving you rains
from heaven and fruitful seasons, and fill-
ing you with food and your hearts with
joy” (Acts 14:15-17).

God's servants deflected these mis-
guided intentions and directed the people
to the Creator God.

An orchid that shoots straight

Here's another remarkable example of
carefully planned design in the natural
world from the same author cited above:

“The construction of the flower in
another closely allied orchid, namely the
Catasetum, is widely different, though
serving the same end; and is equally curi-
ous. Bees visit these flowers, like those of
the Coryanthes, in order to gnaw the label-
lum [lip]; in doing this they inevitably
touch a long, tapering, sensitive projec-
tion, or, as | have called it, the antenna.

“This antenna, when touched, trans-
mits a sensation or vibration to a certain
membrane which is instantly ruptured;
this sets free a spring by which the pollen-
mass is shot forth, like an arrow, in the
right direction, and adheres by its viscid
[sticky] extremity to the back of the bee.
The pollen-mass of the male plant (for the
sexes are separate in this orchid) is thus
carried to the flower of the female plant
where it is brought into contact with the
stigma, which is viscid enough to break
certain elastic threads, and retaining the
pollen, fertilisation is effected.”

Here we see another marvelous illustra-
tion of God's handiwork. Yet not everyone
sees the evidence of creation in the same
way. The scientist who penned these obser-
vations of the wonders of the world around
him was none other than Charles Darwin,
and the quotations are from his book
Origin of the Species (pp. 156-157).

Eventually, toward the end of their lives,
they leave the ocean environment and
swim upriver and upstream againgt the
current until they reach the very stretch of
stream where they were hatched years ear-
lier. Therethey spawn and die, with their
decaying bodies providing nutrientsfor
the newly laid eggs. The eggsthen hatch
to start anew generation, repeating the
amazing cycle.

These many adaptations go against the
supposed “ numerous, successive, dight
modifications’ of evolutionary theory as
wel asplain common sense. If agpeciesis

well adapted to livein freshwater, why
undergo the physiological changes neces
sary to livein sdtwater? And why the
enormous and exhausting trip back to
their origina birthplace only to face
certain death?

How do these species, after traveling up
to severd thousand miles, manageto find
the very streamsin which they werefirst
spawned severd yearsearlier? No plausible
evolutionary explanation has been offered.

The decoy fish
In Hawaiian waters swimsthe astound-

Does this surprise you? It should. Darwin
used these examples to show the ability of
plants to adapt and to vary rather than to
show the variety in God's design. Why?

Divergent views of evidence

Why don‘t we all see evidence the
same way?

Charles Darwin was not the only scien-
tist in his time who interpreted what he
studied in creation as evidence of life with-
out a creator. Many others examined what
we see as inspiring, incontrovertible evi-
dence of God's handiwork and concluded
that God was not involved.

But why did they come to such differ-
ent conclusions, and why do others still
come to those conclusions? Let's examine
an important passage in the first chapter
of Romans: “Ever since the creation of the
world his [God's] eternal power and divine
nature, invisible though they are, have
been understood and seen through the
things he has made,” says verse 20.

Paul is saying that the creation is a por-
tal through which we can see the Creator.
Although everyone sees the same evi-
dence, each makes a choice as to how
to interpret it. Some early philosophers
made a conscious choice to reject God.
They chose to interpret their studies in
a way that would exclude Him. Scholars
in various fields since have followed in
their wake.

But, since natural structures exist that
random cause-and-effect and material
causes can't explain, many scientists have
been and will continue to be prejudiced in
their interpretations. Because nature can't
always explain nature, it's perfectly rea-
sonable to infer from natural structures
that the supernatural exists—otherwise
many examples from the world around us
remain inexplicable.

“So they are without excuse; for
though they knew God, they did not

honor him as God or give thanks to him,
but they became futile in their thinking,
and their senseless minds were darkened.
Claiming to be wise, they became fools;
and they exchanged the glory of the
immortal God for images resembling a
mortal human being or birds or four-
footed animals or reptiles” (verses 20-23).

We have an important choice to make
about the evidence for a Creator God. We
must choose whether we will believe it.
Our choice will have a profound effect on
our lives.

If we see God in what He has made,
then we have a constant reminder of His
ability, concern, purpose and even His
humor. But, if we do not see God, then
there is neither hint nor reminder of His
purpose for our existence. Consequently
we may imperil the normal workings of
our conscience, given by God so that we
would question our thoughts and actions.

Belief and behavior

In the remainder of Romans 1, Paul
bluntly makes it clear that serious conse-
quences come from failing to recognize
God in His creation. Reasoning becomes
the substitute for God's Spirit and His Word.
Eventually people’s reasonings become
rationalizations that can lead them to
justify almost any kind of behavior.

Psalm 14 confirms this: “Fools say in their
hearts, ‘There is no God.’ They are corrupt,
they do abominable deeds; there is no one
who does good” (verse 1). As does Romans
1, this verse implies that people who
choose not to believe in God see no need to
abide by a divine code of conduct.

However, as the next verse tells us: “The
Lorp looks down from heaven on human-
kind to see if there are any who are wise,
who seek after God” (verse 2).

God can guide and bless those who
wisely choose to accept the evidence and
believe in Him. Let's make the right choice.

Animal Oddities That Defy Evolution
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The Search for Alternatives to a Creator

that evolution as an explanation

for the teeming varieties of life on
earth—not to mention your existence as
a thinking, rational human being—sim-
ply doesn't add up. Furthermore, we've
only scratched the surface (see “The Case
Against Evolution,” on page 10, for sug-
gestions on books that examine the
subject in far greater detail).

So why, then, do so many people
cling so tightly to a belief with so many
deficiencies?

Paul's comments about the philoso-
phers of his day certainly apply to our day:

“For all that can be known of

B y now you've probably realized

are as the result of chance.

“This evidence has so much weight
that even some eminent scientists who
are unbelievers have had the courage to
faceit. .. The most reasonable answer to
the question: Creation? is surely: Yes—
creation of some sort” (Hayward, p. 65,
emphasis added).

“The resulting realization that life was
designed by an intelligence,” writes Dr.
Behe, “is a shock to us in the twentieth
century who have gotten used to think-
ing of life as the result of simple natural
laws" (Behe, p. 252).

Not surprisingly, conclusions such as

one gene pool replaces another. Darwin
himself explained this in The Descent of
Man, when he had to deal with the
absence of ‘missing links' between ape and
human. Such gaps were to be expected,
he wrote, in view of the extinctions that
necessarily accompany evolution.

“He coolly predicted that evolution
would make the gaps wider in the
future, because the most civilized (that is,
European) humans would soon extermi-
nate the rest of the human species and
go on from there to kill off our nearest
kin in the ape world. Modern Darwinists
do not call attention to such passages,
which make vivid how easily the pic-

God lies plain before their eyes;
indeed God himself has disclosed it
to them. Ever since the world began
his invisible attributes, that is to say
his everlasting power and deity,
have been visible to the eye of rea-
son, in the things he has made. Their
conduct, therefore, is indefensible;
knowing God, they have refused to
honour him as God, or to render him
thanks. Hence all their thinking has
ended in futility, and their mis-
guided minds are plunged in dark-
ness. They boast of their wisdom,
but they have made fools of them-
selves, exchanging the glory of the
immortal God for an image shaped
like mortal man, even for images
like birds, beasts, and reptiles.

“For this reason God has given
them up to their own vile desires, and the
consequent degradation of their bodies.
They have exchanged the truth of God
for a lie, and have offered reverence and
worship to created things instead of to
the Creator..."” (Romans 1:19-25, Revised
English Bible, emphasis added).

Rampant unbelief and immorality
have a great deal to do with denying and
refusing to obey a Creator God.

"It is obvious that Darwin’s theory no
longer has the standing it had a few
years ago,” adds Dr. Hayward. “A small
but significant minority of biologists
have rejected it entirely, and are looking
for a better theory to put in its place. So
far, though, they have failed to find one
... On the other hand, the case for the
existence of the Creator is stronger
today than it has ever been. In every
branch of science there is a growing
body of evidence that the universe and
its contents have been designed—that
things just could not be the way they

Darwin’s concept of the “survival of the fittest”
has been used repeatedly to justify genocide
against ethnic groups considered inferior.

these have not received much publicity.
Most people are unaware of Darwin-
ism’'s many flaws and voluminous scien-
tific findings and conclusions that
contradict evolutionary theory.

The consequences of accepting Dar-
winist theory have been profound. Enor-
mous moral and social damage has been
wrought in classrooms and to society. The
theory that led Darwin to discard the
Bible and reject the existence of God has
had a profound effect on millions of
other people.

It is no coincidence that Karl Marx, the
father of communism, asked Darwin if he
could dedicate Das Kapital, his landmark
book on communism, to Darwin’s honor
or if he could write its introduction. After
all, Marx believed Darwin had provided
the scientific basis for communism.
Darwin discreetly declined the offer.

“Genocide, of course,” writes Phillip
Johnson, “is merely a shocking name for
the process of natural selection by which
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ture of amoral nature inherent in
evolutionary naturalism can be con-
verted into a plan of action” (Reason
in the Balance, 1995, p. 144).

Later Adolf Hitler indeed applied
the Darwinist concept of the “sur-
vival of the fittest” to the human
race. During World War Il the Nazis
forcibly sterilized more than two mil-
lion people and began systematically
exterminating people whom Hitler
considered to be inferior. The Nazis
justified their atrocities by rationaliz-
ing that they were doing mankind a
service with “genetic cleansing” to
improve the races.

As long as evolution—with its
implications of amorality and
the survival-of-the-fittest mentality
among “superior” and “inferior”
races—is accepted and believed, geno-
cide, as sporadic ethnic cleansings in
various parts of the globe show, will have
a scientific justification, even though
most believers in Darwinist theory would
object to this conclusion.

The Bible prophesies that, before Jesus
Christ's return, a worldwide commerce of
human beings will be in place. This inhu-
mane system will include the trading of
"bodies and souls of men” (Revelation
18:9-13). Could this be possible? One only
has to remember the Nazi holocaust.
Hundreds of thousands were pressed into
slave labor. Those too weak, ill, young or
old to work faced a merciless death.

Remember, such events happened
barely a generation ago in what were
considered to be the most advanced
and enlightened nations. It could
happen again, especially in a world in
which so many have adopted a belief in
moral relativism and a survival-of-the-
fittest outlook.
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ing decoy fish. When hunting for other fish
to edt, it raisesitsdorsd fin, which appears
asasmdl, helplessfish, complete with an
gpparent mouth and eye.

It then stays motionless except for the
dorsd fin, which it movesfrom sdeto side
to make the decoy appear to open and close
itsmouth. Thefin itsdf becomestranspar-
ent except for the upper part of thefin,
which lookslike aseparatefish. It turns
abright red, enhancing theilluson of a
smaller fish. Thisunassuming cregture has
just created an opticd illusonthat evena
Hollywood specid-effectsartist would
envy. To anincoming fish the decoy looks
like an easy medl, and asit movesin for the
kill it suddenly findsitsdf insdethejaws
of the decoy fish.

AsDr. Huse notes: “The decoy-fish
clearly exhibits great ingenuity, attention
to biological details, and asense of pur-
posefulness. No matter how one contorts
one'sreasoning, one cannot explain such
amarve interms of the evolutionary the-
ory. Such clear design does not result from
mere chance but rather requires careful

and deliberate blueprint encoding within
the DNA of the decoy-fish by ahighly
capable molecular programmer”

(Huse, p. 36).

Dr. Huse notes other fish speciesthat use
similar deceptionsto snareamedl. “One
type of anglerfish hasa‘fishing rod’ com-
ing out of itsback with aluminescent
‘bulb’ at theend of it. Another, the degp-sea
angler, hasa'light bulb’” hanging from the
roof of itsmouith. It just swvimsaround with
an open mouth, dangling the lurefrom side
tosde Smdl fish, attracted by the display,
swimtother degthright into theangler’s
mouth!” (Huse, p. 36).

He aso notesthat anglerfish havethe
ability to movetheir “bait” in amanner
that mimicsthered thing; an anglerfish
with afishlike bait will moveitina
swimming motion while one with an
appendage resembling ashrimp will
move it with ashrimp’s backward-darting
motion. On those occasions when the
anglerfish’s“bait” is nipped off—as could
be expected to happen under the circum-
stances—the anglerfish can fully regrow

it within two weeks (Huse, p. 36).

Gradual adaptations?

Now, with our grester understanding
of enormoudy complex and integrated
systemsthat ruledl living systems, we see
that Darwin’stheory thet dl life evolved
through agradua system of adaptations
can be easily and satisfactorily refuted.

Dr. Behe sums up the results of many
years of working in molecular biochem-
istry: “The smplicity that was once
expected to be the foundation of life has
proven to be a phantom; instead, systems
of horrendous, irreducible complexity
inhabit the cell. The resulting reslization
that life was designed by an intelligence
isashock to usin the twentieth century
who have gotten used to thinking of life
astheresult of smple natural laws’
(Behe, p. 252).

Scientist Soren Lovtrup, admits, “I
believe that one day the Darwinian myth
will be ranked the greatest deceit inthe
history of science’ (Darwinism: The
Refutation of a Myth, 1987, p. 422).

Creation and Evolution:
The Biblica Explanation

arlier we examined the wesk-
nesses of the theory of evolution
asan explanation for the bewil-
lering complexity of the forms
of lifewe seearound us. Now weturn to
the Bibleitsalf to seewhat the Crestor God
says about His creation.

We should keep in mind that God does
not usudly explain al thereisto know
about asubject in one placeinthe Bible.
HisWord is not organized so we can
turn to one passage and reed al of His
revel ation about a particular truth.

God'struthsare not revealed dl at
once. Although He often provides a
broad outline of atruth early inthe Scrip-
tures, we find that He later fillsin many
of the details elsewherein the Bible. The
Bibleitsalf speaks of this principlewhen
it talks of “God, who &t varioustimes
and in various ways spoke in times past
to the fathers by the prophets, [and who]
hasin these last days spoken to us by

HisSon... (Hebrews1:1-2).

The nature of revelation

Thebiblica prophetsdid not aways
understand the significance of the proph-
eciesthey recorded under God'sinspira-
tion (Daniel 12:8-9). Their knowledge
of the particular truth they recelved was
sometimesincomplete.

“Of thissavetion,” writesthe apostle
Peter, “the prophets have inquired and
searched carefully, who prophesied of the
grace that would cometo you, searching
what, or what manner of time, the Spirit of
Christ [which] wasin them wasindicating
when [it] tetified beforehand the sufferings
of Christ and the gloriesthat would follow.
To them it wasrevealed that, not to them-
salves, but to usthey were ministering the
things which now have been reported to
you through those who have preached the
gospel toyou by the Holy Spirit sent from
heaven—thingswhich angelsdesireto
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look into” (1 Peter 1:10-12).

The prophets obvioudy had only partial
information about eternd truthsreveded to
them. Thisisaso the case with the account
of cregtionin Genesis 1. God would revedl
additiona detailslater. Many Biblereaders,
however, mistakenly assume everything the
Bible hasto say about cregtionisexplained
there. Yet the Bible adds details | ater that
clarify the Genesis 1 account.

Congder, for example, that Genesis 1:1
says, “Inthe beginning God crested the
heavensand the earth.” It might seem asif
thisverse describes the beginning of every-
thing, but God later revedls details of events
and conditionsthat took place earlier.

Theapostle John, writing under God's
ingpiration, takes us back to atime before
eventsdescribed in Genesis 1. “Inthe
beginning,” he tates, “wasthe Word, and
the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. Hewasin the beginning with God.
All things were made through Him, and
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without Him nothing was made that was
made’ (John 1:1-3, emphasis added
throughout).

Herethe Biblereved sthat, before
the creation of the heavensand the earth
described in Genesis 1, theWord was with
God, and God made everything through the
Word. None of thisisrevedled in the Gene-
sisaccount, yet these details help us under-
stand who God wasin the beginning and at
thetime of the earth’s cregtion. We seethat
John gives us more information that helps
us understand what happened “in the
beginning” in Genesis 1. (To better under-
stand who and what God is, and how the
cregtion proves Hisexistence, please
request your free copy of LifesUltimate
Question: Does God Exist?)

Similarly, Genesis 1:2 describes the
earth asbeing “without form, and void.”
This sketchy description offersno explana
tion for why the earth wasin this condition.
However, God revealsmore detailsin other
parts of HisWord. We haveto compile and
consider al pertinent scriptures on asub-
ject to gain acomplete understanding.

For example, in another passage God
explainsthat angel swere present at the
cregtion of the earth. The book of Genesis
doesn’t mention this, but it isan important
truth. We find this detail recorded inthe
book of Job, where God asks Job: “Where
were you when | laid the foundations of
the earth?. . . Who laid its cornerstone,
when the morning stars sang together,
and all the sons of God shouted with joy?’
(Job 38:4, 6-7). The“morning stars’ and
“sons of God”—the angels—exulted as
they saw the earth miraculoudly come
into being.

The angelic revolt

A key to understanding why the earth
was“without form and void” involveswhat
happened to some of these angels. Again,
nothing of thisangelic story isdescribed
in Genesis. But, later in HisWord, God
reveastherewasagreat angd, Lucifer,
who rebelled againgt Him. “How you are
fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the
morning! How you are cut down to the
ground, you who weskened the nations!
For you have said in your heart: ‘1 will
ascend into heaven, | will exat my throne
abovethestarsof God . . . | will ascend
abovethe heights of the clouds, | will be
likethe Most High'™ (Isaiah 14:12-14).

Here God explainsthat Lucifer had a
throne, representing aposition of leadership
and authority. Herose from somewhere
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below to try to overthrow God, but was* cut
down to the ground”

Wherewasthis place where Lucifer had
histhrone? Jesus Christ, whom we saw ear-
lier wasthe“Word” alongside God at the
crestion, revedlsmore details. “| saw Satan
fdl likelightning from heaven,” He said
(Luke 10:18). L ucifer, who became Satan,
was cast down from heaven—to the earth!

TheBible explainsthat Satan retains
hisauthority over this planet. Notice what
Saantold Christ: “Then the devil, taking
Him up on ahigh mountain, showed Him
al thekingdoms of theworld in amoment
of time. And the devil saidto Him, ‘All this
authority | will giveYou, and their glory;
for thishasbeen ddlivered to me, and | give
it towhomever | wish’™” (Luke 4:5-6).

Christ resisted thistemptation but did
not dispute the assertion of Satan’s present
authority. The Bible showsin many places
that Satan has authority over the earth.
Heiseven cdled “thegod of thisage’
in2 Corinthians 4:4.

Itisno accident that in Genesis 3,
shortly after God crested Adam and Eve,
Satan appeared on the scene. The earth
was—and gtill is—hisdomain. He had
been cast down to earth before man’s
cregtion took place. Asnoted in the
account of the temptation of Chrigt, Satan
had received authority over the earth. He
then rebelled against God inabattlein
which hewas cast down to the earth, as
Christ recounted.

Theearthis Satan’'sream. The book of
Job records God asking Satan, “ From where
doyou come?’ Satan'sreply was, “From
going to and fro onthe earth and from
waking back and forthonit” (Job 1.7).

How earth became waste and empty

In Genesiswe do not see details of the
awe-ingpiring initia creation, the creetion
long before Adam and Eve about which
angelssang for joy. We do not read how
that cregtion cameto bein chaos—
“without form and void.”

Thetext, though, does offer clues. Notice
that the New Internationa Verson hasa
margina notation regarding thetrandation
of Genesis 1:2: “Now theearth was|[or
possibly became] formlessandempty .. ”

Does God reveal esewherein hisWord
how the earth cameto bein this disorderly
sate, “formless and empty” ? He gives us
someteling hintsin the book of Isaiah.
“For thus saysthe Lorp, who creeted the
heavens, who is God, who formed the
earth and madeit, who did not createit
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in vain, who formed it to beinhabited”
(Isaiah 45:18).

Thetermin vain hereisthe sameword
trandated “without form” in Genesis 1:2.
Yet here I saiah records God as saying He
did not origindly createthe earthin this
condition. Other scriptures, such aslsaiah
34:11 and Jeremiah 4:23, describe similar
devadtation on the earth using the same
wordstrandated “without form, and void”
in Genesis 1:2. Thereisno doubt that these
words describe the earth as being empty,
void, awasteland.

The Genesisaccount Ssmply does not
provided| the details. But the Bibleasa
wholefillsin other partsof the story. The
missing piecesare given in other scriptures,
whichtdl usof Satan'srebdlion against
God. They describe his attempt to over-
throw God, and, asaresult of agreat super-
natura battle, that he was cast down again.

We seewhat gppearsto beapardld stu-
ation in Revelation 12:7-9, which gpparently
describes an attempt by Satan to overthrow
God shortly before Chrigt’sreturn. “And war
broke out in heaven: Michedl and hisangels
fought with the dragon; and the dragon and
hisangdsfought, but they did not prevail,
nor was aplace found for them in heaven
any longer. So the great dragon was cast
out, that serpent of old, called the Devil and
Satan, who deceivesthe wholeworld; he
was cadt to the earth, and hisangelswere
cagt out withhim?”

Yet God hasdlowed Satan to retain
authority over this present world. Satan
even offered Christ the opportunity to share
rulership over the earth under him.

You can seethat, when we examine all
the Scriptures, we find agrest ded more
information that illuminates and explains
the Genesis account.

Earth renewed and restored

Consider another section of Scripture
inwhich God inspired David to understand
more about His Cresation. “ O Lorb, how
manifold areYour works! InwisdomYou
have madethem al. Theearthisfull of
Your possessions. . . You send forth Your
Spirit, they are crested; and You renew the
face of theearth” (Psalm 104:24, 30).

Thesurface of the earth needed a
renewa when God created the present life
formswe seearound us. So what doesthe
fossil record depict? It showsaseries of
fosslized lifeformsin layered deposits
scattered in the earth’s crust. Man aswe
know him, madein God'simage with enor-
mous creative and spiritud abilities, has|eft



Earth’s Age: Does Genesis 1 Indicate a Time Interval?

e are introduced to the account
Wof the creation of the earth

in Genesis 1:1-2: “In the begin-
ning God created the heavens and the
earth. The earth was without form, and
void; and darkness was on the face of
the deep.”

The original Hebrew wording, com-
pared with other passages of Scripture, has
led some to conclude that a considerable
time interval is indicated between these
two verses. If such an interval is
indeed intended, there is no discrep-
ancy between the Bible record and
scientific discoveries that indicate that
the earth could be much older than a
few thousand years. If, on the other
hand, there is no such gap, then the
earth itself must be only around 6,000
years old—which most scientists con-
sider an impossibility.

Do other passages, as well as his-
tory, shed any light on this question?

Some scholars propose that Gene-
sis 1:2 can or should be translated
“Now the earth became without
form, and void. .." as opposed to the
common rendering “The earth was
without form, and void . ..” Others
dismiss this idea entirely. They assume
the original Hebrew word hayah
must be translated “was"” and then
assume the earth was originally cre-
ated in this disorderly way.

However, as can be seen from
many Bible helps, both translations of the
term are possible. Only the context of the
chapter and book can determine which
one is correct. Gleason Archer, professor of
biblical languages, comments: “It should
be noted in this connection that the verb
was in Genesis 1:2 may quite possibly be
rendered ‘became’ and be construed to
mean: ‘And the earth became formless
and void." Only a cosmic catastrophe could
account for the introduction of chaotic
confusion into the original perfection of
God's creation. This interpretation cer-
tainly seems to be exegetically tenable...."
(A Survey of Old Testament Introduction,
Moody Press, Chicago, 1974, p. 184).

In a footnote Archer adds: “Properly
speaking, this verb hayah never has the
meaning of static being like the copular
verb ‘to be.’ Its basic notion is that of
becoming or emerging as such and such,
or of coming into being . . . Sometimes a
distinction is attempted along the follow-
ing lines: hayah means ‘become’ only
when it is followed by the preposition /e;
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otherwise there is no explicit idea of
becoming. But this distinction will not
stand up under analysis. In Gen[esis] 3:20
the proper rendering is: ‘And Adam called
the name of his wife Eve, because she
became the mother of all living." No /e fol-
lows the verb in this case. So also in
Gen[esis] 4:20: Jabal became the father of
tent dwellers.’ Therefore there can be no
grammatical objection raised to translat-
ing Genlesis] 1:2: ‘And the earth became a

How did the earth become “without form, and
void,” as described in Genesis 1? Through a
careful study of the Scriptures, we can glean
some information about earth’s history before
the Genesis account.

m

wasteness and desolation.
Some scholars also argue against trans-
lating hayah "became” instead of “was"
in Genesis 1:2 because they assume this
interpretation came about only recently,
after geology revealed the strata of the
earth to be very old. Thus they consider this
explanation a desperate attempt to recon-
cile the Genesis account with modern geol-
ogy. The explanation that there existed an
indefinite period between the initial beau-
tiful creation described in Genesis 1:1 and
the earth becoming waste and void in
verse 2 has been called, sometimes dis-
paragingly, “the gap theory.” The idea was
attributed to Thomas Chalmersin the 19th
century and to Cyrus Scofield in the 20th.
Yet the interpretation that the earth
“became” waste and void has been dis-
cussed for close to 2,000 years. The earliest
known recorded controversy on this point
can be attributed to Jewish sages at the
beginning of the second century. The
Hebrew scholars who wrote the Targum
of Onkelos, the earliest of the Aramaic

versions of the Old Testament, translated
Genesis 1:2 as “and the earth was laid
waste.” The original language led them to
understand that something had occurred
that had “laid waste” the earth, and they
interpreted this as a destruction.

The early Catholic theologian Origen
(186-254), in his commentary De Principiis,
explains regarding Genesis 1:2 that the
original earth had been “cast down-
wards” (Ante-Nicene Fathers, 1917,
p. 342).

In the Middle Ages the Flemish
scholar Hugo St. Victor (1097-1141)
wrote about Genesis 1:2: "“Perhaps
enough has already been debated
about these matters thus far, if we
add only this, ‘how long did the world
remain in this disorder before the reg-
ular re-ordering . . . of it was taken in
hand?" (De Sacramentis Christianae
Fideij, Book 1, Part |, Chapter VI). Other
medieval scholars, such as Dionysius
Peavius and Pererius, also considered
that there was an interval between
Genesis 1:1and 1:2.

According to The New Schaff-Her-
zog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowl-
edge, the Dutch scholar Simon
Episcopius (1583-1643) taught that
the earth had originally been created
before the six days of creation
described in Genesis (1952, Vol. 3, p.
302). This was roughly 200 years
before geology discovered evidence
for the ancient origin of earth.

These numerous examples show us
that the idea of an interval between Gen-
esis 1:1 and 1:2 has a long history. Any
claim that it is of only recent origin—that
it was invented simply as a desperate
attempt to reconcile the Genesis account
with geology—is groundless.

Perhaps the best treatment on both
sides of this question is given by the late
Arthur Custance in his book Without Form
and Void: A Studly of the Meaning of Gen-
esis 1:2. Dr. Custance states, “To me, this
issue is important, and after studying the
problem for some thirty years and after
reading everything | could lay my hands
on pro and con and after accumulating in
my own library some 300 commentaries
on Genesis, the earliest being dated 1670,
| am persuaded that there is, on the basis
of the evidence, far more reason to trans-
late Gen. 1:2 as ‘But the earth had become
a ruin and a desolation, etc.’ than there is
for any of the conventional translations in
our modern versions” (1970, p. 7).

Creation and Evolution: The Biblical Explanation
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written recordsthet take usback alittle
more than 5,000 years.

Thisisatiny span compared with what
most scientists consider the age of the earth
and starsto be based on their research.
Man, in anincredibly short time, built the
pyramids—which to thisday defy imita-
tion. Man hastraveled to the moon and sent
spacecraft to explore our solar system and
beyond. Such achievements show the enor-

mous differencein the earth beforeand
after Adam.

How long did the angelsexist before
man was cregted? The Bible doesn't reved
the answer. How long did it take Lucifer to
persuade as many asathird of theangelsto
rebel with him? (Revelation 12:4). Remem-
ber, angelsare spirit beingsfor whom aging
isof no consequence (Luke 20:36). What-
ever length of timethismight be, perhaps
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millionsor billionsof years, theangelswere
cregted and lived before the cregtion of
Adam and Eve and the days of therenewa
of the earth described in Genesis.

Why did God create angels?“Arethey
not al ministering spirits sent forth to min-
ister for those who will inherit salvation?’
(Hebrews 1:14). God “has not put the
world to come, of which we speak, in sub-
jectiontotheangdls’ (Hebrews2:5). God

Genesis 1 and the Days of Creation

id you know that no piece of
D ancient history is more scientifically

grounded than the book of Gene-
sis, including its description of the 24-hour
days of creation?

During the last 150 years or so, no part of
the Bible has come under more rigorous
attack than the creation account in the first
chapter of Genesis. Darwinists have made
much of evidence that the earth could be
anywhere from five to 15 billion years old.
Yet a careful genealogical study of the
biblical record combined with
history suggests to some people
that the earth has existed for a
mere 6,000 years.

Before we address this dis-
crepancy, let us first consider
how the Bible, in its Genesis nar-
rative, presents creation. What is
the organizing principle of the
biblical account of creation?
How does the creation narrative
present God's acts of creation to
the reader? On what does God
hang the creation epic?

The creation account hangs
first on the 24-hour day, then on
the seven-day week. (Genesis 1

Is the earth only

“And God saw the light that it was good,
and God divided the light from darkness.
God called the light Day, and the darkness
He called Night. So the evening and the
morning were the first day” (Genesis 1:4-5).
We see from the account that God estab-
lished the day-and-night cycle from the
beginning. Day and night are functions of
the rotation of the earth as it orbits the sun.
Clearly the wording of Genesis describes the
24-hour period we are all familiar with.
Notice further that God appointed the sun
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6,000 years old? Many assume that is
what the Bible teaches, but the original wording of
Genesis 1 allows for a much earlier creation.

were really much longer—possibly epochs
lasting thousands or millions of years. To
support this idea, some have argued that
the Hebrew word for “day,” yom, means an
unspecified measure of time in Genesis 1.

Itis true that yom can mean an indefinite
period such as in the English expression “at
the end of the day.” But the context of each
of the six days of Genesis 1 makes it clear
how long each day of creation actually was.
The expression “So the evening and the
morning were the first day” in Genesis 1 is
repeated for every one of the other
five days.

Here we see “evening” equated
with nighttime and “morning”
equated with daylight, and the two
together make up one day. The
wording “the evening and the
morning” shows this is clearly talk-
ing about 24-hour days.

One rotation of the earth on its
axis is the unmistakable meaning
of day in the creation account.
Throughout the history of the
Hebrew people, the evening has
always signified the beginning of a
new day, a specific 24 hours.

However, since that particular

describes the first six days of cre-
ation week; the first few verses of chapter 2
recount the seventh day.)

We learn from observation that the
earth makes one revolution around the sun
in a year. By rotating on its axis once every
24 hours, the earth produces the familiar
succession of day and night. The planet
spins like a child's top at a consistent angle
to the sun, maintaining that angle while
making its circular journey.

Earth revolves just rapidly enough to
produce the 24-hour cycle (or, more pre-
cisely, 23 hours and 56 minutes). It revolves
slightly obliquely to its plane of rotation,
which makes for the four annual seasons.

What does Genesis 1 have to do with
these natural phenomena? Can we take
seriously the Bible's creation account?

to separate light from darkness and to
divide day from night (verse 14).

We can readily grasp the wording of the
biblical creation account. It fits the context
of something we experience every day.
From birth to death we live in a constant
succession of 24-hour days and nights. “The
several pictures of creation history are set
within the six work-day frames” (The New
Bible Commentary: Revised, 1994, p. 82).

How long were the days of creation?

Ever since the realization by scientists
that the earth’s age may be measured in bil-
lions of years, well-meaning people have
tried to reconcile the biblical account with
such scientific findings. Some have theo-
rized that the seven 24-hour creation days

Creation or Evolution: Does It Really Matter What You Believe?

expression does not close the ac-
count of the seventh day (Genesis 2:1-3),
some have tried to lengthen the creation
Sabbath as well. They reason that the sev-
enth day of creation has not yet ended,
even after thousands of years. Thus the ear-
lier six days of creation may have lasted
for thousands of years as well. But does
Scripture support this view?

The Bible interprets the Bible. Notice
Genesis 1:14-19: “Then God said, ‘Let there
be lights in the firmament of the heavens to
divide the day [yom] from the night; and let
them be for signs and seasons, and for days
[yom] and years . . ." Then God made two
great lights: the greater light to rule the day
[yom], and the lesser light to rule the night
...and to divide the light from the darkness.
And God saw that it was good. So the
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cregted angelsto serve mankind. God is
working out His plan of salvation on earth.
The cregtion waitsfor the glorious moment
when man inheritswhat God the Father
planned from the start.

“For | consider,” writes Paul, “that the
sufferings of this present time are not wor-
thy to be compared with the glory which
shal bereveded in us. For the earnest
expectation of the creation eagerly waits

evening and the morning were the fourth
day [yom]." it makes no sense for the mean-
ing of day to change from a 24-hour day or
the daylight portion of a day to an indeter-
minate period lasting millions or billions of
years within a few sentences.

The account relaying the giving of the
Ten Commandments confirms how long
each of the creation days was, including
the seventh-day Sabbath. Exodus 20:8-11
summarizes their significance:

“Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it
holy. Six days you shall labor and do all your
work, but the seventh day is the Sabbath of
the Lorp your God. In it you shall do no work
... For in six days the Loro made the heav-
ensandthe earth ... and rested the seventh
day. Therefore the Lorp blessed the Sabbath
day and hallowed it [declared it holy].”

In defining when we are to keep one of
God's annual Sabbaths, the Day of Atone-
ment, God tells us that, “from evening to
evening [24 hours], you shall celebrate your
sabbath” (Leviticus 23:32). The same princi-
ple applies to the weekly Sabbath and all of
the annual feast days. (You might want to
write for our free booklet Sunset to Sunset:
God’s Sabbath Rest, to better understand
this biblical command.)

Understanding Genesis 1:1-2

The first two verses of the Bible are criti-
cal in this discussion. “The Genesis prologue
presents those historical truths which are
the necessary presuppositions for the valid
pursuit of human knowledge” (The New
Bible Commentary: Revised, p. 81). So let's
take a fresh look at Genesis 1:1-2.

Both the New International Version and
the older Scofield Reference Bible suggest
that the expression “the earth was without
form and void” (verse 2) can be rendered
“the earth became without form and void.”
In other words, something spoiled the orig-
inal creation described in Genesis 1:1 and
made it necessary for God to restore order
out of chaos—which He did during six 24-
hour periods followed by a Sabbath rest.

The Companion Bible points out that, in
the King James Version (and most subse-
quent translations), “the verb ‘to be’ is not

for the revedling of the sons of God. For
the creation was subjected to futility

[waste], not willingly, but because of Him

who subjected it in hope; because the cre-
ation itself aso will be delivered from the
bondage of corruption into the glorious

liberty of the sonsof God” (Romans 8:18-

21). (For more details, be sureto request
your free booklets What |s Your Destiny?
and The Gospel of the Kingdom from the

distinguished from the verb ‘to become,’ so
that the lessons conveyed” in these first few
verses “are lost.” It goes on to explain that
without form (Hebrew tohu) “is used of a
subsequent event which, we know not how
long after the Creation, befell the primitive
creation of Gen. 1.1.”

(For a detailed account of the rationale
and reference sources that point to the pos-
sibility of the rendering “became” instead
of "was," see “Earth’s Age: Does Genesis 1
Indicate a Time Interval?,” p. 29).

Suffice it to say here that God does not
create by first making a mess (1 Corinthians
14:33). God told the cherub (angel) Lucifer,
"You were perfect in your ways from the
day you were created, till iniquity [lawless-
ness] was found in you" (Ezekiel 28:15). God
is the God of perfection, order and beauty.
It is either the angelic realm or man's world
that makes the messes.

Comparing these different passages, we
can infer that an original creation (Genesis
1:1) preceded the making of a gigantic
waste by Satan (the former Lucifer) and a
third of the angels (Revelation 12:4), who
had become demons. Sometime later God
accomplished a full restoration during six
24-hour days, followed by the day of rest
that created the seventh-day Sabbath
(Exodus 20:11).

The time gap between Genesis 1:1 and
1:2 is an unspecified period that could
encompass an untold span of years, ac-
counting for the “deep time" that geolo-
gists and other scientists have discovered in
the last two centuries. So the Bible itself
solves the enigma. \We do not need to artifi-
cially lengthen the seven 24-hour creation
days to resolve the problem.

More on creation

We can learn something every time we
study the magnificent creation account in
Genesis 1. Sometimes a word study or a dif-
ferent translation can shed new light on a
passage and yield fresh understanding.

Consider the Hebrew word moedin Gen-
esis 1:14. This word has a variety of meanings
and is translated in several ways, includ-
ing “season,” “appointed time,” “feast(s),”

address nearest you listed on page 2.)

The Bible explanation

CantheBibleexplainthefoss| record,

evidence pointing to an ancient earth and

divinecrestion at the sametime?Yes, it can.

We don't know the details of what hap-
pened before man'stime. But Chrigt has
assured usthat when Hereturns“thereis

nothing hidden which will not berevealed,

“congregation” and “assembly” in the King
James Version. Translators generally look at
the context of the verse to determine the
appropriate choice of wording.

The context of Genesis 1:14-16 explains
that God created the lights in the heavens
to mark time. In recognition of this concept,
most Bibles translate moed in Genesis 1:14
as “seasons.”

It is interesting to note that this same
Hebrew word is later used by God in Leviti-
cus 23:2, 4 to designate specific periods—
occasions designated as “feasts” and “holy
convocations” when there were to be
public assemblies for worship. In recogni-
tion of the future role moed would serve
in designating feast days, the Revised Eng-
lish Bible renders Genesis 1:14: “God said,
‘Let there be lights in the vault of the heav-
ens to separate day from night, and let
them serve as signs both for festivals and
for seasons and years."

From the outset of time as we humans
know it, moed in Genesis 1:14 anticipates
God’s intentions for the good of mankind.
God gave the Sabbath at creation just after
He made man (Mark 2:27). But He revealed
the biblical festivals much later to the
“church in the wilderness” (Leviticus 23;
Acts 7:38).

As is the case with the seventh-day Sab-
bath, the annual festivals are important for
understanding God’s plan for mankind. Yet
mere knowledge of their existence is insuf-
ficient. By actively observing the biblical fes-
tivals each year, Christians act out the very
plan of God, growing in understanding of
God's purpose (2 Peter 3:18).

Their timing is interwoven with the sea-
sons of the northern hemisphere. God's
year does not begin in the dead of winter
ason our humanly devised calendars, but in
the spring when green plants emerge from
the earth, birds are flying, and the creation
in general brightens with resurgent light
and heat.

The United Church of God publishes a
booklet that explains the meaning of the
annual biblical festivals. Please request your
free copy of God’s Holy Day Plan: The
Promise of Hope for All Mankind.

Creation and Evolution: The Biblical Explanation
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Does It Really Matter What You Believe?

n this publication we've revealed much

port evolution—the fossil record, natural

selection and random mutation—in real-

ity fail to support the theory at all. We've

seen that evolution cannot explain many

of the facts we see in the world around us.

We've seen that the book of Genesis

doesn’t conflict with science, but, when

we consider all the evidence, it actually

offers a better, sounder explanation.
Where do you go from here? The

choice is yours as to how you view the evi-
dence. (We have only scratched the sur-
face; many of the sources cited in this

publication can help you learn more.)
You can choose to accept or retain the

Darwinist view, that there is no Creator
and we are simply the result of blind, ran-

dom chance, a series of lucky accidents.
You can decide for yourself how you will

nor has anything been kept secret but that it
should cometo light” (Mark 4:22).

Instead of wandering through the con-
fused, chaotic maze of the theory of evolu-
tion like so many, we should ook to God's
Word for assurance. It isthere—directly
from our Creator—that we find thetruth
of man'sorigin.

Perhgpsthe following quote from
George Sim Johnston best sumsup that
truth: “Thebook of Genesishasheld up
well under the scrutiny of modern geology
and archaeol ogy. Twentieth-century

of the untold story of evolution: how
the facts about the pillars used to sup-

choose to live and what values and princi-
ples will determine how you treat others.
You can believe that man created God
rather than the other way around. As Paul
pointed out almost 2,000 years ago, many
people are quite content to find ways to
reason around the concept of a Creator
(Romans 1:20-32).

On the other hand, you can accept the
evidence that there is a Creator who cares
about you in ways you can't imagine.

Some 3,000 years ago King David
recorded his thoughts upon gazing at the
magnificent night sky: “When | look at
your heavens, the work of your fingers,
the moon and the stars that you have
established; what are human beings that
you are mindful of them, mortals that you
care for them?” (Psalm 8:3-4, NRSV).

He understood that a Being capable of
creating such perfection and splendor
must have a great plan and a purpose for

physics, moreover, describesthe beginning
of the universein virtualy the same cosmo-
logical termsas Genesis. Space, timeand
matter came out of nothing inasingle burst
of light entirdly hospitableto carbon-based
life. A growing number of chemistsand
biologists agreethet life had itsorigin from
clay templates (see Genesis2.7) ... . |
would say dl thisisacurious development
for Darwinigts’ (Reader’s Digest, May
1991, p. 31).

But these thingsaren't a“ curious devel-
opment” to thosewho faithfully believe, as

us. And indeed He does. God wants to
reveal that purpose to you, to show you
the way out of the pain and sorrow we
have brought on ourselves from rejecting
His ways. He offers this incredible invita-
tion: “Call to Me, and | will answer you,
and show you great and mighty things,
which you do not know"” (Jeremiah 33:3).

We've summarized some of these
“great and mighty things” in our free
booklet What Is Your Destiny? It will show
you from the Scriptures the future God
has planned for those willing to believe
Him and accept His invitation. It's a future
far beyond the meaningless and pur-
poseless moral, emotional and spiritual
vacuum offered by evolution.

“. .. | have set before you life and
death, blessings and curses,” He tells us.
“Choose life so that you and your descen-
dants may live” (Deuteronomy 30:19,
NRSV). The choice is yours.

Christ did, in“every word that proceeds
from the mouth of God” (Matthew 4:4).
They know that such truths have been
recorded for mankind in the Bible for
thousands of years.

Itisto the Bible that we should turn for
our moral standards, to discover our one
true source of savation and, perhaps most
of all, for our belief intheinvisble Cre-
ator God. Then we should not doubt the
red origin of the species mentioned in the
creation epic, that rock-solid book of
beginnings, Genesis.
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