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PPuurrppoossee  SSttaatteemmeenntt  
 

The overall purpose of the Self-study Series is to equip 

you with a firm understanding of what you believe, the 

evidences for that belief, and how your belief affects the 

way you view your personal life and the world around 

you.  The series covers the major topics of Truth, God, 

the Bible, Jesus Christ, the Resurrection, Creation, Moral 

Absolutes, and Cults/World Religions.  Along the way 

you will learn how to refute Humanism, how to respond 

to tough questions about the Christian faith, and how to 

take what you’ve learned and apply it to daily living.  It is 

the goal of this course to ground you in what you 

believe, while at the same time equipping you with a 

ready defense against opposition to the validity of your 

faith. 
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HHOOWW  TTOO  UUSSEE  TTHHIISS  SSTTUUDDYY  
 

      It is our desire that the Self-study Series be as ―user-

friendly‖ and understandable for you as possible.  Because much 

of the material will be new information for you, we have 

included certain tools to guide you through the study and to 

reinforce the concepts you will cover.  These are explained 

below.  Three things you will definitely need are your Bible, your 

brain, and a desire to be challenged and equipped in your faith. 
 

 

DAILY LESSONS 

      You will first notice that each lesson is broken into 

individual days (Day One, Day Two, etc.).  While you do not have 

to complete each day in one sitting or even stop at the end of a 

lesson, you may find that these divisions help you to digest or 

process the material better. 
 
 

DIG DEEPER 

      Every day you will come across a section entitled Dig 

Deeper.  This allows you to pause and discover what the Bible 

has to say about the issue at hand, or understand a particular 

point more clearly, based on God‘s perspective.  Have a pen 

handy to write in your answers as you go. 
 

 

BRAIN TEASERS 

      On most days you will also come across a Brain Teaser (―BT‖ 

for short).  These most often serve to get the mental gears 

turning before you study a topic or to challenge you with a 

tough question related to the material.  These are usually just 

opinion questions that will be answered in detail during the 

lesson. 
 

 

WRAP UP 

      Each day concludes with an opportunity to practically apply 

the lesson to your life and to solidify your understanding of 

what was covered.  This will often involve further Bible study, 

review questions, and a chance to write out what impacted you 

the most from that lesson. 
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SUMMARY POINTS 

       The last daily tool to reinforce your lessons is the 

Summary Points, which serve to highlight the main concepts 

covered that day.  It will greatly benefit your retention of the 

material if you review these points at the conclusion of each 

lesson. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
APPENDICES 

       A final device for student comprehension can be found at 

the end of each self-study.  The Appendix section serves to 

provide you with additional information that will supplement and 

deepen your study of apologetics. 
 

 

 

 

 

AN INTRODUCTION 
A special guest will be joining us on our  

journey through the study of apologetics. . . 
 

 

*Although you may disagree with him, listen carefully to the 

occasional questions he will raise throughout our study* 

NAME:  Dr. Fishta Mann 
 

BELIEFS: 
 Atheism 

 Evolutionism 

 Humanism 

 Moral Relativism 
 

FAMOUS SAYINGS: 
 ―Only what science says is true 

IS true!‖ 

 ―There are no absolutes.           

All truth is relative.‖ 

 ―Religion is just a placebo…        
a self-deception that makes us 

feel better!‖ 



 11 

WWEE  BBEELLIIEEVVEE  ..  ..  ..  
 

1. In one God, Creator of all things, infinitely perfect and eternally existing 
in three persons – Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; 

 
2. The Scriptures, both Old and New Testaments, to be the inspired Word 

of God, without error in the original writings, the complete revelation of 
His will for the salvation of men and the Divine and final authority for 
Christian faith and practice; 

 
3. That Jesus Christ, having been conceived of the Holy Spirit and born of a 

virgin, Mary, is fully God and fully man.  He died on the cross as a 
sacrifice for our sins according to the Scriptures.  Furthermore, He arose 
bodily from the dead, ascended into heaven, and now sits at the right 
hand of God the Father, acting as our High Priest and Advocate;  

 
4. That the ministry of the Holy Spirit is to glorify Jesus Christ by convicting 

of sin, regenerating the believing sinner, indwelling, guiding, instructing 
and empowering the believer for godly living and service; 

 
5. That man was created in the image of God, but fell into sin and is 

therefore lost.  Only through regeneration by the Holy Spirit can 
salvation and spiritual life be obtained; 

 
6. That the shed blood of Jesus Christ and His resurrection provide the only 

ground for justification and salvation to all who believe, and only those 
who receive Jesus Christ through faith are born of the Holy Spirit, and 
thus become children of God; 

 
7. That water baptism and the Lord’s supper are ordinances to be observed 

by the Church during this present age.  They are, however, not to be 
regarded as means of salvation; 

 
8. That the true Church is composed of all such persons who through 

saving faith in Jesus Christ have been regenerated by the Holy Spirit and 
are united together in the body of Christ of which He is the Head; 

 
9. In the personal and second coming of our Lord Jesus Christ; 
 
10.  In the bodily resurrection of the dead - the believer to everlasting 

blessedness and joy with the Lord, and the unbeliever to judgment and 
everlasting conscious punishment. 
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IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  
 

Hey –  

It’s me again, and I’m still confused.  Right now I feel like giving up the whole Christianity 

thing altogether, and it’s not just because I’m away at college and out of my comfort zone.   

I mean, I knew I would be ridiculed for my faith and that some teachers would probably 

claim the Bible is a fairy tale.  But I guess what I wasn’t ready for was all the evidence –     

I mean REAL evidence! – against my beliefs.   

First, there’s my psychology class.  We’re learning that humans act certain ways because 

of our genetic programming that’s been passed down from our animal ancestors.  Over and 

over again the teacher cited examples of animal research and showed how these scientific 

studies explain human behavior.  He even said that morality was the result of evolution! 

My astronomy class was a bit overwhelming yesterday.  The professor gave us page 

after page of research done by important scientists (even Einstein!) that proves that the Big 

Bang is the best explanation for the beginning of the universe.  I didn’t say anything when 

he asked if anyone still believed in a Creator.  

O.K., then there’s my biology class.  This morning the teacher even said he believes a lot 

of the Bible, but because there’s so much evidence for evolution he says he can’t take 

Genesis literally.  The thing is, he then shows us from our textbooks that there really is 

evidence from things like the fossil record and the similarities between all mammals.  He 

even gave examples of evolution occurring today!  How do I argue with stuff like that? 

I just feel like I wasn’t prepared for all these intellectual challenges to my belief in God 

and creation.  Before we graduated, I could teach any Sunday school lesson and knew a ton 

of verses, but that stuff doesn’t seem to mean anything when all my fundamental beliefs are 

being shot down, one by one.  Can you help? 

Sincerely, 

Mike 

 
 

This study is designed to equip you with the answers you need to 
respond to similar questions.  We will discuss what evolution really involves 
and learn to detect faulty thinking about the origin of life.  Along the way, 
we’ll discover the six fatal flaws of evolution, as well as why it is reasonable 
for Christians to believe in a Creator and the biblical record of creation.  If 
you’re ready, let’s begin our study. . . 
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WORLDVIEWS   IN   CONFLICT  
 
 

WHAT PLANET AM I ON? 
Imagine a young student on the first day of college.  During 

his first class, History, he is told that George Washington was 

never president of the United States.  Taken a bit off guard, he 

moves on to English where, as he is writing a brief paragraph, his 

teacher reprimands him for beginning his sentences with capital letters 

and ending them with periods.  Now confused, our freshman goes 

on to Astronomy, where he is told that there are only three planets 

that revolve around our sun, the earth being the largest.  Hoping to endure one 

last class, Anatomy, he learns that the liver is what actually pumps blood 

throughout the body.  At a loss for what to think, our young student goes home 

completely bewildered.  Everything he believed prior to college seems to be 

completely at odds with his professors.     

While this is obviously a fictional scenario, a similar situation happens to 

Christian students all the time in college.  Everything they hold true about the 

existence of God, the truth of the Bible, and the identity of Jesus Christ is 

challenged or rejected in almost every class.  And perhaps the most common issue 

that is assumed, alluded to or outright taught is that the creation story found in 

the Bible is a myth.  Only those with blind faith, students are informed, believe in a 

Creator, because of the overwhelming evidence that evolution is a fact of science. 
 

BRAIN TEASER 
How do you think Christians typically respond when they are told that 
belief in creation is unreasonable or foolish?  Why do they respond this 
way? __________________________________________________________________  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

It is interesting to note that, while college professors and popular authors 

regard evolution as an established fact, the public is not as confident.  For example, 

a 2001 Gallup Poll found that substantial numbers of Americans continue to doubt 

evolution as an explanation for the origin of humans.  The survey found that, when 

asked which term best describes human origins, Americans chose ―creationism‖ over 

―evolution.‖  Furthermore, only about a third of the public say that Charles Darwin‘s 

theory of evolution is well supported by the evidence.1  Even in 1982, the polls were 

just as revealing.  Gallup found an almost even split between those who believe that 

God created man in his present form in the last 10,000 years and those who believe 

in evolution or an evolutionary process involving God.  Forty-four percent, nearly a 

quarter of whom were college graduates, said they agreed that ―God created man 

pretty much in his present form at one time within the last 10,000 years.‖  Only 

nine percent agreed with the statement, ―Man has developed over millions of years 

from less advanced forms of life. God had no part in this process.‖ 2 
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So what should today‘s Christian believe?  Is it true that science is at odds 

with the Bible?  Should we just blindly hold to our belief in a supernatural creation 

because the facts overwhelmingly say otherwise?  The purpose of this study is to 

equip believers with the tools they need to confidently and intelligently address 

this issue.  In order to accomplish this, we need to first understand that all people 

bring presuppositions and biases to the table whenever the issue of evolution versus 

creationism comes up. 
 

WHAT IS A WORLDVIEW?  
Every person in the world wears glasses.  That is, everyone has a lens 

through which they are perceiving the world and the situations they face.  This is 

called their ―worldview,‖ which we will simply define as an individual‘s 
presuppositions about reality and morality.  All choices a person is faced with are 

filtered through their worldview, which will influence and often determine how they 

will respond to a given situation or question.  Simply put, your actions are a 

reflection of your beliefs.  An easy way to remember this is with the A + B = C 
Principle.  Any situation you face is filtered through your Belief (i.e., worldview) and 

will result in a certain Choice of action: 
 

  AAAnnnyyy                   Choice of 

sssiiitttuuuaaatttiiiooonnn                     action 
 

 

  

 

So how does this apply to the study of creation and evolution?  Because we all 

have basically the same facts before us, but it is our worldview that often 

interprets these facts for us.  As the late Stephen Jay Gould, himself an 

evolutionist, wisely observed about science: 
 

…our ways of learning about the world are strongly influenced by the social 

preconceptions and biased modes of thinking that each scientist must apply to any 

problem. The stereotype of a fully rational and objective ―scientific method,‖ with 

individual scientists as logical (and interchangeable) robots, is self-serving mythology.3 
 

       DIG DEEPER 

Summarize how the following verses teach or reinforce the A + B = C Principle: 
 

 Proverbs 12:15 - ____________________________________________________ 

 Proverbs 14:12 - ____________________________________________________ 

 Titus 1:16 - _______________________________________________________ 

 1 John 4:5 -  ______________________________________________________ 

+++               BBBeeellliiieeefff     =    
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NATURALISM  VS.  THEISM  
While there are a multitude of ways we could categorize and define the many 

beliefs held, for the purposes of our study we will only make a distinction between 

two worldviews – naturalism and theism, both of which will be explained below.  

Although this may seem a bit oversimplified, the majority of beliefs about the 

origin of all things can essentially be placed into these two basic categories. 
 

NATURALISM – This is the belief that reality is made up only of matter (i.e., physical 

stuff) and that whatever exists can be explained by natural causes.  To the 

naturalist, the spiritual realm – which includes God, supernatural things like fulfilled 

prophecy or resurrections, and nonphysical things like a person‘s soul – does not 

exist.  To better understand this worldview, consider the following diagram: 
 

1. Nothing, including God, exists outside the physical, natural order 

of things (what we‘ll call ―the Box‖).  Therefore, the only substance 

in the universe is matter and only nature exists. Anything that 

exists is part of the Box. 

2. Nature is a self-explanatory system.  That is, everything that 

happens inside the Box is caused by or is explainable in terms of 

other things that exist within the Box.  The universe operates 

according to the law of cause and effect. 

3. There is nothing outside the Box that can cause anything within 

the Box.  Therefore, miracles are impossible and examples cited as 

miracles are merely natural events that have yet to be explained.   
 

The naturalist worldview is what forms the basis of Humanism, the belief that, 
since God does not exist, man alone determines reality and morality.  Modern 

Humanism (officially organized in the 1930‘s) is of particular importance because it 

is the most outspoken opponent of Christianity.  The following four pillars of 

Humanism can be seen in the affirmations of the Humanist Manifesto II  (1973): 

 

ATHEISM (THERE IS NO GOD) 
"...we can discover no divine purpose or providence for the human species.  While there is 
much that we do not know, humans are responsible for what we are or will become.  No deity 
can save us; we must save ourselves."  

 

EVOLUTIONISM (ALL LIFE HAS DESCENDED FROM A COMMON ANCESTOR) 
"Modern science discredits such historical concepts as the 'ghost in the machine' and the 

'inseparable soul.'  Rather, science affirms that the human species is an emergence from the 

natural evolutionary forces." 
 

MORAL RELATIVISM (MORALITY IS DETERMINED BY THE INDIVIDUAL) 
"We affirm that moral values derive their source from the human experience.  Ethics is 
autonomous  and situational needing no theological or ideological sanction.  Ethics stem from 
human need and interest." 

 

SCIENTISM (ONLY WHAT SCIENCE SAYS IS TRUE SHOULD BE ACCEPTED) 
"The controlled use of scientific methods, which transformed the natural and social sciences 
since the Renaissance, must be extended further in the solution of human problems." 

 

 

 

NATURAL 

ORDER 
 

(physical realm) 

NOTHING 
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H U M A N I S M 
The belief that, 

since God does 
not exist, 

man alone 
determines reality 

and morality 
 

You can see how each of the above pillars are dependent upon the 

truth of naturalism.  If there is no God, then man is only made up of 

matter and is the product of random evolutionary forces.  If atheism is 

true, then morality is left up to every individual‘s personal tastes.  And 

if only the physical world is real, then man‘s only way of 

determining what is true is through the use of his five senses.   

At an address at the Darwin Centennial Convocation, well-

known atheist Julian Huxley summarized the beliefs of 

Humanism with the following words: 
 

In the evolutionary system of thought there is no longer need or 

room for the supernatural. The earth was not created; it 

evolved. So did all the animals and plants that inhabit it, including 

our human selves, mind and soul, as well as brain and body. So did religion. . . Evolutionary man 

can no longer take refuge from his loneliness by creeping for shelter into the arms of a 

divinized father figure whom he himself has created, nor escape from the responsibility of 

making decisions by sheltering under the umbrella of divine authority, nor absolve himself 

from the hard task of meeting his present problems and planning his future by relying on the 

will of an omniscient, but unfortunately inscrutable providence.4 
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

How do the following verses relate to Humanism? 

 Psalm 10:4 - _________________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 Psalm 14:1 - _________________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 1 Corinthians 1:18-21 - _________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 

THEISM – This worldview, which is foundational to Christianity, differs from 

naturalism in the central belief that matter is not all there is.  That is, theism 

affirms that there exists both a physical and spiritual realm, in particular the 

existence of God, as can be seen below: 
 
 

1. God and the spiritual realm exist outside the box. 
 

2. God created the box, so laws operating within the natural order 

owe their existence to God‘s creative activity. 
 

3. Although nature exhibits God-ordained patterns of order (making 

science possible), God is able to freely alter or interrupt the 

―natural order‖ that He created. 
 

4. In addition to his physical part, man has a second, non-physical part 

called a soul or mind.   
 

 

NATURAL 

ORDER 

 

 GOD 
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Clearly you can see how opposed the worldviews of naturalism and theism are 

to each other, a distinction that becomes even clearer when we look at the 

specifics of Humanism and Christianity.  In essence, Humanism elevates the mind of 

man over the Word of God, leaving man as his own highest authority, while 

Christianity recognizes a God to whom all men are accountable.  When it comes to 

the debate about origins, the views of evolution and creationism are the only major 

views seriously in the running.  As  evolutionist Douglas J. Futuyma accurately notes: 
  

Creation and evolution, between them, exhaust the possible explanations for the origin of 

living things. Organisms either appeared on the earth fully developed or they did not. If 

they did not, they must have developed from preexisting species by some process of 

modification. If they did appear in a fully developed state, they must indeed have been 

created by some omnipotent intelligence.5 
 

Based on the characteristics of both belief systems we’ve covered, fill in the 
following chart comparing the correct worldview answer to each question: 
 

          NATURALISM/HUMANISM            THEISM/CHRISTIANITY 
  

          Does God exist? 
 

          Does man have a soul? 

 
          Is there an afterlife? 

 
          Can miracles occur? 

 
          What is right or wrong? 

 
 

CONCLUSION 
We have seen today, through the A + B = C Principle, that a person‘s 

worldview directly affects the type of choices he makes.  What is crucial to 

recognize is that if your worldview is wrong, then the choices you make will very 

likely be wrong as well.  This also means that what often determines a person‘s 

position regarding creation or evolution is not necessarily the facts, but the 

worldview through which they are viewing those facts.  

We have also learned that the two major worldviews of naturalism and 

theism are diametrically opposed to one another.  As we continue our study, it will 

become crystal clear whether or not naturalism in general (and evolutionism in 

particular) is the best explanation for the world as we find it.  While this Study is 

not intended to be a presentation of all the evidence for a Creator (see Study #2 

for this), as we progress from day to day the evidences supporting the creation 

position will be highlighted.  Our final unit will, however, present the reasonableness 

of the creation position and of the existence of a Creator God.   
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WRAP UP 

 Carefully review today‘s lesson, making sure you understand what a worldview is 

and what both of the two major worldviews believe. 

 

 Explain how much you agree with the following statement and why: ―The 

presuppositions you bring to the facts, rather than the facts themselves, 

determines your conclusion.‖ _______________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________   

 

 Read Romans 8:5-8 and summarize how a person‘s sinful nature affects his mind 

and attitude towards God. _________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

   

 How does the above passage relate to Humanism? ________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

   
 

DAY ONE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. A worldview is as an individual’s presuppositions about reality and 

morality. 

2. The A + B = C Principle means that Any situation you face is filtered 

through your Belief and will result in a certain Choice of action. 

3. Naturalism – the belief that reality is made up only of matter and that 

whatever exists can be explained by natural causes – forms the basis of 

Humanism. 

4. Theism is the belief that there exists both a physical and spiritual realm, 

especially the existence of God, forming the basis of Christianity.  
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TERMS AND DEFINITIONS RELATED TO APOLOGETICS 
 

The following is a glossary and reference page you can use during this Study.  

It contains a brief overview of terminology related to a discussion of the 

origin of life debate.  Take some time to read each section and familiarize 

yourself with the material so that you have a basic grasp of the content. 
 

 A worldview  refers to an individual’s presuppositions about reality and 
morality.  To be more specific, this refers to the assumptions a person is already 
making about what is real and about how they know certain things.  While we 
have mentioned the two broad worldviews of naturalism and theism, the other 
major category is known as pantheism, which is the belief that everything and 
everyone is God or that God is everything (the word pan means ―all‖) 

 

 Epistemology is the study of how we attain knowledge and how much we can 
know about reality.  For the naturalist/humanist, the main way to arrive at 
truth is through the use of his individual mind and senses, which is expressed in 
a belief known as scientism.  Scientism is the belief that something can be 
known if, and only if, that thing is scientifically testable (i.e. something is true 
and reasonable only if science says so).  Notice that scientism is merely a belief 
about science and is not scientific in itself.   
 

The Christian perspective of epistemology, on the other hand, does not 
discredit the scientific method, but, unlike empiricism, believes that there are 
valid ways of knowing reality that extend beyond the five senses.  For example, 
revelation from God, personal experience and one’s conscience (or ―intuition‖) 
are considered to be reliable ways of knowing truth. 

 

 Ontology is the study of what is real.  For example, a study in this area would 
ask, ―Is matter (physical stuff) all there is or is there a spiritual realm?‖  The 
naturalist /humanist would answer that reality is made up only of matter and 
that whatever exists can be explained by natural causes (AKA naturalism).  
When applied to man, the term monism is used by humanists, stating that 
humans are nothing more than physical bodies;  the soul does not exist. 

   

 The Christian answers the ―What is real?‖ question by affirming that physical 
and spiritual realms exist equally.  His view of man is known as dualism because 
he holds that, in addition to the physical part, man has a second part – a non-
physical soul or mind.   

 

 Truth can be defined as absolute reality.  It is a crucial topic when addressing 
worldviews.  For the humanist, truth is relative, meaning that it is determined 
by each individual in a given situation based on personal opinion or feelings. 

 

The Christian believes that truth is absolute – it applies to all people, for all 
times, and in all places – and that God has clearly revealed truth to all men 
through His creation, through man’s conscience, through the Bible, and 
through Jesus Christ. 
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U N D E R S T A N D I N G  

E V O L U T I O N  ( P A R T  1 ) 
 

KNOCKING DOWN STRAW MEN 
Before we can think clearly about evolution and evaluate its truthfulness, it 

is important that we first address any misconceptions or false ideas that are held.  

Perhaps you have heard (or even used) the following argument: ―Evolution is 
obviously false because there aren‘t any monkeys turning into people at the zoo 
today.‖  While this might seem to count against the theory, it is 

actually a bad argument because it isn‘t what evolutionists really 

believe.  This is known as a Straw Man argument, because it 

misrepresents the opposing view and makes it easier to knock 

over (like a straw man).   

Evolution does not teach that an animal will change 

from one species into another during its lifetime.  In other 

words, something won‘t be born a fish and die an amphibian, 

or born a dinosaur and die a bird.  In fact, the majority of 

evolutionists would say that the process happens so slowly that 

it‘s not observable during human history! 

We want to be fair in our critique of evolution and avoid (deliberately or 

unknowingly) using Straw Man arguments.  So statements like, ―Evolutionists believe 

fairy tale stories about frogs turning into princes‖ is not only untrue, but it is an 

unfair categorization of the theory and not a positive example at the same time.   
 

       DIG DEEPER 
How do these verses stress the importance of being a good witness, even when we disagree with 

someone? 
 

 Titus 2:6-8 - ______________________________________________________ 

 1 Peter 2:12 - ______________________________________________________ 

 1 Peter 3:15 - ______________________________________________________ 

 
 

A CRUCIAL DISTINCTION 
As we move on to gain a better understanding of our topic, let‘s suppose the 

common sense question is asked, ―How do we know evolution happened?‖  It is at 

this point where you must remember something very important!  Whenever you are 
involved in or are listening to a discussion about evolution, you must clarify 
what is meant by the word “evolution.”  The reason it is so crucial is because this 

word can have three possible meanings: 
 

1. EVOLUTION – In a general sense, evolution can simply mean change over time.  

This can be used with regard to many things – your body changes over time; your 

interests change over time; even your theology might change over time.     
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2. MICROEVOLUTION – This refers only to minor (micro) changes within a species 

that give rise to variations.  Micro-evolution is observable and unquestionably 
occurs, but is only a matter of adaptation, variation, or changes in population;  no 

increase in genetic information takes place.  You can see this type of evolution 

all around in the many varieties of trees, frogs, dogs, people, etc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

3. MACROEVOLUTION – This is a change from one species (family group) into a 

higher, more complex species through mutation and natural selection.  Contrary 

to microevolution, this is not observable.  Darwin himself only observed 

microevolution, but then assumed macro-evolution could occur, if given enough 

time.  This is the category of evolution that is usually being referred to, and 

this is the view we have a problem with.  [FYI:  unless otherwise stated, the 

word evolution will refer to macroevolution.] 
 

Here‘s why the distinction between micro and macro is so crucial:  often people 

will claim that macroevolution is true, but only cite examples of microevolution as 

evidence! Therefore, you must specifically define what is meant by the term 

evolution and then be on the lookout for faulty examples.  
 

Is the following statement an example of microevolution or macroevolution 
and why?  ―Humans today are taller than they used to be.‖ ________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________   
 

THE CLAIMS OF MACROEVOLUTION 
The overall view of the origin of life – according to the claims of macroevolution 

– is that life arose from non-life due to chemical reactions plus some form of 

energy.  All organisms then arose from this first life up to man by the incredibly 

gradual process of macroevolution. 

As far as how it happens, macroevolution takes place when a gene 

mutates (changes or alters) during reproduction, adding genetic 

information and giving an organism an advantage over another.  This 

will help it to better survive and thus be chosen by natural selection 

 

NATURAL SELECTION:  
the elimination of 
the unfit and the 

survival of the fit in 
the struggle for 

existence. 
 

D O    N E W    S P E C I E S    E V E R    D E V E L O P ? 
When most people use the word “species” they are referring to basic family groups that 

cannot breed with others, such as the dog family, squirrel family, etc.  Technically speaking, 

however, a new species can be produced through variation, such as when a population of 
squirrels becomes isolated and so varied that they can no longer produce fertile offspring with 
other types of squirrels.  A similar thing has happened with dog breeding.  While such examples 
could be classified as a new species, this is still within the original family group (it‟s still a squirrel 
or a dog), only now we have a distinct variety within that group.  The truth is, this is actually a 
step backwards for evolutionists because genetic information has been lost, not added, and the 
animals are merely adapting within the confines of the genes they already possessed.   

So, like the word evolution, you might need to clarify what you mean by species.  When 
used throughout this workbook, the word species refers to basic family groups, not the several 
varieties possible within those groups. 
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to continue on and produce more offspring.  Millions upon millions of these tiny 

mutations lead to the eventual change from one species into another. 

Notice that this view neither explains where matter itself came from in the 

first place, nor how life could have arisen from non-living things, nor where 

consciousness (i.e., self-awareness) came from.  Evolutionists therefore have to 

explain three ―Big Bangs‖ that have led up to the present: 
 

Bang #1 – the origin of matter 

Bang #2 – the origin of life 

Bang #3 – the origin of consciousness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

THE TREE OF LIFE 
Perhaps you have seen a diagram showing the evolutionary tree of life with all of 

its connecting branches that spring from a small, simple-celled organism.  While this 

may portray the general idea of what evolution involves (we‘ve included a very 

simplified version on the next page), some things are often left unrealized.  First, 

all life is related, from the plants and trees to the insects and bugs, and on up to 

man.  Second, this tree of life fails to really illustrate all the necessary mutations 

that give rise to a new species.  In other words, in light of the incredibly gradual 

process of evolution, if this tree of life were accurate, it should contain all the 

intermediate forms between the species.  So why aren‘t they there?  This will be 

discussed during the next unit.  In the meantime, the following is what you will find 

on an average diagram portraying how life has descended from a common ancestor: 

A BRIEF HISTORY OF EVOLUTION 
 

In its modern sense, the theory of evolution was developed by Charles Darwin and 
published as The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection on July 1, 1859.  Although he 
has been given the title “The Father of Evolution,” Darwin was merely responsible for 
popularizing the view, drawing from several earlier sources.  His book simply came at a time 
when many people in society were looking for a scientific-sounding explanation for the origin 
of life without Divine intervention.  

 

 But the idea of life coming into being through naturalistic processes has actually been 
around for thousands of years.  Greek philosophers from the 4th and 5th centuries B.C. such as 
Thales,  Leucippus, and Democritus had a detailed explanation for the universe‟s conception as 
the result of random forces rather than design.  Even Aristotle, though he believed in God as a 
First Cause, held to the idea of spontaneous generation, which is clearly an evolutionary 
concept.  The pantheistic philosophy of the ancient East had its own ladder of nature, 
explaining in detail the upward sequence of evolutionary changes from the simplest of plants 
on up to man.   

 

When the apostle Paul was in Athens, he presented a case for God‟s existence before the 
Epicurean and Stoic philosophers at the Areopagus (Acts 17:16-34).  Both the atheistic 
Epicureans and pantheistic Stoics held to an evolutionary origin of all things.  So the idea that 
is so often attributed to Charles Darwin is actually a very ancient philosophy determined to 
explain the existence and meaning of life apart from God. 
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CONCLUSION 
 Hopefully after today‘s lesson you now have a clearer understanding of the 

theory of evolution.  We have seen the importance of distinguishing between micro 

and macro evolution whenever the discussion comes up, and we have looked at the 

specific claims of macroevolution as to the origin of life.  Tomorrow‘s lesson will 

involve gaining a little sharper understanding of evolution so that we know what to 

look for, if evolution indeed has occurred. 
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 

 Paul‘s sermon in Athens was briefly mentioned during our history of evolution.  

Read that story in Acts 17:16-34 and summarize below Paul‘s main line of 

reasoning (What arguments did he use?  What evidence did he refer to?) ______ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 Based on today‘s lesson, why is it so important to make the distinction between 

microevolution and macroevolution? __________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 

DAY TWO SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. A Straw Man argument is one that misrepresents an opposing view in 

order to makes it easier to knock over. 
 

2. The word evolution can have three possible meanings: 

- change over time 

- changes within a species that give rise to variation 

- a change from one species into a higher, more complex species 

through mutation and natural selection. 
 

3. Macroevolution holds that life arose from non-life and that, from this, 

all living things eventually developed through a very gradual process. 
 

4. Though Charles Darwin has been dubbed the Father of Evolution, the 

theory itself has actually been around for thousands of years. 
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U N D E R S T A N D I N G  

E V O L U T I O N  ( P A R T  2 ) 
 
 

THE  ANIMATION COMPLICATION 
Do you remember when you first learned how animation works?  Perhaps you 

even tried to come up with your own cartoon by drawing little stick figures on 3 x 5 

cards and then fanning them together.  We‘re going to use this as an illustration to 

better understand the process of evolution.  Let‘s start with a simple question:  

How would an animator get his character to run from one side of the page to the 

other? 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

The answer is, by drawing small changes in the character‘s position and placement 

on each page.  These small but noticeable changes would – when added together and 

in the right order – lead to the character‘s movement.  But our artist needs one 

more thing:  he needs someone or something turning the pages in order to make his 

animation complete.  For lack of a better term, we‘ll call this ―The Flipper.‖  This 

mechanism allows the cartoon to progress and thus become animated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How does this relate to evolution?  Because, like animation, a change from 

one species into another would involve very small and gradual changes.  As an 

example, let‘s take the common claim by evolutionists that fish evolved into 

amphibians. . .  
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If this major change actually took place in the traditional Darwinian sense, 

then there would be many, many stages of the fish moving towards an amphibian.  

Like our animation sequence, however, these would have to be small, intermediate 

changes showing a gradual morph into the new species.  If not, our fish would 

merely jump from one thing into another.  As Charles Darwin explained: 
 

By the theory of natural selection all living species have been connected with the 

parent-species of each genus, by differences not greater than we see between the 

natural and domestic varieties of the same species at the present day;  and these 

parent-species, now generally extinct, have in their turn been similarly connected 

with more ancient forms;  and so on backwards, always converging to the common 

ancestor of each great class.  So that the number of intermediate and transitional 

links, between all living and extinct species, must have been inconceivably great.  

But assuredly, if this theory be true, such have lived upon the earth.6    
 

Darwin was describing all of the thousands (perhaps millions) of in-between 

stages or links that macroevolution needs to lead up to a new species.  We call this 

the Animation Complication.  Why?  Because, 

just like our animation example, evolution 

requires the presence of both intermediate 

steps (fossils) and a mechanism (Flipper), 

yet lacks both.  As we shall see in our 

next unit, the intermediate organisms – 

which must be ―inconceivably great‖ – 

are noticeably absent.  Furthermore, 

the necessary Flipper mechanism that 

is making these evolutionary changes 

happen has never been observed.  

These two issues form the Animation 

Complication and create the real 

problems for evolutionists. 
 

WHAT SHOULD WE EXPECT? 
          Now that we have a grasp on the basic concepts of evolution, we can make 

some initial observations and expectations of the theory.  To begin with, because 

macroevolution would be such a long and gradual process, we wouldn‘t see it 
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occurring today.  But this leads us to ask the following question:  Is there a 

conceivable experiment we can come up with to scientifically test the claims of 

evolution?  That is, if it is not happening in the observable present and only 

occurred in the past, it seems that science (which deals with repeatable events) is 

at a loss to prove or disprove the theory.  Furthermore, since we cannot see 

evolution in progress, it is not any more scientific than supernatural creation as a 

plausible explanation.  Why?  Because neither can be seen currently happening and 

the past cannot be tested scientifically!  [More will be said regarding this in later 

lessons.] 

 A second observation deals with what we can see.  Here‘s what we mean: 

even if we can‘t see evolution presently occurring, we should be able to at least look 

at the claims of macroevolution and predict certain things to be present in the 

evidence we have.  For example, if evolution did take place in the past, then we can 

expect at least the following things to be true: 
 

1. Transitional forms would be found somewhere – either alive today 

or in the fossil record. 

2. Mutations that we can observe in species would be beneficial.   

3. Nature would have the ability to increase itself in complexity over 

time, making things better or creating new species. 

 

We can now actually use these expectations to 

properly evaluate evolution‘s claims.  That is, we can ask, ―Does 

evolution explain and/or predict the data that can 

actually be observed and measured?‖ By this same 

standard, we could also test the predictions of 

creationism and ultimately determine which 

explanation best fits the data and thus is most 

likely to be true (even if neither could be scientifically proven).  This is essentially 

what we will be doing throughout our study – evaluating whether evolution or 

creationism is the best explanation for the facts that we have before us. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 Today we have used the simple analogy of animation to understand what 

macroevolution requires:  small, gradual changes from one species to another and a 

mechanism that causes the changes to take place.  However, this brings up the 

Animation Complication for the evolutionist, since both of these requirements are 

non-existent, as we shall see in the next unit. 

 We also noted that if the theory of evolution were true, then we would 

expect certain things to be true and/or present in what we can observe today.  

However, since the claims of evolution cannot be tested scientifically, it is no more 

scientific than the claims of creationism, since both are non-repeatable events. 
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WRAP UP 
 Carefully review today‘s lesson, noting in particular what evolution requires and 

what we would expect in the evidence we can observe.  
 

 How has today‘s lesson further clarified for you the theory of evolution?  

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________  
 

 Although this will be covered during a later lesson, the creationist view would 

also make some predictions that we can observe today.  What would we expect 

to find in the observable world around us, if creation took place? ___________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
 

 Read Genesis 1:24,25.  Does this give you any ideas as to what we would expect 

in the fossil record, if creationism were true?   If so, what? ______________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
 

 

DAY THREE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. Like animation, evolution requires very small and gradual changes to 
progress from one species into another. 

 

2. Also like animation, there is a needed mechanism – a Flipper – that is 
causing these changes to occur.  Without this, there would be no 
forward progress taking place. 

 

3. The Animation Complication means that, just like animation, evolution 
requires both intermediate steps (fossils) and a mechanism (Flipper), yet 
lacks both. 

 

4. Because science deals with repeatable events, we cannot scientifically 
test the claims of macroevolution, meaning it is no more ―scientific‖ than 
creationism. 

 

5. We can, however, test the claims of evolution and creationism based on 
the observable data that we do possess. 
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    E D U C A T I O N    O R 

INDOCTRINATION? (PART 1) 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Episode V of the Star Wars series contains a scene where 

Yoda, the Jedi Master, says to his apprentice Luke Skywalker, 

―You must unlearn what you have learned.‖  Today‘s lesson is 

similar to this advice in that we want to tackle some common 

statements made against the creationist position and in favor of 

evolution that are, quite simply, bad arguments.  It is very 

probable that those you talk to (and even yourself) have been, in 

a sense, programmed to think a certain way about creationism 

and evolution, and often many of these assumptions are brought to the 

discussion before the evidence is even addressed.   

Therefore, in this lesson we will begin to look at four often used, but flawed, 

arguments that you might need to watch out for during a discussion about origins.  

Focusing on one argument at a time, we want to first recognize why it uses faulty 

reasoning, then respond with a solid answer.  Once you have a handle on these 

statements, you will be able to pick up on them whether they are being used by a 

teacher, promoted in the media, or taught in articles you read. 
 

SHARPENING YOUR TRUTH DETECTOR 
Before we analyze these bad arguments, let’s first make sure we understand 
what makes an argument ―bad.‖  While these come in a variety of forms, all 

of them fall short in one way or another because the stated premises 
(reasons) do not support the conclusion, thus violating the basic principles 
of logical thinking.  In all cases, the reasoning turns away from the related 

evidence and gets off track, either by offering another statement in its 
place, or diverting attention away from the real issue. 

 

AD HOMINEM 
This type of argument attacks the person rather than his position (ad hominem 

is Latin for ―to the man‖).  Statements that fall into this category would be: calling 

creationists ―zealots,‖ equating them with ―flat-earthers,‖ or accusing them of 

being closed minded or out of touch with reality.  A great example of this can be 

seen in the following fund-appeal letter for the ACLU by Isaac Asimov: 
 

You and I and other scientifically minded citizens must help the ACLU fight this 

movement to force fundamentalist religious doctrine into the public schools…. We must be 

prepared for the long and costly battle of challenging every creationist statute in every 

state in which it is introduced. . . Unbelievable as it may seem, there are millions of 

Americans who call themselves ‗scientific creationists.‘ . . .These religious zealots … are 

marching like an army of the night into our public schools with their Bibles held high. . .As 
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a fellow advocate for science, I urge you to consider giving the ACLU the most generous 

contribution you can possibly afford to help it wage this most important, historical legal 

battle.7 
 

Did you recognize the ad hominem statements?  Asimov described himself as 

―scientifically minded‖ and ―a fellow advocate for science,‖ while he portrayed those 

who disagreed as ―religious zealots‖ who want to force their fundamentalist 

religious doctrine on Americans and who unbelievably call themselves scientific 

creationists.  Was there any appeal to evidence from either side?  Any attempt to 

disprove the opposing view with facts or good reasoning?  No.  Instead, name-calling 

was used and the real issue was avoided. 

 A simpler statement of this bad argument can be seen in René Dubos‘ 

comment that ―Most enlightened persons now accept as a fact that everything in 

the cosmos—from heavenly bodies to human beings—has developed and continues to 

develop through evolutionary processes.‖8  What‘s the underlying assumption?  If 

you don‘t agree then you‘re just not enlightened! 

 So how should you deal with this type of reasoning?  Simply point it out for 

what it is – a statement against you as a person (or creationists in general) that 

fails to give any good arguments against your position.  It is name-calling without 

evidence.  If you are accused of being closed minded, just ask your opponent if they 

would switch to the creationist position if you offered good enough evidence.  If 

they say no, simply point out that they seem as closed minded as yourself. 
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

How do the following passages contain examples of ad hominem attacks? 

 Mark 3:20-22 - ______________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 Mark 6:1-3 - ________________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 Acts 26:24 - _________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

AD POPULUM 
The term ad populum is Latin for ―to the people,‖ and is an appeal to what 

the populace believe or accept as true.  You might hear sentences begin with, 

―Everyone knows…‖ or ―All educated people agree….‖  Essentially this argument 

attempts to use peer pressure as the means to convince others of a position.  Julian 

Huxley exemplifies this argument in the following statement: 
 

The first point to make about Darwin‘s theory is that is it no longer a theory, but a fact. 

No serious scientist would deny the fact that evolution has occurred, just as he would 

not deny the fact that the earth goes around the sun.9  
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Richard Goldschmidt, also an evolutionist, uses the same 

tactic when he says. . . 
 

Evolution of the animal and plant world is considered by all those 

entitled to judgment to be a fact for which no further proof is 

needed.10 
 

But can you see what is wrong with this line of reasoning?  Like the ad hominem 

argument, no appeal to evidence is used, just an assertion that everyone accepts 

this view…so you should too!  Some evolutionists have at least picked up on this 

fact, as can be seen in the following admission by Wolfgang Smith: 
 

We are told dogmatically that evolution is an established fact; but we are never told 

who has established it, and by what means. We are told, often enough, that the doctrine 

is founded upon evidence, and that indeed this evidence ―is henceforward above all 

verification, as well as being immune from any subsequent contradiction by experience‖; 

but we are left entirely in the dark on the crucial question wherein, precisely, this 

evidence consists. 

And the salient fact is this: if by evolution we mean macroevolution (as we henceforth 

shall), then it can be said with the utmost rigor that the doctrine is totally bereft of 

scientific sanction. Now, to be sure, given the multitude of extravagant claims about 

evolution promulgated by evolutionists with an air of scientific infallibility, this may 

indeed sound strange. And yet the fact remains that there exists to this day not a 

shred of bona fide scientific evidence in support of the thesis that macroevolutionary 

transformations have ever occurred.11 
 

The best way to handle this type of argument is to respond with your own 

question, such as, ―If the majority of people decided to believe in creationism, 

would that disprove your position?‖ or ―Do you believe evolution only became true 

when it was accepted as true by most people?‖  This merely points out that the 
number of people who believe something has nothing to do with whether or not that 
thing is true or believable.   Where the evidence points is what counts. 

 

STRAW MAN  
In an earlier lesson we briefly covered what a Straw Man argument involves:  

misrepresenting another view in order to make it easier to refute or knock down.  

This type of argument is brought up by evolutionists 

when they misrepresent what creationists believe, such 

as the denial that any kind of evolution occurs.  The 

statement, ―You creationists don‘t accept the obvious 

fact that evolution can be observed,‖ makes the 

mistake of not defining which type of evolution the 

creationist rejects.  As you recall, differentiating 

between micro and macro is very important, since 

microevolution (the type of evolution that is 

observable) is accepted by creationists. 

A CRUCIAL DISTINCTION 
 

Microevolution:  changes 

within a species that give 
rise to variations. 
 

Macroevolution:  the 
change from one species 
into a higher, more 
complex species through 
mutation and natural 
selection. 
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CONCLUSION 
 So far in this study we have been setting the stage for our critique of 

evolution as a plausible theory for the origin of life.  We have seen today that 

oftentimes evidence for this theory is never even brought up, only misleading 

assertions or personal attacks against the creationist position.  Unfortunately 

these techniques do not encourage critical thinking for those learning about 

evolution, but rather equips them with false arguments.  G. W. Harper, in a rather 

candid article entitled ―Darwinism and Indoctrination,‖ admits that. . . 
 

―For some time, it has seemed to me that our current methods of teaching 

Darwinism are suspiciously similar to indoctrination.‖12 
 

Tomorrow we will examine one more type of bad argument employed by evolutionists 

– the red herring. 
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 

 What is the best way to respond to an ad hominem statement? ____________ 

____________________________________________________________ 
 

 What is the best way to respond to an ad populum statement? _____________ 

____________________________________________________________ 
 

 Which type of argument is being used in the following statement? 
 

―Creationism is an out-dated, old fashioned view that no one holds anymore.‖ 
 

Type of argument:  __________________________________________ 

 

 Read 2 Corinthians 10:3-5.  How does this passage relate to our lesson today? 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 
 

DAY FOUR SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. An ad hominem argument attacks the person rather than his position. 

2. An ad populum arguments appeals to what the majority of people 

supposedly believe, rather than the evidence supporting a view. 

3. A straw man argument misrepresents the opposing view in order to 

make it easier to refute or knock down. 
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           E D U C A T I O N    O R        

        INDOCTRINATION? (PART 2) 
 
ON GUARD! 
 Yesterday we examined three types of arguments often employed in the 

creation/evolution debate that violate the basic principles of logical thinking.  

These were: ad hominem (attacking the person rather than their position), ad 
populum (appealing to the number of people who hold to a view as evidence for that 

view), and straw man (misrepresenting a view to make it easier to refute).  Today‘s 

lesson will cover a final bad argument and the typical related issues you must be on 

guard against.  We will end our session with a discussion of whether faith is just 

blind belief or an intelligent act of trust. 

 
RED HERRING 

You may have heard of the phrase ―red herring‖ 

and wondered where that name came from.  When dogs 

are being trained to track the scent of an animal, there 

is an old practice of dragging a red herring across the 

trail to possibly throw the dog off the original scent.  A 

good hunting dog would not be drawn off course by the 

fish.  In logic, a red herring argument does the same 

thing with words by getting off of the main point into other areas that may seem 

related, but do not actually support the final conclusion.  

Oftentimes red herrings get off the main argument through an appeal to 

people‘s emotions rather than reason.  For example, there might be an appeal to. . . 
 

 Humor (ridicule your opponent) – ―Why don‘t you ignorant creationists join up with 
the flat-earthers and go sail off the edge of the world?‖ 

 Anger (get upset at your opponent) – ―I‘m sick of these right-wing fundamentalists 
who want to invade our classrooms and force their beliefs on us!‖ 

 Pity (belittle your opponent so others almost feel sorry for their ignorance) – ―What 
else can you expect Christians to believe?  They‘re like blind sheep being led to the 
slaughter who aren‘t allowed to think for themselves.‖ 

 

In today‘s lesson we want to address two specific red herrings that are often 

used during the creation/evolution debate: 
 

1.  THE AGE OF THE EARTH 
The first red herring we want to look at is the age of the earth, since there is 

often confusion on both sides of the issue about how relevant this is.  For example, 

when discussing whether or not evolution occurred, the issue is not a matter of 

time, but of mechanism. This is because even if we grant the evolutionists all the 

time they claim they need, it does not follow that evolution therefore occurred.  
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They still have no mechanism to make it happen.  An ancient universe might be a 

necessary condition (i.e., a required factor), but it is not a sufficient condition (i.e., 

enough to guarantee that it will take place). 

On the same token, Christians often falsely assume that if they can just 

prove that the earth or universe is young then they have disproved evolution.  This 

often leads to long discussions about the meaning of the word ―day‖ in Genesis with 

non-believers who reject the Bible as true anyway.  The age of the universe is an in-

house debate among Christians that will be addressed in our final unit. 

So if you are discussing how evolution could have taken place and someone 

tries to bring up the point that the universe is very old, simply ask them how this 

proves that evolution is true.  In other words, what does time have to do with 
whether or not the fossils support macroevolution or whether there is a mechanism 
that could make these changes occur in the first place?  Again, an ancient universe 

might be a necessary condition, but it is not a sufficient one. 
 

How would you respond to the following statement: ―Belief in a 
supernatural creation is purely a religious concept blindly accepted by faith, 
while belief in evolution deals with science, facts and what we can know.‖ 
 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2.  RELIGION VS. SCIENCE 
The second red herring that you will hear more often than any other argument  

shifts the debate away from the evidence by claiming that this is a ―religion vs. 

science issue,‖ and therefore the two views should not even be compared.  This is 

used very successfully by evolutionists because they can simply dismiss any 

evidence their opponents bring forward by declaring that it is just a religious view 

taken on faith.  James D. Watson uses the religion vs. science tactic (among others) 

when he boldly asserts: 
 

Today, the theory of evolution is an accepted fact for everyone but a 

fundamentalist minority, whose objections are based not on reasoning but on 

doctrinaire adherence to religious principles.13 
 

And a 1977 article in The Humanist echoes this thought by claiming: 
 

There are no alternative theories to the principle of evolution, with its ―tree of life‖ 

pattern, that any competent biologist of today takes seriously… Creationism is not 

scientific; it is a purely religious view…14 
 

So how can you respond to statements like these that make any other claim 

out to be purely religious?  The following steps will help you counter the accusation 

that creation is a solely religious position while evolution is based on science.   
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STEP #1:  REFUTE SCIENTISM 

Science, in its modern sense, had its origin in Christian Europe, producing 

many great scientists who were devout Christians.  But while science should be 

supported and encouraged, scientism, the idea that knowledge is obtained solely by 

means of the senses and the scientific method, must be rejected.  This view holds 

that something is true and reasonable only if it can be empirically tested (i.e., 

tested by the 5 senses).  In other words, true knowledge = scientific knowledge. 

The danger here is the idea that only science deals with truth, reason and 

objective facts, while anything religious deals with irrational faith and subjective 

opinion.  Any claims of knowledge that are seen as ―religious‖ (i.e., there is a God 

who created everything) must therefore be rejected.  The truth is, however, that 

scientism can be refuted in two ways. . . 
 

1. There is no scientific method for testing the claim that only the scientific method 

proves truth.  In other words, we could not examine this claim in a laboratory 

somewhere to demonstrate it is true.  Therefore, saying ―accept nothing but what the 

scientific method can prove‖ is self-refuting, since the statement itself cannot be 

scientifically shown to be true.   
 

A self-refuting statement is one that commits suicide, so to speak, because it makes 

a claim that fails to meet its own requirements.  For example, saying, ―There are no 

English sentences longer than three words‖ is self-refuting, as is, ―I can’t stand 

intolerance!‖ or ―You shouldn’t tell others they are wrong.‖ 
 

2. Let‘s suppose an evolutionist claims his belief that ―matter is all that exists‖ is true.  

This too is self-refuting because beliefs are not made of matter, making his belief 

unscientific (if we can only be certain of physical things!)  So stating that we should 

believe only what is scientifically testable is self-refuting because a belief is 

nonmaterial and therefore cannot be detected by the five senses.  The truth is, 

scientism is only a philosophical belief about science, not science itself. 
 

STEP #2:  RECOGNIZE THE LIMITS OF SCIENCE 

Because of the influence of scientism, many people have been programmed to 

think that science is the only way to know something.  When a scientist says that 

evolution is scientific and creation unscientific, everyone believes him.  But science 

itself is limited in some significant ways, especially when it comes to evolution:  
 

1. It is a fairly obvious observation that we can know things in addition to our five 

senses.  For example, personal experience and historical testimony are also 

considered to be reliable ways of knowing truth.  Furthermore, science must remain 

silent about topics like theology (does God exist?), morality (what is right?) or 

human purpose (what is the meaning of life?) 
 

2. As we pointed out on Day Three, if science only deals with repeatable events, then 

macroevolution cannot be tested scientifically because it happened in the past 

(which cannot be repeated) and/or happens too slow today. 
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In addition to the above limits of science, Gregory Koukl points out three errors of 

the view that religious concepts must be kept separate from science: 
 

First, it commits the either/or fallacy by asserting that a view is either scientific or 

religious. 
 

Second, it commits the straw-man fallacy by assuming that creationists make no 

legitimate use of scientific methods.  This is not the case.  Creationists are happy to 

present an abundance of properly gathered scientific evidence for their point of view if 

they‘re allowed.  This evidence needs to be addressed instead of summarily disqualified. 
 

Third, it assumes that the reigning scientific views do not have religious significance.  

This is false.  All cosmological views have metaphysical ramifications.15 
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

How do the following verses support scientific knowledge? 

 Job 26:7 - ____________________________________________________________ 

 Isaiah 40:22 - _________________________________________________________ 

 Isaiah 55:10 - _________________________________________________________ 

 
STEP #3: REDEFINE FAITH 

A great deal of people (including Christians) have a mistaken view of faith, 

having been programmed to think of it as the absence of reason, or belief in spite 

of the facts.  As renowned evolutionist Richard Dawkins perfectly illustrates: 
  

I think a case can be made that faith is one of the world‘s great evils, 

comparable to the smallpox virus but harder to eradicate. . . Faith, being belief 

that isn‘t based on evidence, is the principle vice of any religion.16 
 

Because of this wrong concept, your final step in refuting the religion vs. 

science tactic is to redefine faith with a biblical definition.  While blind faith would 

truly be what Dawkins is describing, biblical faith can be defined as trusting in what 
you have reason to believe is true.  Nowhere in Scripture are we told to take a leap 

of faith and blindly accept what evidence and intelligence deny.  Rather, Christians 

are encouraged to actively use their mental faculties and place their trust in what 

has the most evidence.  Blind faith focuses only on the sincerity of the person‘s 

faith (i.e., Do you believe hard enough? Do you have enough belief?, etc.), while 

biblical faith focuses on the object of the person‘s faith (i.e., Is it trustworthy? 

Does the evidence support your belief?) 
 

 Once you correctly redefine faith, you can point out that creationists are 

not in the habit of denying evidence.  Rather, they are interested in following the 

evidence wherever it leads, even if the conclusion has religious implications.  The 

truth is, everyone places their faith in something … either in science as the only 

way to know truth, or in ways that include – but are not limited to – scientific 

knowledge.   
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DIG DEEPER 

How do the following verses relate to the biblical definition of faith? 
 

 1 Corinthians 15:14 & 17 - __________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

 2 Peter 1:16 - ___________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________  

 1 John 1:1-3 - ___________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

 
CONCLUSION 

Hopefully our past two lessons have served to re-educate 

you and have given you a new perspective on the best way to 

intelligently discuss the issues of creation and evolution.  We 

have seen today that true knowledge is often equated with 

science (AKA scientism) and that certain interpretations of the 

data are forbidden because they have religious implications.  But 

when we recognize that we can have knowledge about 

nonphysical things, we can see that belief in God is not just a 

theological idea, and we see that creationism is not just a 

religious concept.  As we progress through this study, it will 

become more and more apparent that the argument between evolution and creation 

is not between science and religion, but between which worldview is best supported 

by the evidence. 
 

WRAP UP 
 Thoroughly review today‘s lesson. 

 How can you tell if an argument is a red herring? _______________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 Why is the age of the earth a non-issue when it comes to whether or not 

evolution is possible? ___________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
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 Based on what you have learned today, how would you respond to the National 

Association of Biology Teachers‘ ―Statement on Teaching Evolution‖? 
 

Whether called ―creation science,‖ ―scientific creationism,‖ ―intelligent-design theory,‖ 

―young-earth theory‖ or some other synonym, creation beliefs have no place in the science 

classroom.  Explanations employing nonnaturalistic or supernatural events, whether or not 

explicit reference is made to a supernatural being, are outside the realm of science and not 

part of a valid science curriculum. Evolutionary theory, indeed all of science, is necessarily 

silent on religion and neither refutes nor supports the existence of a deity or deities.17 
 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

DAY FIVE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. When debating evolution, the age of the universe is a red 

herring because the issue is not one of time but of mechanism. 

 

2. The ―religion vs. science‖ tactic can be countered in three 

steps: 

Step #1:  Refute scientism 

Step #2:  Recognize the limits of science 

Step #3:  Redefine faith 
 

3. Biblical faith can be defined as trusting in what you have 

reason to believe is true. 
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                                     UNDERSTANDING  THE ACRONYM  
 

 
INTRODUCTION 

As we begin our second unit, it is important that you 

understand the purpose of this next section, as well as have a 

firm grasp on what has already been covered.  In Unit One we 

began to set the stage for the creation/evolution debate by 

first recognizing the two major worldviews that are in conflict 

over this issue – naturalism and theism, or, more specifically, 

Humanism and Christianity.  We then began to look at the actual claims of evolution 

to make sure we knew exactly what we are and are not arguing against.  And finally, 

we looked at four wrong types of arguments used by evolutionists that we must be 

able to recognize and refute.   

The purpose of this second unit is to demonstrate – through evidence and 

reason – why evolution is fatally flawed and thus should be rejected as a correct 

theory about the origin and development of life.  Although disproving evolution does 

not automatically prove creation, it does lend support that it is more probable that 

life is the result of an intelligent Designer rather than by chance processes.  Our 

third unit, however, will outline the specific arguments for the existence of God 

and the creationist position.   
 

What are the disadvantages of only using Bible references to argue against 
evolution? _____________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________   

 

You may notice during this unit that Scripture references will not be 

presented as evidence to be considered, although there will be plenty of verses 

used during a Dig Deeper or Wrap Up.  The basis for this is not that we doubt the 

validity of the Bible or its power to transform a person.  Our reasoning is based on 

the fact that you will often find yourself discussing this issue with those who 

reject the accuracy of the Bible.  Therefore, if you just quote verses at them (i.e., 

―Gen 1:1 says…‖) they will probably quickly bring up the ―science vs. religion‖ 

argument (which gets the conversation off track) or reject your position entirely.  

However, if you have an agreed-upon source, such as reason, established laws of 

science, or research by top evolutionists, then they cannot object to your 

evidences.  Again, we will closely examine the Bible‘s perspective on all of this and 

use it during our defense of the creationist position during Unit Three.  But for the 

task of pointing out the flaws of evolution, we can simply use the common evidence 

we have before us to demonstrate the complete inadequacy of the naturalist‘s 

opinion that life evolved from non-life on up to the many species we see today. 
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A HELPFUL TOOL 
1 Peter 3:15 commands Christians to ―Always be prepared to give an answer 

to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope that you have.‖  So how 

can you always be ready to explain why you believe that evolution is fatally flawed 

when you are asked by others?  Throughout this unit, we‘re going to use the 

acronym F L A W E D as a simple tool to recall six reasons why the theory of 

evolution should be rejected, and each of these points will be covered in detail over 

the next seven days.  Here‘s what the acronym  F L A W E D  stands for:  
 

Fossil Fallacy 

Laws of Science Violated 

Absence of Observation 

Without a Mechanism 

Erroneous Examples 

Design and DNA 

 While the specifics of what each heading involves will become clear through 

each lesson, here is a brief overview of the major points of our acronym.  Fossil 

Fallacy refers to the inadequacy of the fossil record to produce the links required 

by the evolutionary model.  Laws of Science Violated covers three ways that the 

theory of evolution runs contrary to well-established scientific laws.  Absence of 

Observation refers to the fact that macroevolution has never been seen in action, 

thus making it impossible for this even to be considered as a theory since it is not 

testable.  Without a Mechanism simply means that evolution lacks a scientific 

explanation for the production of life from non-life and the ability to add new 

genetic information to organisms.  Erroneous Examples covers often-presented 

―evidences‖ used in favor of evolution and why they fail.  Design and DNA 

concludes our acronym, referring to evolution‘s inability to explain the existence of 

complexity and coded information, leading us to conclude that an intelligent 

Designer is the most logical deduction.   
 

CONCLUDING CHALLENGE 
Charles Darwin once made the following admission about his theory‘s validity:  

  

We have seen in the last chapter that whole groups of species sometimes falsely 

appear to have abruptly developed;  and I have attempted to give an explanation of this 

fact, which if true would be fatal to my views. . . If it could be demonstrated that any 

complex organ existed, which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, 

successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely break down.18 
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It is important to recognize here that Darwin is laying out how his theory could be 

shown as false.  In a sense, he has presented a challenge by admitting that his 

theory is falsifiable (i.e., ―If it could be demonstrated…‖).  Furthermore, we can see 

from the above quote that the two criteria he mentions just happen to relate 

directly to the Animation Complication we have previously studied.  Here‘s how: 
 

1. INTERMEDIATE STEPS (Fossils) 

Darwin admits that ―whole groups of species sometimes falsely appear to 
have abruptly developed.‖  Therefore, if there is no physical evidence of 

transitional forms, this would be ―fatal‖ to his view. 
 

2. A MECHANISM (or ―Flipper‖) 

If there is not a system, apparatus or procedure that can produce complex 

organs by ―numerous, successive, slight modifications,‖ then his theory 

―would absolutely break down.‖ 
 

Let‘s look again at the predictions made by the theory of evolution.  Remember, 

this is what we would expect to find in the evidence we have or can observe today, 

if evolution has actually occurred. . . 
  
1. Transitional forms would be found somewhere – either alive today or 

in the fossil record. 

2. Mutations that we can observe in species would be beneficial.   

3. Nature would have the ability to increase itself in complexity over 

time, making things better or creating new species. 

 

Our task throughout this second unit, therefore, will be to examine the claims 

of evolution and the predictions listed above, and then to determine whether or not 

the theory is supported by the evidence and/or is the best explanation for the data 

that we have.  As Darwin conceded, his theory breaks down if it cannot be 

substantiated with the facts.  So if you‘re ready to take up the challenge, 

tomorrow‘s lesson begins with the most common fallacy held with regards to the 

theory of evolution – the fossil record!   

 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 Read Colossians 4:5-6.  How does this verse reinforce the importance of 

knowing why evolution is FLAWED? _________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 



 50 

 What questions do you hope to have answered during this unit? ____________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 How much of the acronym FLAWED can you recall?  Write it below: 

F 

L 

A 

W 

E 

D 

   
 

DAY ONE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. Because you will often find yourself discussing the 

creation/evolution issue with those who reject the Bible, you 

can use agreed-upon sources, such as reason, established laws 

of science or research/statements by top evolutionists. 

2. The acronym FLAWED will help equip you to obey the 

command of 1 Peter 3:15 to always have a ready answer. 

3. Using Charles Darwin’s own examples that could falsify his 

theory, we want to examine why species appear abruptly and 

discover if there is, in fact, a mechanism that can drive 

evolution. 

 
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
To prepare you for our study tomorrow, it may be helpful for you 
to look at an encyclopedia’s description of evolution (either in a 
book or online) and examine just how much credit is given to the 
fossil record as evidence for the theory. 
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                                     F O S S I L   F A L L A C Y  

 
 

 Our very first point in the acronym FLAWED deals with 

probably the most misused, misrepresented or just 

misunderstood topic in all of the controversy.  When the 

average person is questioned regarding the evidence for 

evolution, the most common response is that the fossil 

record has proven it to be true.  This is often presented as 

an ad populum statement such as, ―Everyone knows that the 

fossil record has verified evolution.‖   
 

But remember our Animation Complication?  We saw 

that evolution requires thousands (perhaps millions) of transitional or intermediate 

stages to have taken place.  Therefore, if evolution occurred, we would find 

transitional organisms that could clearly be seen as a middle stage between two 

different species.  Pierre Grassé, who held the Chair of Evolution at the Sorbonne 

University in France for 30 years, made the following pronouncement: 
 

     Naturalists must remember that the process of evolution is revealed only 

through fossil forms. A knowledge of paleontology is, therefore a prerequisite; only 

paleontology can provide them with the evidence of evolution and reveal its course 

or mechanisms. . . The key evidence both for and against evolution must be found in 

the fossil record  . . . Therefore, if it really happened in the past, the evidence 

would have to be in the fossil record of change preserved in the sedimentary rocks 

of the earth‘s crust.19 
 

The question is, therefore, are there any true transitional forms in the 

fossils?  According to paleontology (the study of the fossil record), fossils appear 

in the record suddenly, fully formed, with no clear ancestors and no intermediate 
links between them and other organisms.  There is therefore not a ―missing link,‖ 

but rather millions of transitional forms that are missing (i.e., fossils leading up to 

fish, amphibians, dinosaurs, whales, monkeys, etc.). 
  

 Charles Darwin himself acknowledged the gaps in the fossil record, but he 

was hopeful that future discoveries would validate his theory.  When The Origin of 
Species was first published in 1859,  he made the following honest observation: 
 

    …the number of intermediate varieties, which have formerly existed, [must] be 

truly enormous.  Why then is not every geological formation and every stratum full 

of such intermediate links?  Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely 

graduated organic chain;  and this, perhaps, is the most obvious and serious 

objection which can be urged against the theory.20  
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STRAIGHT FROM THE HORSE’S MOUTH 

The Fossil Fallacy held by so many people is actually a clear fact recognized 

by evolutionists.  But rather than making a flat assertion, read the following quotes 

by the evolutionists themselves, keeping in mind that these men and women are 

experts in their field: 
 

Gareth V. Nelson: ―It is a mistake to believe that even one fossil species or fossil ‗group‘ 

can be demonstrated to have been ancestral to another. The ancestor-descendant 

relationship may only be assumed to have existed in the absence of evidence indicating 

otherwise.‖21   
 

Niles Eldredge: ―Paleontologists ever since Darwin have been searching (largely in vain) for 

the sequences of insensibly graded series of fossils that would stand as examples of the 

sort of wholesale transformation of species that Darwin envisioned as the natural product 

of the evolutionary process.‖22  
 

George Gaylord Simpson:  ―The fossil record shows very clearly that there is no central line 

leading steadily, in a goal-directed way, from a protozoan to man….‖23  

―In spite of these examples, it remains true, as every paleontologist knows, that most new 

species, genera, and families, and that nearly all new categories above the level of families, 

appear in the record suddenly and are not led up to by known, gradual, completely continuous 

transitional sequences.‖24  
 

Stephen Jay Gould: ―The extreme rarity of transitional forms in the fossil record persists 

as the trade secret of paleontology. The evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks have 

data only at the tips and nodes of their branches; the rest is inference, however 

reasonable, not the evidence of fossils. . . Paleontologists have paid an exorbitant price for 

Darwin‘s argument. We fancy ourselves as the only true students of life‘s history, yet to 

preserve our favored account of evolution by natural selection we view our data as so bad 

that we never see the very process we profess to study.‖25  

 ―The absence of fossil evidence for intermediary stages between major transitions in 

organic design, indeed our inability, even in our imagination, to construct functional 

intermediates in many cases, has been a persistent and nagging problem for gradualistic 

accounts of evolution.‖26  
 

Jeremy Rifken: ―Evolutionary theory has been enshrined as the centerpiece of our 

educational system, and elaborate walls have been erected around it to protect it from 

unnecessary abuse . . . What the ‗record‘ shows is nearly a century of fudging and finagling 

EXAMPLE OF A ―GAP‖ 
 

What is known as the Cambrian Explosion in the fossil record (dated at 
around 570 million years ago) contains snails, starfish, clams, brachiopods, jelly 
fish, sea urchins, nautiloids and sponges.  This sudden ―explosion‖ of organisms 
exhibits all marine invertebrates as fully developed and very complex.   

However, while these are thought to have all evolved from single-celled 
organisms, in all Precambrian rocks (which includes the preceding two billion 
years!), no fossil record of their ancestors are found in any form.  In fact, the 
phyla of today (basic body structures of organisms) are the same as the phyla 
found in the Cambrian layer of the geologic record. 
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by scientists attempting to force various fossil morsels and fragments to conform with 

Darwin‘s notions, all to no avail. Today the millions of fossils stand as very visible, ever-

present reminders of the paltriness of the arguments and the overall shabbiness of the 

theory that marches under the banner of evolution.‖27  
 

Lewis L. Carroll: ―Unfortunately not a single specimen of an appropriate 

reptilian ancestor is known prior to the appearance of true reptiles. The 

absence of such ancestral forms leaves many problems of the amphibian-

reptilian transition unanswered.‖28  
 

Derek W. Ager:  ―The point emerges that, if we examine the fossil 

record in detail, whether at the level of orders or species, we find – over 

and over again – not gradual evolution, but the sudden explosion of one group 

at the expense of another.‖29 
 

David B. Kitts: ―Despite the bright promise that paleontology provides a 

means of ‗seeing‘ evolution, it has presented some nasty difficulties for 

evolutionists, the most notorious of which is the presence of ‗gaps‘ in the fossil 

record.  Evolution requires intermediate forms between species and paleontology does not 

provide them.‖30 
 

A. J. Boucot: ―The inability of the fossil record to produce the ‗missing links‘ has been 

taken as solid evidence for disbelieving the theory.‖31 
 

Gerald T. Todd: ―All three subdivisions of the bony fishes first appear in the fossil record 

at approximately the same time. They are already widely divergent morphologically, and they 

are heavily armored. How did they originate? What allowed them to diverge so widely? How 

did they all come to have heavy armor? And why is there no trace of earlier, intermediate 

forms?‖32  
 

Stefan Bengtson: ―If any event in life‘s history resembles man‘s creation myths, it is this 

sudden diversification of marine life when multicellular organisms took over as the dominant 

actors in ecology and evolution. Baffling (and embarrassing) to Darwin, this event still 

dazzles us and stands as a major biological revolution on a par with the invention of self-

replication and the origin of the eukaryotic cell. The animal phyla emerged out of the 

Precambrian mists with most of the attributes of their modern descendants.‖33  
 

James W. Valentine and Cathryn A. Campbell: ―The abrupt appearance of higher taxa in 

the fossil record has been a perennial puzzle. Not only do characteristic and distinctive 

remains of phyla appear suddenly, without known ancestors, but several classes of a phylum, 

orders of a class, and so on, commonly appear at approximately the same time without known 

intermediates . . . If we read the record rather literally, it implies that organisms of new 

grades of complexity arose and radiated relatively rapidly.‖34   

 

 As you can clearly see, the fact that the fossil record lacks the necessary 

intermediate forms for evolution is a well-known and acknowledged fact.  This 

raises an obvious question:  If there is no evidence of a gradual progression from 
one species to another in the fossil record, how do evolutionists get around the 
fossil record?  There is one alternative some propose. . . 
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THE ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION:  PUNCTUATED EQUILIBRIA 
A theory that is growing in popularity today is known as punctuated 

equilibria.  Promoted by Stephen Jay Gould and Niles Eldredge, this view holds that 

organisms evolve abruptly without several, gradual transitional forms, and that this 

sudden change is followed by a long period of stasis, or lack of change.  Here‘s how 

Gould explains it: 
 

 The history of most fossil species includes two features particularly inconsistent with 

gradualism. 

1. Stasis. Most species exhibit no directional change during their tenure on earth. They 

appear in the fossil record looking much the same as when they disappear; morphological 

change is usually limited and directionless. 

2. Sudden appearance. In any local area, a species does not arise gradually by the steady 

transformation of its ancestors; it appears all at once and ―fully formed.‖35 
 

Thus, our model of ―punctuated equilibria‖ holds that evolution is concentrated in events 

of speciation and that successful speciation is an infrequent event punctuating the 

stasis of large populations that do not alter in fundamental ways during the millions of 

years that they endure.36 
 

Therefore, this theory does not require the thousands of intermediate forms 

showing the process of evolution because the change happened so rapidly that 

there were no long-lasting transitional steps, thus avoiding the Animation 
Complication.  So with our fish example, we wouldn‘t expect any links between it and 

amphibians, only a punctuated or sudden appearance of the new species.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Despite the popularity of this view, it has three major problems:  
  

1. Using stasis (which means ―remaining unchanged‖) as the key factor in 

evolution (which means ―change‖) is a strange way of demonstrating this 

theory.  A species that is not changing is not evolving! 
 

2. No genetic mechanism has been discovered or observed that could possibly 

produce such complex and major changes.   
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3. Although this explanation might excuse the poor fossil record, it still 

provides no evidence for evolution occurring.  It simply assumes that 

evolution has taken place while admitting there are no links!  But how can we 

conclude that evolution has occurred if there‘s no evidence to consider?  

Imagine a lawyer arguing that a suspect was guilty, but when asked for any 

physical evidence or eyewitness testimony leading to his conclusion he simply 

appealed back to the ―fact‖ that the suspect was clearly guilty.  This is 

known as circular reasoning (i.e., assuming what you are trying to prove). 
 

The truth is, this theory is merely an escape pod that evolutionists often climb 

into when discussing the incomplete fossil record.  The fossils are appealed to as 

evidence for evolution, but when this is disproved, the evolutionist attempts to 

jettison to safety in his punctuated equilibrium escape pod (p.e.e.p.) in order to 

avoid the Animation Complication.  A perfect example of this can be seen in a 

recent debate between atheist Michael Shermer and theist Doug Geivett 

over the existence of God: 
  

Shermer: Why do you think God put all those fossils in the geological record to 

make it look like evolution? 
 

Geivett:  Why do you think that there are gaps in the fossil record that are not 

filled so that we have evidence of cross-species evolution? 
 

Shermer:  The answer to that is punctuated equilibrium.37 
 

Do you see how Dr. Shermer took the p.e.e.p. to avoid the facts?  He first 

appealed to the fossil record as evidence, but next denied that the fossils 

supported evolution.  In the end, punctuated equilibrium both validates the Fossil 

Fallacy and demonstrates the circular reasoning of evolutionists who merely assume 

their view is correct, despite the evidence.  
 

CONCLUSION 
Paleontology has demonstrated that, from the simplest organisms on up to 

human beings, there are no evolutionary transitional forms found anywhere. While 

some point to a small handful of supposed transitions (covered on Day Seven), on 

closer inspection these examples turn out to not be ―transitional‖ at all.  The truth 

is, the fossil record is exactly as we would expect it to be if a Creator brought into 

being each distinct species of animal.  In other words, we would expect the gaps to 

be there!  We do not see any transitions from the protozoa to the metazoa, from 

invertebrate to vertebrate, from fish to amphibian, from amphibian to reptile, from 

reptile to bird or mammal, and none from primate to man.  

We conclude today‘s lesson with quotes from two more evolutionists.  First, 

Mark Ridley clearly declares what we have seen today: 
 

In any case, no real evolutionist, whether gradualist or punctuationist, uses the fossil 

record as evidence in favor of the theory of evolution as opposed to special creation….38 
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Our second quote is from Steven M. Stanley who, in his book Macroevolution: 
Pattern and Process, stated the following: 
 

While many inferences about evolution are derived from living organisms, we must look 

to the fossil record for the ultimate documentation of large-scale change. In the 

absence of a fossil record, the credibility of evolutionists would be severely weakened. 

We might wonder whether the doctrine of evolution would qualify as anything more than 

an outrageous hypothesis. 
 

But later in this same work, Stanley confessed that: 
 

The known fossil record fails to document a single example of phyletic evolution 

accomplishing a major morphologic transition and hence offers no evidence that the 

gradualistic model can be valid.39 

 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 Why do you think so many people believe that the fossil record supports 

macroevolution? _______________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 Why do you think so many of the evolutionists quoted today still believe in 

evolution, in spite of the fossil record? ______________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 Read Luke 16:19-31 (the story of the Rich Man and Lazarus).  How could 

Abraham‘s final words to the rich man relate to the beliefs of evolutionists 

despite the fossil record? ________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 
 

DAY TWO SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. If macroevolution really happened in the past, the evidence 
must be found in the fossil record. 

2. According to paleontology (the study of the fossil record), 
fossils appear in the record suddenly, fully formed, with no 
clear ancestors and no intermediate links between them and 
other organisms. 

3. The alternate idea of punctuated equilibria attempts to get 
around the problem of the fossil record, but fails because 
there is no known mechanism that could produce the 
necessary changes and because it merely assumes evolution 
has occurred but provides no evidence. 
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                                     LAWS OF SCIENCE VIOLATED  
 

 

NO DOUBT? 
You have most likely noticed that in our society today 

the theory of evolution is really not even considered to be a 

theory.  It is essentially regarded as a well-established 

scientific fact.  So much so that to say anything against this 

reigning viewpoint invites all sorts of remarks.  Evolutionist 

Victor L. Stenger‘s quote below illustrates this point: 
   

Only fundamentalist Christians who insist on a literal 

interpretation of the Bible refuse to accept the biological evidence for evolution. 

Most other churches, including the often dogmatic Catholic church, have by now 

quietly accepted the notion of evolution as a scientific fact.40 
 

As this quote demonstrates, there appears to be no question that evolution took 

place.  It‘s as much a fact as the earth going around the sun.  How macroevolution 

happened might need some work, but evolutionists are confident enough to 

commonly make bold assertions like the one above.   

But what if evolution contradicted the observable data?  What if this 

―scientific fact‖ clearly violated well-established laws of science?  As we will see in 

today‘s lesson, evolution is at odds with three firm laws of science.  And this 

presents a serious problem for the theory:  if society wants us to equate evolution 

with science, why does it contradict scientific laws that we know are true?  

   

THE LAW OF CAUSE AND EFFECT 
 The Law of Cause and Effect (also known as the Principle of Causality) is 

known to apply without exception to all systems.  While it can be stated in several 

ways, the following two forms are sufficient for today‘s study: 
 

1. Every effect has a cause. 
 

2. Every thing that comes to be is caused by something before it. 
 

This law is known as a self-evident truth (meaning it is plain or obvious to everyone) 

and is the basis for every discipline of science.  Essentially this means that there is 

a direct relationship between all actions and/or events such that every phenomenon 

is the result of a prior action and/or event.  So, for example, if you were sitting in 

your living room and a baseball crashed through your window, you would 

automatically wonder, ―Who or what caused that?‖  You would never suppose that 

the ball caused itself to break your window. 

So how is this related to our study?  It is related in that one of the most 

basic beliefs of evolution is that the universe was not created, but rather exploded 

into existence (AKA the Big Bang) from a timeless and spaceless state of affairs.  
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That is, everything in the universe came into being from nothing without a cause.  

The problem for evolutionists is that this belief clearly violates the Law of Cause 

and Effect.  As André Linde admits: 
 

The first, and main, problem is the very existence of the big bang. One may wonder, 

What came before? If space-time did not exist then, how could everything appear 

from nothing? What arose first: the universe or the laws determining its evolution? 

Explaining this initial singularity—where and when it all began—still remains the most 

intractable problem of modern cosmology.41 

 

Specifically, evolution runs into two major problems in light of this law: 
 

1. First, this law means that, in the physical world, every effect must have a cause.  

By definition, an effect – such as the Big Bang – involves a cause.  However, if 

atheistic evolution is true, then the universe (and everything in it) would have 

had to create itself and essentially be an effect without a cause.  But this is 

impossible simply because the universe would have had to exist prior to itself to 

do the creating (i.e., it would have to both exist and not exist at the same time).  

We can see then that this view is false because things in the physical universe 

do not just pop into existence by themselves and without a cause.  
 

2. Second, the Law of Cause and Effect dictates that something – such as matter, 

space or time – cannot come from nothing (only nothing comes from nothing).  So 

statements such as, ―The universe sprang into existence from nothing by 

nothing,‖ are completely illogical since what does not exist (i.e., nothing) does 

not have the power to do anything. . . because it‘s nothing!  Only what exists can 

cause the existence of something else.  In his article, ―On Creating Something 

from Nothing,‖ David Darling makes an important observation: 
 

What is a big deal—the biggest deal of all—is how you get something 

out of nothing. . . Don‘t let the cosmologists try to kid you on this 

one. They have not got a clue either—despite the fact that they are 

doing a pretty good job of convincing themselves and others that this 

is really not a problem. ‗In the beginning,‘ they will say, ‗there was 

nothing—no time, space, matter or energy. Then there was a 

quantum fluctuation from which …‘ Whoa! Stop right there. You see 

what I mean? First there is nothing, then there is something. And 

the cosmologists try to bridge the two with a quantum flutter, a 

tremor of uncertainty that sparks it all off. Then they are away 

and before you know it, they have pulled a hundred billion galaxies 

out of their quantum hats. . .You cannot fudge this by appealing to quantum 

mechanics. Either there is nothing to begin with, in which case there is no quantum 

vacuum, no pre-geometric dust, no time in which anything can happen, no physical laws 

that can effect a change from nothingness into somethingness; or there is something, in 

which case that needs explaining.42 
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Before we move on to the next law that evolution violates, you need to be 
prepared for a typical comeback to the above observations.  Instead of 

explaining how evolution can get around the Law of Cause and Effect, you 
might be asked,  ―If everything needs a cause, then who created God?  

Wouldn’t the cause of the universe need a cause too?‖ 
      

Here’s how you can respond: 
1. Either the universe sprang from nothing, or something outside of time and greater 

than the universe caused it to come into being.  Simply put, either something came 

from nothing or something is eternal.  Since we know that something cannot come 

from nothing (in the physical world), we must conclude that the universe was caused 

by something or Someone who ultimately is not dependent upon anything else in order 
to exist, and is therefore eternal.  We call this eternal being ―God.‖ 

 

2. The argument that God must have a cause is flawed because it compares the physical  
to the spiritual (i.e., the universe with God).  But unlike the universe, which modern 

science claims is finite and changing, God doesn’t need a cause because by His nature 
He is infinite and eternal.  Therefore, as an eternal being, God can account for His own 

existence and can logically be the uncaused ―First Cause.‖ 
 

[Evidence that the universe could not have always existed is covered on Day 3 of Unit 3.] 
 

THE LAW OF BIOGENESIS 
 The law of science we want to examine next is known as the Law of 

Biogenesis, which stems from two words: bio, meaning ―life‖ and genesis, which 

means ―beginning.‖  According to this law. . . 
 

 

 
 

The problem this poses for evolutionists is that their theory requires that life 

arose from non-life, a clear violation of the Law of Biogenesis.  This supposed idea 

that life can somehow produce itself, known as abiogenesis or spontaneous 

generation, is the only option for those who choose to believe in evolution.  And yet, 

as Dr. George Wald observes: 
 

One has only to contemplate the magnitude of this task to concede that the 

spontaneous generation of a living organism is impossible.  Yet here we are—as a result, 

I believe, of spontaneous generation . . . Most biologists, having reviewed with 

satisfaction the downfall of the spontaneous generation hypothesis, are yet unwilling to 

accept the alternative belief in special creation, and are left with nothing.43   
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

What do the following verses say about the origin of matter and life? 
 

 Psalm 33:6-9 __________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________________  

 Psalm 148:1-5 __________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________  

 Hebrews 11:3 __________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________________  

1.  All life comes from life. 
2.  Every living thing reproduces after its own kind. 
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THE SECOND LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS 
 The final law that presents a serious threat to the ―scientific fact‖ of 

evolution is the Second Law of Thermodynamics.  Also known as the Law of 
Increasing Entropy, this well-established rule of science can be stated as follows: 
 

 

 

 

In a general sense, this law means that everything has the tendency to wear out, 

run down, disintegrate, and eventually die.  As a simple example, if you purchase a 

brand new car but never take it to get a tune up, will it… (choose an answer below) 
 

 work better over time? 

 run the same as when you first got it? 

 wear out/run down over time?  
 

If you picked the third answer then you recognize the basic 

principle behind the Second Law of Thermodynamics.  This affects 

mechanical systems (things eventually break down if left to themselves), physical 

beings (we die), information (it becomes distorted) and even the amount of energy 

available in the universe (scientists estimate that our universe will one day 

completely run out of usable energy, resulting in what they call ―heat death‖). 
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

How do the following verses relate to the 2nd Law of Thermodynamics? 
 

 Genesis 3:17-19 – ________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________  

 Psalm 102:25,26 - ________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 Isaiah 51:6 - ___________________________________________________ 

 Romans 5:12 - __________________________________________________ 

 Romans 8:20, 21 - ________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

When we evaluate the details required by evolution, the theory fails to 

comply with the Second Law of Thermodynamics in three ways:  
 

1. Evolution requires a universe where things run from chaos to complexity and 

order, which is the opposite of what this law demands.  So while we can observe 

that things clearly change over time, the change is not in the upward direction, 

as evolution requires, but rather is downward towards decay.   

All processes or systems manifest a tendency toward decay 
and disintegration, with a net increase in the entropy (state 

of randomness or disorder) of the system. 
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2. To further complicate things for evolutionary theory, the Second Law dictates 

that even information becomes distorted over time.  Why is this significant?  

Because if random processes can only distort information rather than add to it, 

then there can never be an increase in genetic information, which is absolutely 
necessary for evolution to progress.  

  

3. Finally, the Second Law of Thermodynamics presents complications for 

evolutionists when discussing the origin of the universe.  Where would all of the 

usable energy come from in the first place?  That is, how could the universe 

wind itself up to begin the whole process?  Things cannot do this by themselves.  

But we know that the universe had a beginning because, according to this law, all 

usable energy would be exhausted by now if there were no beginning.  In other 

words, because the universe is still winding down (i.e., running out of usable 

energy, approaching a state of rest, etc.), it has not always been here.   

 

Therefore, if something – including energy – cannot come from nothing (as 

already discussed) and if things cannot wind themselves up, then it is fair to ask if 

evolution really is the best explanation for the universe we observe, in light of the 

Second Law of Thermodynamics.  As evolutionist Jeremy Rifken openly admits: 
 

The Entropy Law says that evolution dissipates the overall available energy for life on 

this planet. Our concept of evolution is the exact opposite. We believe that evolution 

somehow magically creates greater overall value and order on earth. Now that the 

environment we live in is becoming so dissipated and disordered that it is apparent to 

the naked eye, we are for the first time beginning to have second thoughts about our 

views on evolution, progress, and the creation of things of material value.44 
 

Now, to avoid this serious problem, evolutionists will often argue that the 

Second Law of Thermodynamics only applies to closed systems (i.e., those with no 

available external energy source), and thus would not hinder evolution on earth 

since we are an open system.  For example, the National Association of Biology 

Teachers, in their ―Statement on Teaching Evolution,‖ anticipates this accusation 

and states firmly that evolution ―does not violate the second law of 

thermodynamics:  producing order from disorder is possible with the addition of 

energy, such as from the sun.‖45  Essentially, this explanation reasons that because 

the sun supplies the planet with energy, evolution is able to overcome the effects 

of entropy, allowing, for example, a seed to grow up into a tree, thus proving that 

things can go from simple to complex in an open system.  But is this a valid 

explanation? 
 

What do you think?  Without reading any further, how would you respond 
to an evolutionist’s rationalization that his theory can overcome the Law of 
Increasing Entropy?  ____________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________  
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Here‘s the basic problem with the evolutionist‘s reasoning:  While it is true that 

we live in an open system, it is not true that the sun‘s energy alone could create life, 

generate growth and increase genetic complexity.  Even in an open system such as 

ours, entropy will always increase unless two additional and crucial factors are 

present:  a coded plan (such as DNA) acting as a blueprint to direct the available 

energy into organized components, and an energy-conversion mechanism (such as 

photosynthesis) to harness the heat energy and make it available for 

growth.  In other words, outside energy alone will never produce an 

upswing in complexity any more than the sun beating down on a pile of 

building materials can produce an apartment complex.  Much more is 

required.   

Therefore, while a system with available energy is a necessary 

condition for evolutionary growth to occur, it is not a sufficient 

condition without these two other vital elements.  So while 

evolutionists initially set out to explain one complication, they end up 

running into two more problems by having to explain where the pre-coded 

information and conversion mechanism came from.  In their book Order and Chaos, 

Stanley Angrist and Loren Hepler admit this additional dilemma: 
  

Life, the temporary reversal of a universal trend toward maximum disorder, was 

brought about by the production of information mechanisms. In order for such 

mechanisms to first arise it was necessary to have matter capable of forming itself into 

a self-reproducing structure that could extract energy from the environment for its 

first self-assembly. Directions for the reproduction of plans, for extraction of energy 

and chemicals from the environment, for the growth sequence and the mechanism for 

translating instructions into growth all had to be simultaneously present at that moment. 

This combination of events has seemed an incredibly unlikely happenstance and often 

divine intervention is prescribed as the only way it could have come about.46 
 

As you can see, the Second Law of Thermodynamics puts evolutionists in the 

difficult position of having to explain where coded information originally came from, 

which begins to point in a direction they do not wish to go – an intelligent source 

(AKA a Creator) behind the code and energy-converting mechanism.  Creationists 

Henry Morris and John Morris point out that. . . 
 

A code always requires an intelligent coder.  A program requires a programmer.  To 

say that the most fantastically complex and effective code of all – the genetic code 

– somehow coded itself in the first place is to abandon all pretense of science and 

reason in the study of the world as it is.47  
 

CONCLUSION 
We have seen today that evolution requires a universe that comes into 

existence from nothing and without a cause, where life can come into existence 

from non-life, and where order develops from chaos – an upward spiral where 

structures and genetic information increase in complexity over time.  However, 
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each of these requirements are seriously flawed in that they violate three well-

established laws of science:  The Law of Cause and Effect (something cannot come 

from nothing), the Law of Biogenesis (life cannot come from non-life), and the 

Second Law of Thermodynamics (order cannot come from disorder).   

What should we conclude, then, about the credibility of evolution‘s 

requirements?  Is it the best explanation for the world that we observe?  Is it 

scientifically reliable?  The truth is, believing in the process of macroevolution must 

involve the rejection of the laws we have examined today.  To the creationist, it 

seems much more intellectually satisfying to accept that an uncaused Cause brought 

the physical world and life into existence and designed it to function according to 

specific laws and patterns.  But this seems to be an oversimplified answer for some, 

and so they choose to hold a view that violates the very principles of science that 

they are depending on to explain the world.  As someone once observed, ―It‘s 

amazing what you have to believe to be an unbeliever!‖   
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson, making sure you have a good grasp of the laws covered. 

 

 Which law violated by evolution seems to be the strongest argument against the 

theory?  If you had to choose only one law to explain to someone, which one 

would you choose and why? _______________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
 

 Read Psalm 90:1-3.  Summarize how these verses explain that God is not bound 

by time or space:  ______________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

  
 

DAY THREE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. The theory of evolution requires a universe that comes into existence 
from nothing and without a cause, where life can come into existence 
from non-life, and where order develops from chaos – an upward spiral 
where structures and genetic information increase in complexity over 
time. 

 

2. Although promoted as a scientific fact, evolution violates three well-
established laws of science:  The Law of Cause and Effect (something 
cannot come from nothing), the Law of Biogenesis (life cannot come 
from non-life), and the Second Law of Thermodynamics (order cannot 
come from disorder). 
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                                     ABSENCE OF OBSERVATION  
 
 

―MAN WITH TWO HEADS ROBS BANK!‖ 
Have you noticed some of the outrageous headlines on the 

tabloid magazines you see at the counter of your local 

supermarket?  Stories of alien abductions, Elvis sightings, Satan‘s 

face in a cloud, a child born to animal parents, and actual 

photographs of Bigfoot!  But why is it that these stories don‘t make it 

to the regular newspaper?  Why doesn‘t the scientific community publish these 

findings?  The answer is probably that there is neither enough evidence nor 

eyewitnesses to substantiate such stories.  If there is not enough observable data 

then people are very hesitant to accept wild-sounding claims, and rightly so. 

With the theory of evolution, on the other hand, people feel justified in 

believing the claims of this story because of the observable evidence…right?  We 

have enough solid facts to confirm that evolution has taken place, right?  People 

wouldn‘t believe the story of macroevolution today if the scientific method could 

not validate the foundational assertions of the theory, right?!  Well. . . maybe.  In 

today‘s lesson we want to examine whether or not the scientific method of 

confirmation can demonstrate that evolution has occurred/does occur, and 

therefore should be an accepted fact of science. 
 

WHAT WE’VE COVERED SO FAR 
Let‘s briefly review the two areas we have studied in this unit thus far: 

 FOSSIL FALLACY – We noted that the physical evidence so often appealed to in 

the fossil record is, in fact, sadly lacking in the transitional forms required for 

evolution to be true.  But if evolution occurred in the past, this would be the 

only way to confirm that idea.  Therefore, because the fossil record is so 

incomplete, we have no basis to confidently state that evolution has taken place. 
 

 LAWS OF SCIENCE VIOLATED – Here we observed that evolution requires a 

universe coming into existence without a cause and from nothing, life arising 

from non-life, and systems ordering themselves without a blueprint.  However, 

these requirements fly directly in the face of the Law of Cause and Effect, the 

Law of Biogenesis, and the Second Law of Thermodynamics. 
 

Having reviewed these two points, we turn our attention now to another 

crucial question that evolutionists must face:  Is there a way to use the methods 
of science to test or observe evolution actually taking place?  In other words, 

since the fossil record fails to give any supporting information, and since the laws 

of science seem to prevent it from taking place, has anyone ever seen 

macroevolution occur? 
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WHAT IS THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD? 
 In order to best critique any idea or theory that attempts to explain a 

phenomenon, scientists employ what is known as the scientific method of 

confirmation.  Below is a basic description of this process: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 The 1993/94 edition of Compton‘s Interactive Encyclopedia adds a little 

more insight into the scientific method when it explains. . . 
 

Unlike philosophy, science emphasizes the repeatability of results. This 

means that a given set of circumstances should always produce the same 

result.  Scientific theories are not accepted by the scientific 

community until the theory has been validated.  One way to validate a 

theory is to have scientists in other laboratories duplicate the 

experiment or the calculations.  Using another set of materials and 

methods, these scientists may repeat the experiment and check the 

accuracy of the previous report.  This long and careful process will 

confirm that the original result was not merely a fluke occurrence, a 

misinterpretation of events, or an error in procedure. 
 

 Now that we have seen the purpose of the scientific method and how it 

functions, let‘s apply this to the theory of evolution.  What we are about to do is 

extremely important because macroevolution is almost always presented as an 

absolute fact of science, giving the appearance that it has passed the above tests 

of confirmation time and time again.  Therefore, when someone asserts that this 

theory is a fact, it is only fair to ask, ―How has the scientific method confirmed 
that evolution is a fact?  Is there any empirical (i.e., observable) evidence that is 
available?‖  In other words, we are simply asking whether or not evolution is 

observable, testable, or repeatable, thus allowing the scientific method to be used. 
 

What do you think?  Without reading any further, how do you think an 
evolutionist will respond to this question?  Can you anticipate the evidence 
that might be presented? _______________________________________________  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________  

THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD OF CONFIRMATION 
 

1. A scientist observes an event or phenomenon and 
develops a hypothesis that explains his observations. 

 

2. He tests his hypothesis through experimentation. 
 

3. He evaluates the collected data / test results to 
determine if his hypothesis is confirmed. 

 

4.  He must repeat the experiment with the same results. 
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When an evolutionist is asked how his theory has been confirmed by the 

scientific method or observation, you need to be ready for three typical answers.  

These are listed below along with how you can respond. 
 

1. “EVOLUTION MOVES TOO SLOWLY TO OBSERVE‖ – A basic explanation for why we 

cannot see macroevolution taking place today is because it happens at such a 

slow pace that mankind‘s history (and surely one person‘s lifetime) is not enough 

time to observe a significant change. 
 

RESPONSE 
This is a fair answer from an evolutionist in that, if you properly understand 

macroevolution, you wouldn’t expect to see something in the process of evolving 
today.  Evolutionist G. W. Harper agrees: 
 

So we cannot have observational evidence for or against Darwin’s theory, and needless 
to say none has ever been produced. One might have suspected the latter on other 

grounds, anyway, since the kind of evolution Darwin was writing about is too slow to 

be detected in practice.
48

 
 

But it is important to note here that we are not asking evolutionists to 
recreate the history of evolution in the laboratory (that would be like asking a 
historian to recreate the Battle of Bunker Hill with the same people!).  What we are 
asking, however, is why they consider macroevolution to be a scientific theory if it 
is impossible to repeat the process or observe it happening.  If no one has ever 
seen the process in action, how can the scientific method confirm or deny the 
claims of the theory, and thus call it a fact?  Even evolutionist Pierre Grassé made 
the admission that… 
  

So far as can be observed, evolution is not taking place today, and it seems to be 
precluded by the very laws of science.

49
 

 

Now, when you rightly ask that, if evolution cannot be observed today, how do 
we know it happened at all, you might be answered with another assertion. . .  

 
 

2. “WE CAN SEE IT IN THE FOSSIL RECORD‖ – This answer basically claims that, even 

though evolution is not observable now, we can ―see‖ it through the record of 

fossils we find in the geologic column.  Therefore, we know it took place. 
 

RESPONSE 
Using the information we have already covered, you can simply refer to the 

many evolutionists who admit to the Fossil Fallacy.  If they accept this information, 
watch out for the punctuated equilibrium escape pod!   

But the problem now is, in attempting to get around the poor fossil record 
with an appeal to the punctuated equilibria idea, they are essentially saying that 
evolution happened too fast in the past to leave any evidence.   

Use this opportunity to point out to your evolutionist what he has said so 
far:  Evolution happens too slow to see it today, but it happened too fast to see it in 
the past.  So when can we see it happening?! 

    

How might they respond to this observation?  There’s one final answer. . . 
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3.  “WE DO OBSERVE IT HAPPENNING TODAY!‖ – A final answer to our question of 

how evolution is observable (and therefore open to the scientific method) is 

that we do have clear cases of evolution that have been seen and recorded 

today.  You may be offered examples of finches having varying beak lengths due 

to environmental changes, humans being taller today than they once were, or 

dark-colored moths replacing a population of light-colored moths.  These, the 

evolutionist will assert, are clear cases where evolution has been observed and 

therefore confirmed. 
 

RESPONSE 
Hopefully at this point you can see what is wrong with the above answer – 

they are referring to microevolution.  Examples of microevolution (which is 
observable) cited as evidence for macroevolution (which is not observable) is 

always a tactic you must be on guard against.  The truth is, all observable changes 
that have taken place in nature are either horizontal (i.e., within the original kind 
or at the same level of complexity) or downward (i.e., mutations or extinctions of 
the species).   

Therefore, when an evolutionist cites microevolution as evidence for 
macroevolution (which, by the way, is essentially what Darwin did in The Origin of 
Species), you need to be quick to point out that microevolution is not in question 
here.  What you are interested in is how the steps of the scientific method have 
confirmed macroevolution – something that has yet to be done!  Evolutionist 
Theodosius Dobzhansky agrees with this when he admits: 
 

… it is manifestly impossible to reproduce in the laboratory the evolution of man 
from the australopithecine, or of the modern horse from an Eohippus, or of a land 

vertebrate from a fish-like ancestor. These evolutionary happenings are unique, 

unrepeatable, and irreversible. It is as impossible to turn a land vertebrate into a fish 

as it is to effect the reverse transformation. The applicability of the experimental 
method to the study of such unique historical processes is severely restricted before 

all else by the time intervals involved, which far exceed the lifetime of any human 

experimenter . . . Experimental evolution deals of necessity with only the simplest 

levels of the evolutionary process, sometimes called microevolution.
50 

 

SUMMING UP THE PROBLEM 
You can clearly see from our lesson so far that evolutionists cannot (and 

should not) affirm that evolution is scientific and a proven fact.  Now that we have 

examined and responded to the common answers an evolutionist may give to explain 

this discrepancy, let‘s summarize what the real issues are and why it seems a little 

premature to call evolution an established fact. 
 

 PROBLEM #1:  NO ONE HAS EVER OBSERVED MACROEVOLUTION TAKING PLACE   

When you hear the grand story of macroevolution – from molecules on up to man – 

it may seem a bit overwhelming and perhaps even convincing.  That is, until you 

consider one question:  Who was there to see all this happen?  In other words, 

while this may sound believable, how do we know this is true if no one has ever or 

could ever see this amazing process in the process of happening?   
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 PROBLEM #2:  IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO TEST THE CLAIMS OF MACROEVOLUTION         

If macroevolution supposedly occurs at such a slow pace, there is no conceivable 

experiment that can be conducted to validate or discredit it.  Furthermore, most 

of the significant evolutionary events in the past (i.e., matter appearing from 

nothing, life appearing from non-life, invertebrates evolving into vertebrates, 

etc.) are non-repeatable by their very nature and thus cannot be tested!  Victor 

Stenger confirmed this by stating:  
 

…Much is still in the speculative stage, and I must admit that there are yet no known 

empirical or observational tests that can be used to test the idea of an accidental 

origin….51 
 

Therefore, when evolutionists call their view a ―proven fact‖ it is only 

fair to ask them how the scientific method has tested and thus 

validated their view.  If a theory cannot be put to the test it should 

not be regarded as even a theory.  Unfortunately, this observation is 

rarely made today, except in candid admissions like the one below: 
 

Our theory of evolution has become … one which cannot be refuted by any possible 

observations… No one can think of ways in which to test it. Ideas, either without basis 

or based on a few laboratory experiments carried out in extremely simplified systems 

have attained currency far beyond their validity. They have become part of an 

evolutionary dogma accepted by most of us as part of our training.52 
 

 PROBLEM #3: EVOLUTION IS NO MORE SCIENTIFIC THAN BELIEF IN CREATIONISM 

Both events of evolution and creation – whichever one occurred – happened in the 

past, and thus cannot be observed today.  And yet only one of these views is 

regarded as scientific fact, while the other as religious myth.  Now, as we have 

already stated, we are not asking evolutionists to recreate the history of 

macroevolution in the laboratory;  we are simply asking why evolution be accepted 

as a proven truth when it is no more observable (past or present) than its 

alternative.  So is there a way we can put both views to the test?  Yes, there is. . . 
   

If you recall from our last unit, we noted that, even if we can‘t see evolution 

presently occurring, we should be able to take its claims and predict certain 

things that would be present in the evidence we have.  The same can be done for 

the claims of the creationist position.  When put side by side, both sets of 

predictions would look something like this: 

CREATION 
 

1. Separate, distinct species would be 
found living and/or fossilized. 

2. These distinctions would be fixed, 
allowing only for minor changes.  

3. We would find that species are 
highly complex and intelligently 
designed, yet vulnerable to 
extinction due to the Fall of Man 
described in Genesis 3. 

  

EVOLUTION 
 

1. Transitional forms would be found 
somewhere – either alive today or 
in the fossil record. 

2. Mutations that we can observe in 
species would be beneficial. 

3. Nature would have the ability to 
increase itself in complexity over 
time, making things better or 
creating new species. 
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WHAT DOES A SCIENTIST ASSUME BEFORE BEGINNING HIS OBSERVATIONS? 
 

Although very seldom recognized, all of science is dependent on the notion that 
the universe and even our senses are not the result of blind chance and random 
forces, as evolutionary thinking goes.  Below are two significant presuppositions that 
all scientists – including evolutionists – make prior to using the scientific method: 

 

1. The universe is orderly and operates according to a pattern.  Therefore a 
scientist can often predict its behavior.  The existence of firmly established laws 
of nature goes against the idea of random and blind processes. 

 

2. His five senses and thought processes are reliable and correctly inform him of 
the world he observes.  The problem is, these shouldn’t be trusted if they are 
merely the result of blind chance and random forces.  For example, if you 
dumped a bag of lettered blocks onto the table and some of them happened to 
fall in a certain order that spelled GO NOW, you wouldn’t think of it as a 
trustworthy message or dire warning you should heed.  In the same way, if our 
thoughts are simply the product of random chemical reactions in our brain, 
how can we know whether those thoughts are true and should be trusted?  

 

We can now use these expectations to properly evaluate both ideas by asking, 

―Which view best explains and/or predicts the data that can actually be observed 

and measured?‖ Therefore, whichever explanation the data best fits into is most 
likely to be true, since neither can be scientifically tested.  Though we will continue 

to look at faulty evidences promoted as fact, you can already see that the 

predictions of evolution don‘t measure up so far (The reasoning behind the 

predictions of the creationist view will be explained more as we go).  The point is, 

belief in evolution is no more scientific than a belief in creationism. 

 

CAN SCIENCE TEST GOD’S EXISTENCE? 
 While we are on the subject of what we can observe, let‘s briefly discuss the 

role of scientific investigation when it comes to finding out 

if God exists.    The truth is, it is not possible to put God in 

a test tube or prove Him by the usual scientific 

methodology.  Remember, in order for something to be 

proven by the scientific method, it must be repeatable 

and/or observable.  Therefore, this method is useful only 

with measurable things, and God, by His very nature, is not 

measurable.   

However, there are other things we cannot validate 

with our five senses and yet we believe in their existence.  

For example, the number 7 does not have a color or smell, we 

couldn‘t measure out three pounds of love and serve it on a 

plate, and we couldn‘t physically show our thoughts to someone.  

Yet we know each of the above things exist, even though they are outside empirical 

or observable evidence.  So while we can use science to deduce that God exists (see 

Unit 3), science alone cannot prove He is real.  
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CONCLUSION 
Our focus today as been to simply put forward the idea that evolution 

(macro, that is) has not been observed and cannot be observed.  Therefore, we are 

rightly calling into question how it can legitimately be called a fact of science or 

even a theory, since there is no way test its‘ claims.  Loren C. Eiseley affirms this: 
 

With the failure of these many efforts, science was left in the somewhat 

embarrassing position of having to postulate theories of living origins which it could 

not demonstrate. After having chided the theologian for his reliance on myth and 

miracle, science found itself in the unenviable position of having to create a mythology 

of its own: namely, the assumption that what, after long effort could not be proved to 

take place today had, in truth, taken place in the primeval past.53 
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson, particularly the steps of the scientific method. 

 

 What problems can arise when scientists make assumptions or statements 

beyond the scope of their field? ___________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 We saw today that God is not a physical Being and is therefore outside the 

reach of scientific inquiry.  How do the following verses support this? 

- John 4:24 - ______________________________________________________ 

- Jeremiah 23:24 - __________________________________________________ 

- Isaiah:66:1 - ______________________________________________________ 

- Psalm 139:7-12 - ___________________________________________________ 

- 1 Kings 8:27 - _____________________________________________________ 

 If you have never seen God, how do you know He exists?  What evidence would 

you present to someone? _________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 

DAY FOUR SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. In order to critique an idea or theory that attempts to explain a phenomenon, 
scientists employ what is known as the scientific method of confirmation. 

 

2. The main problem with calling evolution a scientific fact is. . . 

- No one has ever observed macroevolution taking place. 

- It is impossible to test the claims of macroevolution. 

- Belief in evolution is no more scientific than belief in creation. 
 

3. Evolution should therefore not be considered an established fact if the scientific 
method of confirmation cannot be used to put the theory to the test. 
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                                     WITHOUT A MECHANISM  
 

 

WHAT OR HOW? 
When we say ―evolution,‖ are we talking about a thing or 

a process?  Think of it this way – you and a friend are discussing 

a column-shaped food item with icing and decorations on the 

table in front of you.  You could either be talking about the object 

itself (the cake) or how the object came to be (the result of baking).  If you are 

talking about how the cake became a cake – how the ingredients were measured and 

mixed and cooked – then your topic is baking, which is a process, not a thing. 

So is evolution a what or a how?  Is it a thing or a process?  This is 

important to understand for times when you hear assertions like this one by 

physicist H. S. Lipson: 
 

To begin with, I have no doubt about evolution; the evidence is incontrovertible.  

The only question is how it came about.54 
 

The truth is, while it might appear to be a thing by the way we refer to it, 

evolution is actually a how – a development, progression, route, etc.  It‘s a 

description of how things came to be.  Therefore, before we can be sure that 
evolution happened, we need to figure out both how this process works and even if 

it could happen.  If your friend said, ―I have no doubt that the cake baked itself. . . 

the only question is how this happened,‖ would you be a little suspicious?  Similarly, 

evolutionists are quick to affirm that while they know evolution happened, they just 

need to work on the minor details of how it happened.   

By the way, if there is, as Lipson says, ―incontrovertible‖ (unquestionable, 

irrefutable) evidence for evolution, why is there any question as to how it came 

about?  It‘s because this is what the controversy is all about!  Since evolution is a 

process, we are trying to determine whether or not there even exists a mechanism 

that can design and build very complex structures.  Specifically, if given enough 

time, can mutation and natural selection, which are purposeless, irrational and blind 

forces, guide macroevolution from a lifeless state of affairs on up to man? 

Therefore, the purpose of today‘s lesson is to examine the details of the 

supposed mechanism that drives evolution along and then evaluate whether or not 

this process is actually credible.  You may notice that the amount of time evolution 

requires, although it is an important factor in the evolutionary equation, will not be 

addressed or critiqued during this lesson.  We will discuss the age of the earth 

during the next unit, but we do not need to bring it up today because it is not of 

vital importance.  How so?  Because even if we grant the evolutionists all the time 

they say their theory requires, evolution will never occur if the necessary 
mechanism isn‘t valid.  We will begin, then, with the basic components that make up 

the process of evolution.   
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THE “MOLECULES TO MAN” SCENARIO 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Though not intended to be a complete chart of all evolutionary development, the 
purpose of this diagram is for you to see the primary factors of mutation and 
natural selection (chance and random events, though not listed, play an 
important role as well).  Most people think that macroevolution is a simple 
process that can be easily accomplished through mutation and natural selection.  
To begin our critique, let‟s list the basic elements that form our mechanism: 

 

 Life coming from non-life (this is the essential “kick-off” to the whole game)   

 Mutations (small changes that will eventually result in new species) 

 Natural selection (the survival of the fittest) 
 

As we work through this lesson, keep in mind the Animation Complication, which 
requires both the millions of small changes (which we didn‟t see in the fossil record) and 
a Flipper that is moving everything along (this is the role of natural selection). 
 

 

SPONTANEOUS GENERATION 
Although we have already covered that it is impossible for life to arise from 

non-life (based on the Law of Biogenesis), this first element of the evolutionary 

model is still held on to today.  Besides the fact that this model still cannot explain 

where matter itself came from, the idea that nonliving chemicals can spontaneously 

turn into bacterial life (AKA abiogenesis) was completely disproved by Louis Pasteur 

over one hundred years ago. 

Despite this scientific truth, however, much of the public has been 

convinced that life formed in what evolutionists sometimes call a ―pre-biotic soup‖ 

or ―warm little pond.‖ Lightning caused a reaction with chemicals in the earth‘s early 

atmosphere and spontaneously formed life.  The main problems with this idea are: 
  

1. No one knows for sure what the early atmosphere of the earth was like 

2. There is no evidence that the pre-biotic soup ever existed 

3. There is no proof that the imagined reactants could form life, even in 

a perfect environment, if left by themselves 
   

The truth is, the only time humans have produced any type of 

compound has been the result of the lab technician‘s interference, which actually 

demonstrates that intelligence has to be involved for life to occur.  Finally, even if 

life were produced in a laboratory one day, it still does not prove life can arise by 

chance.  There is, however, one experiment that you will often hear about. . . 

    

T  I  M  E   ( M I L L I O N S   O F   Y E A R S ) 

M U T A T I O N   +  N A T U R A L   S E L E C T I O N 

FIRST 
LIFE 

FISH AMPHIBIANS REPTILES MAMMALS PRIMATES 
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“WHAT ABOUT THE MILLER-UREY EXPERIMENTS?” 
 

Virtually all biology textbooks used at the high school, college and graduate levels today 
will mention the laboratory experiments of Stanley Miller and Harold Urey in the early 
1950‟s.  Presented as evidence that the building blocks of life can be created in the 
laboratory with a simple apparatus, these experiments produced only simple amino acids, 
short protein molecules and other trivial products and were nowhere near to producing 
life.  Although textbooks and teachers will often give no hint to the contrary, most scientists 
now think the Miller-Urey experiment failed to simulate the actual conditions of the early 
earth.*  Professor Klaus Dose, the director of the Institute for Biochemistry at Johannes 
Gutenberg University in West Germany and an origin-of-life researcher for many years, has 
this to say about the state of beliefs regarding how life first began: 

 

More than 30 years of experimentation on the origin of life in the fields of chemical and molecular 
evolution have led to a better perception of the immensity of the problem of the origin of life on 
Earth rather than to its solution. At present all discussions on principal theories and experiments in 
the field either end in stalemate or in a confession of ignorance...Considerable disagreements 
between scientists have arisen about detailed evolutionary steps. The problem is that the principal 
evolutionary processes from prebiotic molecules to progenotes have not been proven by 
experimentation and that the environmental conditions under which these processes occurred 
are not known.  Moreover, we do not actually know where the genetic information of all living 
cells originates, how the first replicable polynucleotides (nucleic acids) evolved, or how the 
extremely complex structure-function relationships in modern cells came into existence...It appears 
that the field has now reached a stage of stalemate, a stage in which hypothetical arguments 
often dominate over facts based on experimentation or observation.55 

 

*For further study on the debate of the earth‟s early atmosphere, refer to Jonathan 
Well‟s book, Icons of Evolution, chapter 2, “The Miller-Urey Experiment.” 

  

Some evolutionists have conceded that life could not have originated on 
earth.  However, they argue that life was seeded by beings from outer 
space.  Does this solve the problem?  Why or why not? ____________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MUTATIONS 
For the sake of argument, let‘s pretend that life somehow spontaneously 

produced itself.  The next big step in the process of evolution supposedly takes 

place when a gene mutates (i.e., changes or alters in some way) during reproduction.   

As these mutations continue, they will eventually develop a new organ or ability that 

gives an organism/animal some sort of advantage over another.  Over time, these 

small modifications will lead to cross-species changes and result in a completely new 

species.  However, this hope in mutations as a key player in the drama of evolution 

is flawed in several ways: 
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1. Mutations are rare in the first place because an enzyme acts as a sort of proofreader 

during DNA replication to check for mistakes.  Therefore, when a genetic mutation 

(―mistake‖) is detected, the tendency is to correct it. 

2. Truly beneficial mutations are still completely hypothetical.  That is, all known mutations 

are either harmful or neutral, but have never been observed to be beneficial. 
 

3. To be truly beneficial in the long run, a mutation would have to produce a new and 

individual part gene by gene.  In the meantime, this new part is non-functional and 

therefore non-beneficial to the organism.  This presents a serious problem when we 

recognize the multitude of structures and mechanisms in the biology world that cannot 

function unless every part of the organ is present.  These types of structures have been 

labeled as ―irreducibly complex,‖ which means that: 
   

…they are made up of many parts that interact in complex ways, and all the parts 

need to work together.  Any single part has no useful function unless all the other 

parts are also present.  There is therefore no pathway of functional intermediate 

stages by which a Darwinian process could build such a system step by tiny step.56   
 

Dr. J. P. Moreland adds. . . 
 

…it is hard to see how small changes could be beneficial to an organism.  Some 

structures (the eye or a four-ventricle heart) are helpful only when the whole 

structure is in place.  An incipient structure would not be operable.57   
 

4. While a mutation may cause a change in an existing part, where does the genetic 

information come from to create a new part?  How is it added to the system?  Dr. John 

Morris describes this problem in detail: 
 

It‘s instructive to try to imagine what must happen to turn a cell into an invertebrate, or a worm 

into a fish, or a fish into an amphibian, etc.  List the structural changes needed.  A cell doesn‘t 

have the genes needed to produce even a simple nodal chord, nor does a fish have the genes to 

produce legs.  This extra genetic information must be added from some external source, but 

science knows of no such source.  Mutations do produce novel changes, but never has a mutation 

been known to add coded information to an already complex DNA system.  On the contrary, it 

usually and easily causes a deterioration of the information present in the DNA.  For random 

mutations to add the information for a leg where there is none is asking a lot, in fact, asking too 

much.  Never has a helpful mutation been observed, yet trillions are needed. . . Listing all the 

differences between a fish and an amphibian, or a reptile and a bird, or reptile and mammal 

helps to clarify the immensity of evolution‘s task.  Not only are there skeletal changes, but 

think of the totally new organs needed, different reproductive systems, altered respiratory and 

cardiovascular make-up, thermal schemes and on and on.58  
 

5. Finally, a hypothetical beneficial mutation would only help a species, such as a fish, 

improve as a fish, not move to an amphibian.  But even if one did occur by chance, the 

same mutation would most likely need to occur simultaneously in the mate of the same 

organism before it could spread through the population. 
 

Michael Denton sums up the problem with this part of the evolutionary mechanism: 
 

His [Darwin‘s] general theory, that all life on earth had originated and evolved by a 

gradual successive accumulation of fortuitous mutations, is still, as it was in Darwin‘s time, 

a highly speculative hypothesis entirely without direct factual support and very far from 

that self-evident axiom some of its more aggressive advocates would have us believe.59   
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NATURAL SELECTION 
The final crucial factor in the evolutionary scheme of things is known as the 

survival of the fittest, or ―natural selection,‖ as it is officially titled.  According to 

evolutionists, when a mutation produces a beneficial change, natural selection 

screens out the animals that cannot survive as well and thus preserves the organism 

with the new ability or advantage.     

In everyday life, natural selection can be 

observed.  Let‘s say a herd of zebras is 

under attack by lions.  Which zebras are 

most likely to be a meal?  Those that are too 

slow, too young or too old.  Thus the zebras 

who are more fit will survive.  As another 

example, suppose a field is being dusted for 

insects that threaten to destroy the crops.  

After the pesticide settles, farmer John goes through his field and notices that 

some bugs have survived!  Why?  Because natural selection has chosen the insects 

who are resistant to the pesticide to survive. 

Now then, while natural selection can be observed in cases like the above, the 

question is whether or not this can actually produce new species.  It is interesting 

to note that the one concept that The Origin of Species by Means of Natural 
Selection did not explain was the origin of species by means of natural selection.  

The evidence Darwin cited in his work only dealt with varieties that natural 

selection led to, not new species.  And just like mutations, there are several 

problems with natural selection as a key factor in evolution‘s mechanism: 
 

1. Natural selection is not a ―thing‖ that can think and therefore choose or select anything.  

Although these types of terms are often used, the process is blind and irrational.  As 

Phillip Johnson notes… 
 

Natural selection … is supposed to be mindless and hence incapable of pursuing a distant goal.  

If natural selection could preserve a presently meaningless mutation because it might become 

useful later on when other new mutations occur, this would imply that evolution is a purposeful 

process, supervised by a preexisting mind.  As we have seen, supervised evolution is a gradualist 

version of creation.  As materialists use the term, it is not evolution at all.60 
 

2. Even though this screening mechanism may cause organisms to vary, adapt, or change in 

population, there has never been an observed case or fossil evidence to show that 

natural selection could cause a change from one species to a new one.  Any observed 

changes are horizontal, not vertical.  Dr. Colin Patterson, Senior Paleontologist at the 

British Museum of Natural History observed… 
 

No one has ever produced a species by mechanisms of natural selection. No one has ever 

gotten near it and most of the current argument in neo-Darwinism is about this question: 

how can a species originate, and it is there that natural selection seems to be fading out 

and chance mechanisms of one sort or another are being invoked.61 
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3. According to evolutionary thought, the fittest of a species will survive and, over time, 

gradually change into another species.  However, to get around the Fossil Fallacy, 

evolutionists will often claim that transitional forms were small and didn‘t last long.  But 

this means that they apparently weren‘t the fittest! 
 

4. The way evolutionists define who the ―fittest‖ are argues in a circle.  Also known as a 

tautology, circular reasoning happens when the conclusion is used as one of the reasons 

to support the conclusion, or when you define a word by using the same word.  So how 

does the definition of survival of the fittest argue in a circle?  Here‘s how…  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Evolutionist Arthur Koestler explains the problem: 
  

Once upon a time, it all looked so simple. Nature rewarded the fit with the carrot of 

survival and punished the unfit with the stick of extinction. The trouble only started 

when it came to defining ―fitness.‖ … Thus natural selection looks after the survival and 

reproduction of the fittest, and the fittest are those which have the highest rate of 

reproduction—we are caught in a circular argument which completely begs the question 

of what makes evolution evolve.62 
 

 As a final observation, it could actually be argued that natural selection has 

a God-designed function - weeding out any misfits produced by a mutation.  This 

would, in reality, conserve the status quo in a population and allow the healthy to 

thrive and reproduce. 
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

Read Psalm 104 and summarize what this teaches about God‘s role in animal survival: 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

  

“The fittest are those that survive to 

leave the most offspring.” 

“Because they leave the most 

offspring (due to their fitness).” 

“Why do 

they 

survive?” 

“How do we 

know who 

the fittest 

are?” 
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CONCLUSION:  IT SEEMS HOPELESS 
When one seriously examines the required components of the mechanism 

that supposedly drives evolution, it becomes clear that these elements are 

incapable of creating new species.  In his work, Evolution of Living Organisms, 
Pierre-Paul Grass‘e notes what is really necessary for mutations to do their part: 

 

No matter how numerous they may be, mutations do not produce any kind of evolution… 

The opportune appearance of mutations permitting animals and plants to meet their needs 

seems hard to believe. Yet the Darwinian theory is even more demanding: a single plant, a 

single animal would require thousands and thousands of lucky, appropriate events. Thus, 

miracles would become the rule: events with an infinitesimal probability could not fail to 

occur… There is no law against day-dreaming, but science must not indulge in it.63 
 

As just one example, notice below the genetic change that mutation and 

natural selection would have to produce in order to move from amphibian to reptile.  

Keep in mind that there is no fossil evidence that this has happened. 

  

 

 

 

You can see from problematic examples like the one above that the key issue 

for macroevolution is not whether there is enough time for these changes to occur, 

but whether there is even a mechanism that could do what the theory requires!  

Life coming from non-life?  Beneficial mutations?  Natural selection leading to new 

species?  Each of these fail the test when the facts are honestly examined.  

Evolutionist Paul Erbrich laments: 
 

Why then does the scientific theory of evolution hold on to the concept of chance to 

the degree it does? I suspect it is the fact that there is no alternative whatsoever that 

could explain the fact of universal evolution at least in principle, and be formulated 

within the framework of natural science.  If no alternative should be forthcoming, if 

chance remains overtaxed, then the conclusion seems inevitable that evolution and 

therefore living beings cannot be grasped by natural science to the same extent as 

nonliving things – not because organisms are so complex, but because the explaining 

mechanism is fundamentally inadequate.64 
 

We began today‘s lesson by noting that evolution is a detailed process that 

attempts to explain a change from one species to another.  However, we saw that 

the mechanism that supposedly drives this change is utterly lacking in power to do 

such a thing.  We must therefore reject evolution, not solely on the basis of a 

religious belief, but on scientific and reasonable grounds as well. 

AMPHIBIAN TO REPTILE 
 

 Amphibians lay their eggs in water and their larvae undergo a complex 
metamorphosis (like a tadpole) before reaching the adult stage. 

 Reptiles, on the other hand, develop inside a hard shell-encased egg and 
are perfect replicas of the adult on first emerging.   

 Internally, there are hardly two eggs in the whole animal kingdom which 

differ more fundamentally. 
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WRAP UP 

 Review today‘s lesson. 

 What was the most helpful thing you learned in today‘s lesson and why? ______ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 Arthur Koestler, quoted earlier in our lesson, also made this admission: 
 

In the meantime, the educated public continues to believe that Darwin has provided 

all the relevant answers by the magic formula of random mutation plus natural 

selection—quite unaware of the fact that random mutations turned out to be 

irrelevant and natural selection a tautology.65 
 

Does it bother you that a prominent evolutionist acknowledges that the 

―educated‖ public has actually been deceived in their understanding of 

evolution?  What is your response to such information? __________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 So far we have covered the first four letters in our acronym FLAWED.  As best 

you can, fill in what these letters stand for with a brief description of each: 
 

F 
 

L 
 
A 
 
W 

 
 

DAY FIVE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. The basic elements that form the mechanism of evolution are: 

- Life coming from non-life 

- Mutations (small changes that will eventually result in new species) 

- Natural selection (the survival of the fittest) 

2. It is scientifically impossible for life to come from non-life. 
3. Mutations are never beneficial, but rather are either harmful or neutral. 
4. Natural selection, while it is observable in nature, does not have the 

power to produce new species.  Rather, it merely acts as a filter on 
organisms that already exist to weed out the misfits. 
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                                     ERRONEOUS EXAMPLES (PART 1)  
 
 

DON’T KNOW MUCH ABOUT BIOLOGY 
As we begin our two part study of the E in the acronym FLAWED, it may be 

of great use for you to get a hold of a standard biology textbook from your local 

library, high school or even college.  You will find most, if not all, of the Erroneous 

Examples we will cover during the next two lessons, and they will be offered to you 

as strong evidence for the theory of evolution with no reference to any opposing 

arguments.  Although presented as fact, each one fails to provide reasonable 

evidence that the evolutionary tale of molecules to man has occurred. 

It is important to keep in mind here that we are trying to determine which 

view of the origin of life (creationism or evolution) makes predictions that best line 

up with the facts.  If, for a particular theory, the facts have to be twisted and 

forced, or if a nice-sounding story has to be invented to explain why the data really 

does fit, we should be suspect.  On the other hand, if the facts square nicely with 

the predictions of a particular view and seem to be exactly as we would expect if 

that view were true, then we have strong reason to accept that view over the other.  

With that in mind, let‘s begin to look at some Erroneous Examples! 
 

MICROEVOLUTION 
We will begin with an area that you should already be able to recognize, if 

you understand what we‘ve covered so far.  We have previously stressed the 

importance of not being fooled by examples of microevolution cited as evidence for 

macroevolution, and yet this tactic is still commonly used.  The length of finch 

beaks can vary from season to season (first noted by Darwin), new breeds of dogs 

have been produced over time, humans are taller now than in the past, and the list 

goes on.  These examples are each flawed in that they only demonstrate 

microevolution – variation in a species or adaptation to a new environment – not 

macroevolution.  The following are two additional examples to be aware of. 
 

THE PEPPERED MOTH 

A current college textbook tells the story of the peppered moth. . . 
 

One of the most spectacular evolutionary changes witnessed by us has been the 

emergence and predominance in modern times of dark, or melanic, varieties of 

moths in the industrial areas of England and continental Europe.  Slightly more than a 

century ago dark-colored moths were exceptional.  The typical moth in the early 1800s 

had a light color pattern, which blended with the light coloration of tree trunks on which 

the moths alighted.  But then the industrial revolution intervened to alter materially the 

character of the countryside.  As soot and other industrial wastes poured over rural 

areas, the vegetation became increasingly coated and darkened by black smoke particles.  

In areas heavily contaminated with soot, the formerly abundant light-colored moths were 

gradually supplanted by the darker varieties.  This dramatic change in the coloration of 



 82 

moths has been termed industrial melanism.  At least 70 species of moths in England have 

been so affected by the human disturbance of the environment.66 
 

So what really happened here?  This is considered to be a classic example of 

natural selection in action, producing the evolution from a light to dark moth, but is 

this truly evolution or simply a misleading story?  Let‘s look at some problems… 
 

REFUTATION 
1. First of all, nothing new had been formed, and no physical changes were made to any 

moths.  In other words, we do not have a new species on our hands or even the first 

steps towards something new.  L. Harrison Matthews agrees: 
 

The [Peppered Moth] experiments beautifully demonstrate natural selection—or survival of 

the fittest—in action, but they do not show evolution in progress, for however the populations 

may alter in their content of light, intermediate, or dark forms, all the moths remain from 

beginning to end Biston betularia.67 
 

2. Second, while this is an example of natural selection, the result was simply a change in 

the population ratio of white moths to black moths.  We began with light and dark moths 

and we ended with light and dark moths; the only thing that changed was how many we 

had of each. 
 

THE HORSE SERIES 

A second common example of microevolution is the famous horse series, which is 

presented as a clear picture of the modern horse evolving from earlier and smaller 

forms of horses.  Placed in a certain order, this can seem like strong evidence that 

the horse evolved over time from one level of complexity to another.  However… 
 

REFUTATION 
1. The dating of fossils seems out of order – some older horses are actually bigger. 

2. There is still no fossil record of a gradual transition between the number of toes and 

which species led up to the horse in the first place.  That is, no one form of the horse 

can be shown to be the direct descendent of another. 

3. Evolutionists openly acknowledge these problems, as can be seen from these quotes. . . 
 

The horse is the most famous example—the classic story of one genus 

turning into another, turning into another. Now it‘s becoming apparent that 

there‘s an overlap of these genera, and that there were many species 

belonging to each one. It‘s a very bushy sort of pattern that is, I think, 

much more in line with the punctuational model; there isn‘t just a 

simple, gradual transition from one horse to another. This is now 

becoming fairly well known.68 
 

One thing concerning the evolution of the horse has become 

clear. The story of the evolution of the horse has become more 

and more complex as further material is collected, and instead of a simple family tree the 

branches of the tree have increased in size and complexity till the shape is now more like a 

bush than a tree. In some ways it looks as if the pattern of horse evolution might be even as 

chaotic as that proposed by Osborn for the evolution of the Proboscidea, where, ―in almost 

no instance is any known form considered to be a descendant from any other known form; 



 83 

every subordinate grouping is assumed to have sprung, quite separately and usually without 

any known intermediate stage, from hypothetical common ancestors in the Early Eocene or 

Late Cretaceous.‖69 
 

In the Miocene and Pliocene no less than two genera of horses became larger than the 

present one, and four were smaller…. The evolution of the foot mechanism proceeded by 

rapid and abrupt changes rather than gradual ones. The transition from the form of foot 

shown by miniature Eohippus to larger consistently three-toed Miohippus was so abrupt that 

it even left no record in the fossil deposits.70  

 

INTELLIGENT INVOLVEMENT 
 A second category of Erroneous examples you must watch out for are 

instances of human involvement or manipulation. 
 

COMPUTERS 

This example argues along the lines that, while it might seem impossible for chance 

to produce something ordered, such as a book, it is possible and relatively easy for 

a computer program to produce an entire text, given a random mix of letters, 

spaces and punctuation marks, and enough time. 
   

REFUTATION: This illustrates intelligent planning, not chance, since the desired text has to 

first be written and then programmed into the computer, which was also intelligently 

designed. 
 

PLANES AND AUTOMOBILES 

The arguments here basically present examples of progressive changes in the 

technology and form of airplanes and cars.  For example, in his book Aircraft 
Evolution, T. H. Jukes stated that… 
 

The brief history of aircraft technology is filled with branching processes, phylogeny and 

extinctions that are a striking counterpart of three billion years of biological evolution.71 
 

And Tim Berra cites the development of the Corvette over time as evidence for his 

views in Evolution and the Myth of Creationism:  A Basic Guide to the Facts in the 
Evolution Debate… 
 

The revolutionary fiberglass Corvette evolved from more mundane automotive ancestors 

in 1953 …Today‘s version continues the stepwise refinements that have been accumulating 

since 1953.  The point is that the Corvette evolved through a selection process acting on 

variations that resulted in a series of transitional forms and an endpoint rather distinct 

from the starting point.  A similar process shapes the evolution of organisms.72 
 

REFUTATION 
1. All such analogies are false because each change was intelligently guided.   

2. While these have each evolved (changed), every single variation was determined, 

designed and produced by intelligent agents, not blind natural forces.   

3. No activity which involves intelligent input can possibly be compared to evolution by 

natural selection, which is a blind and random process. 
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HOMOLOGY 

Homology basically refers to the study of similar structures between certain 

species.  For example, if we compare a bat‘s wing, a bird‘s wing, a man‘s arm and a 

porpoise‘s fin, we can see very similar patterns in how the bones are arranged.  

Evolutionists have taken this as evidence that these species have descended from a 

common ancestor.  As one standard high school biology textbook explains… 
 

With the acceptance of the theory of evolution, biologists came to realize that the 

homology of organs is due to their common evolutionary origin. . . The existence of 

homologous organs is important evidence of evolution.  They are used to determine the 

interrelationships of living organisms73 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REFUTATION 
1. Research has proven that homologous structures are not determined by the same genes 

or cells and do not follow a pattern of homologous embryological development.  That is, 

homologous structures are arrived at by different routes.  In his book Evolution: A 
Theory in Crisis , Michael Denton observes: 

 

The validity of the evolutionary interpretation of homology would have been greatly 

strengthened if embryological and genetic research could have shown that homologous 

structures were specified by homologous genes and followed homologous patterns of 

embryological development. Such homology would indeed be strongly suggestive of 

"true relationship; of inheritance from a common ancestor.‖ But it has become clear 

that the principle cannot be extended in this way. Homologous structures are often 

specified by non-homologous genetic systems and the concept of homology can seldom 

be extended back into embryology.74  
 

2. Depending on how you look at it, homology could be evidence of a common ancestor or 

evidence of a common Designer to serve a common function.  The fact that similarities 

in form often relates to similarity of function actually points to a common Creator.   

Furthermore, evolutionists must explain how the incredible similarity of fore-limbs and 

hind-limbs originated independently through random mutations, and yet ended up 

amazingly alike. 

Similarities 
in structure 

are 
evidence of 
a common 

ancestor! 
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3. Using homology as evidence for evolution is actually circular reasoning (using the 

conclusion as one of the premises to support the conclusion).  Evolutionists are already 

assuming what they are trying to prove.  Here‘s how: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 ―ONTOGENY RECAPITULATES PHYLOGENY‖ 
      This phrase captures the idea that, in the course of an embryo‘s development 

(ontogeny), the embryo repeats (recapitulates) evolutionary history (phylogeny).  

Thus, at various points, an emerging human is a one-celled animal, a fish with gill 

slits, an amphibian, a monkey with a tail, and finally a human fetus.  As one high 

school biology textbook stated: 
 

Embryos of animals that are very different in adult form can be strikingly similar… Why 

are these fish-like features present in the embryos of reptiles, birds, and mammals?  

Since the higher vertebrates evolved from fish, they share the fish‘s basic pattern of 

development.75 
 

    Although Darwin himself stated that this was probably the best evidence for 

macroevolution, this concept has four main problems: 
 

REFUTATION   
1. It was discovered that German biologist Ernst Haeckel (who first promoted this idea) 

had doctored his drawings to make it appear as though human embryos looked just like 

those of other animals in their development.  Even though he was charged with fraud by 

five professors and convicted by a university court for his dishonesty, evolutionists and 

educators often continue to use this long disproved idea as evidence for their theory. 

2. What are claimed to be ―gill slits‖ in the human embryo are actually essential parts of 

the developing inner ear, thymus gland and parathyroid. 

3. A fetus never has fins (or any fish structures), or a legitimate tail (what is seen as a tail 

is simply the developing spine) or any other of the alleged recapitulations. 

4. The DNA for a fetus is not the DNA for a fish or any other creature, and is uniquely 

programmed to develop into a human being from conception, and every stage in its 

development is crucial to reaching that goal.   

  

“Evolution has occurred!” 

“Homology shows that similar 

structures point to a common ancestor.” 

“What 

evidence 

do you 

have?” 

“How do 

you know 

there is a 

common 

ancestor?

” 
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H A S   E V O L U T I O N   I N F L U E N C E D   A B O R T I O N ? 
 

In a 1989 article entitled ―Life Doesn’t Begin, It Continues: Abortion Foes Err in 
Setting Conception as the Starting Point,‖ Elie Schneour explained the following: 
 

This is a fundamental tenet of modern biology that derives from evolutionary theory, 

and is thus anathema to creationism as well as to those opposed to freedom of choice.  

Ontogeny is the name for the process of development of a fertilized egg into a fully 

formed and mature living organism.  Phylogeny, on the other hand, is the history of the 
evolution of a species, in this case the human being.  During development, the fertilized 

egg progresses over 38 weeks through what is, in fact, a rapid passage through 

evolutionary history:  From a single primordial cell, the conceptus progresses through 
being something of a protozoan, a fish, a reptile, a bird, a primate and ultimately a 

human being.  There is a difference of opinion among scientists about the time during 

pregnancy when a human being can be said to emerge.  But there is a general 

agreement that this does not happen until after the end of the first trimester.
76

 
 

Prior to the Roe v. Wade decision to legalize abortion, arguments based on the 
faulty Ontogeny Recapitulates Phylogeny concept were sometimes used by 
abortion advocates.  They claimed that this procedure during the first trimester 
would not kill a human being, only something like a fish or amphibian. 

 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson, making sure you understand why each example is false. 

 Which example seemed the most convincing to you until you heard it refuted? 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 Briefly describe how a person‘s interpretation of homology depends on his or 

her bias?  ____________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 Why do you think most of these examples are still being used today, even 

though they have been disproved? __________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
 

 

DAY SIX SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. There are several examples presented as positive evidence for evolution 
which, upon further investigation, are simply erroneous. 

2. In trying to determine which view of the origin of life is correct 
(creationism or evolution), we can examine which model makes 

predictions that best line up with the facts.   
3. If, for a particular theory, the facts have to be twisted and forced, or if a 

nice-sounding story has to be invented to explain why the data really does 
fit, we should be suspect.   

4. On the other hand, if the facts square nicely with the predictions of a 
particular view and seem to be exactly as we would expect if that view 
were true, then we have strong reason to accept that view over the other. 
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                                     ERRONEOUS EXAMPLES (PART 2)  
 

 

ARE YOU GETTING SUSPICIOUS? 
For the past six lessons we have been taking a 

serious look at the claims of evolution and have 

attempted to use honest inquiry to conclude whether or 

not this is really a plausible explanation for the origin of 

the universe, of life itself, and of the development of 

animal life on up to man.  We have so far discovered that 

the fossil record does not support macroevolution, that there 

are several scientific laws that prohibit evolution from occurring, that no one has 

ever observed macroevolution, that there is no mechanism that could even drive the 

evolutionary process, and that some of the common examples given in favor of 

evolution are, in fact, erroneous.  Today we will continue to look at these Erroneous 

examples, citing three of the most popular ones you may hear:  Archaeopteryx, 

mammal-like reptiles, and ape men.   

By now you may have begun to suspect whether the theory of evolution really 

has any solid evidence on which to base its claims.  This is precisely what 

creationists attempt to point out through books, articles, and even when they 

engage evolutionists in open debates.  But unfortunately, many of the false ideas 

surrounding evolution are closely guarded by those who determine what most people 

hear about the facts, making creationism out to be just a religious belief.  Today‘s 

lesson, however, will demonstrate that to believe in evolution requires an amazing 

amount of blind faith because the evidence just isn‘t there.    
 

ARCHAEOPTERYX 
This creature possessed reptile features such as teeth, a long tail and claws on 

its wings, and bird-like features such as feathers and wings, thus demonstrating it 

is an intermediate link between reptiles and birds.  
 

REFUTATION: This is simply an extinct bird.  Here‘s why: 
1. On its wing were feathers as fully developed as any 

modern bird.  The shaft of a single bird feather has an 

intricate series of barbs along each side containing a 

million interlocking barbules, making the feather 

impervious to air.  There is still no transition between a 

scale and the complex arrangement of even a single 

feather.   
 

2. A seventh specimen found in 1993 clearly gave evidence of 

a strong breastbone (needed to hold the pectoral muscles), positively demonstrating 

that Archaeopteryx was as capable of powered flight as any modern bird.  
 

Illustration by Snellenberger 
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3. Archaeopteryx possessed perching feet just like a modern bird.   

4. Archaeopteryx‘s teeth were not dinosaur-like (serrated), but were uniquely bird-like 

(unserrated) and similar to teeth found in a number of other fossil birds which are not 

thought to be links.  The presence of teeth, therefore, does not classify Archaeopteryx 

as a reptile. 

5. A number of modern birds have claws on their wings. 

6. Archaeopteryx possessed a bird-like skull. 

7. The dating of Archaeopteryx does not fit with the evolutionary timetable.  Fossils of 

both Archaeopteryx and its supposed ancestors were found in the same level of 
sediments (Late Jurassic). Other bird fossils were found in Late Triassic sediments, 

which are earlier than the Jurassic period.  A 1977 Science News article confirmed: 
 

In western Colorado‘s Dry Mesa Quarry, Brigham Young University archaeologists 

have come upon the 140-million-year-old remains of what they are calling ―the oldest 

bird ever found.‖ … ―It is obvious that we must now look for the ancestors of flying 

birds in a period of time much older than that in which the Archaeopteryx lived,‘ 

says Yale University‘s John H. Ostrom who positively, identified the specimen.77 
 

8. Birds and reptiles differ greatly in areas such as the central nervous, cardiovascular and 

respiratory systems.  Archaeopteryx does not help explain how these evolved. 

9. The experts testify. . .  
 

…we are not even authorized to consider the exceptional case of the Archaeopteryx 
as a true link.  By link, we mean a necessary stage of transition between classes 

such as reptiles and birds, or between smaller groups.  An animal displaying 

characters belonging to two different groups cannot be treated as a true link as 

long as the intermediary stages have not been found, and as long as the mechanisms 

of transition remain unknown.78 
      

The origin of birds is largely a matter of deduction.   There is no fossil evidence of 

the stages through which the remarkable change from reptile to bird was 

achieved.79 
 

No fossil structure transitional between scale and feather is known, and recent 

investigators are unwilling to found a theory on pure speculation . . . It seems, 

from the complex construction of feathers, that their evolution from reptilian scales 

would have required an immense period of time and involved a series of intermediate 

structures.  So far, the fossil record does not bear out that supposition.80    
 

10. CONCLUSION: There is no evidence of an intermediate link between reptile and bird (i.e., 

fossils showing a progression from scales to feathers, from running to gliding to flying, 

etc.).  However, evolutionists continue to cling to Archaeopteryx as 

an example of this transition.  They have even postulated a 

creature prior to Archaeopteryx known as Pro-avis.  But John 

Ostrom admits:  ―No fossil evidence exists of any pro-avis.  It 

is a purely hypothetical pre-bird, but one that must have 

existed.‖81  Based on the evidence, however, there is no 

good reason to believe that any species existed that led up 

to the bird Archaeopteryx.   
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Think back over movies you have seen or books you have read.  Have you ever seen 

examples of Archaeopteryx or other ―winged dinosaurs‖ portrayed there?  How 

equipped do you feel now to intelligently discuss these with others? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MAMMAL-LIKE REPTILES 
 Another common example cited as a evidence for evolution are fossils of 

mammal-like reptiles.  While these creatures were very reptilian in appearance, 

their jaw joint seems to have switched positions from that of a reptile to that of a 

mammal.  Technically speaking, the reptile jaw is formed between the quadrate (in 

the skull) and the articular bone (in the lower jaw), while in mammals it lies between 

the squamosal and dentary bones.  Thus evolutionists claim that this move from a 

reptile characteristic to a mammal one gives evidence of the link between the two. 
 

REFUTATION: 
1. This example still falls under the Fossil Fallacy.  The fossil record provides no evidence 

of a gradual transition between reptiles and mammals because these mammal-like 

reptiles appear and disappear suddenly in the record.   In his article ―The Reptiles that 

Became Mammals,‖ evolutionist Tom Kemp admits: 
 

Each species of mammal-like reptile that has been found appears suddenly in the fossil 

record and is not preceded by the species that is directly ancestral to it.  It disappears 

some time later, equally abruptly, without leaving a directly descended species, although 

we usually find that it has been replaced by some new, related species.82 
 

Creationist Duane Gish further explains that. . . 
 

The first mammal-like reptiles appear in the rocks of the Upper Pennsylvanian, allegedly about 

350 million years ago, and supposedly became extinct at the end of the Triassic.  Thus, 

evolutionists believe the mammal-like reptiles spent almost 200 million years evolving before 

reaching mammalian status.  Countless billions of transitional forms would have lived and died 

during that vast stretch of time.  Our museums should have many thousands of actual 

transitional forms on their shelves.  Resorting to hypothetical intermediates would certainly 

not be necessary if these creatures had actually evolved.83 
 

2. There are major internal (―soft body‖) differences between reptiles and mammals, and 

it is impossible to study these from the fossil record alone.  Michael Denton points out… 
 

The systematic status and biological affinity of a fossil organism is far more difficult to 

establish than in the case of a living form, and can never be established with any degree of 

certainty. To begin with, ninety-nine per cent of the biology of any organism resides in its soft 

anatomy, which is inaccessible in a fossil. . .The possibility that the mammal-like reptiles were 

completely reptilian in terms of their anatomy and physiology cannot be excluded. The only 

evidence we have regarding their soft biology is their cranial endocasts and these suggest 

that, as far as their central nervous systems were concerned, they were entirely reptilian.84 
 

3. The structure of hair follicles (which all mammals possess) compared to that of reptilian 

scales is vastly different.  Evolutionists cannot explain how this amazing transformation 

could have occurred.   
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4. It is possible that these reptile-like mammals were simply unique mosaics with both 

reptilian and mammalian qualities, since the fossil record provides no history of the 

gradual development from a reptile jaw to a mammal jaw. 

 
 

DIG DEEPER 

Read Romans 1:21-23.  Although Paul is discussing the worship of idols in place of 

God, how can this passage apply to what evolutionists substitute for a Creator? 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 _______________________________________________________________ 

 _______________________________________________________________ 

 

APE MEN 
Our final category of Erroneous Examples are the ―hominoids‖ which are claimed 

to be extinct man-like apes that led up to man in the human ancestry tree.  It is 

important to keep in mind that, because pre-human fossils would be the most recent 

arrival in the fossil record prior to man, these should be easier to find than any 

others since they would be the best preserved (i.e., exposed to decay for the 

shortest period of time).   

What we will see today, however, is that what should be the best documented 

example of evolution is actually the most lacking.  Because of the many examples 

that have been cited through the years, we will simply name the supposed ape-man 

link, and then give the refutation as we go. 
 

 NEBRASKA MAN – This was based on a tooth discovered in 1922 and was used as evidence 

for evolution in the famous Scopes Monkey Trial.  This turned out to be the tooth of an 

extinct pig. 
 

 PILTDOWN MAN – ―Unearthed‖ in 1912, it was discovered to be a 

complete fraud.  An ape jaw (orangutan) had filed down, 

stained, and attached a human skull. 
 

 PEKING MAN – First found in 1927, this consisted of a total of 

14 skulls, teeth, and tools, but all evidence disappeared during 

World War II, leaving only photographs.  Interestingly, all of 

the skulls were crushed at the base and were completely 

monkey-like.  Because monkey brains are a delicacy in this 

region, it appears that the tools were used on Peking Man, not 

by him. 
 

 JAVA MAN – Dug up on the Island of Java in 1891, this find was 

nothing more than a skullcap, 3 teeth and a femur (leg bone).  

The skullcap appeared to be that of a gibbon and the femur, which was found 50 feet 

away, was that of a modern human.  It was admitted 30 years later that 2 human skulls 

were also found in close proximity at the same dig! 
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 RAMAPITHICUS – This 1932 find consisted of jaw fragments and teeth.  Ramapithicus is 

now acknowledged to be a living ape (orangutan). 
 

 ―LUCY‖ (Australopithecus - ―southern ape‖) – Only around 3 feet tall, Lucy had a 

chimpanzee-like brain, skull, jaw, hand, hip and knee.  Although she may have walked 

erect, modern pygmy chimps walk around upright all the time. 
 

 NEANDERTHAL MAN – First discovered in 1856 in Neander Valley, Germany, the original 

Neanderthal Man was found to have walked in a stooped position due to arthritis.  It is 

interesting to note that all bones of Neanderthal Man are human in anatomy, except 

that he had, on average, a larger brain size than modern man, with a fully developed 

language center.  Furthermore, although he possessed a heavy brow ridge and sloping 

forehead, these are not subhuman characteristics (i.e., these qualities are found in 

aborigines living in Australia today).  Archaeology shows that Neanderthal Man cared 

for his sick and elderly, buried his dead, wore clothes, made tools, and painted pictures.  

Neaderthal Man is now acknowledged by all evolutionary anthropologists to be Homo 
sapiens (―true man‖), as well as Homo habilis and Homo erectus. 

 

 THE TOUMAI SKULL – In 2002, the discovery in central Africa of yet another supposed 

human ancestor – dated at between 6 million and 7 million years old – forced 

paleontologists to reconsider all previous dates for man‘s evolution and perhaps abandon 

the notion of a so-called missing link altogether.  USA TODAY reported: 
  

The skull is the oldest ever found, but it has features of a modern face not seen 

again on fossils until about 1.5 million years ago.  If it is a direct human ancestor, 

then everything else in between must be regarded as mere sideshows in the drama 

of hominid and human evolution.85 
 

The major problem this presents to evolutionists now is that Toumai doesn‘t fit 

anywhere in the supposed hominid tree that they have developed.  Unfortunately, 

evolutionists still insist on the ―fact‖ that human evolution has taken place. 

 

From this brief look at popular evidences, we can see 

that the Ape Men examples are clearly erroneous and do not 

support the idea that man has descended from lower forms 

of life.  Such examples demonstrate a mindset that, although 

we might not have all (or any) of the supporting data, we can 

still be certain that mankind has evolved.  Yet evolutionists often concede that the 

facts are sadly lacking in this area, as Lyall Watson does below: 
 

The fossils that decorate our family tree are so scarce that there are still more 

scientists than specimens. The remarkable fact is that all the physical evidence we have 

for human evolution can still be placed, with room to spare, inside a single coffin. . . Not 

surprisingly, despite the diligent research done in East Africa by paleontologists 

Richard Leakey and Donald Johanson, there are gaping holes in the evolutionary record, 

some of them extending for 4 to 6 million years. Modern apes, for instance, seem to 

have sprung out of nowhere. They have no yesterday, no fossil record. And the true 

origin of modern humans—of upright, naked, toolmaking, big-brained beings—is, if we are 

to be honest with ourselves, an equally mysterious matter.86 
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WRAP UP 
 Look back over today‘s lesson, carefully reviewing the three categories of 

Erroneous Examples that were covered. 

 Which example did you learn the most about today and why? ______________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 In your opinion, what is the most significant feature about Archaeopteryx that 

demonstrates that it is not a true link between reptiles and birds? __________  

____________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 Why should there be more fossil evidence for human evolution than for any 

other species in history? _________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 Do your best to fill in the letters in our acronym FLAWED: 
 

F 
L 
A 
W 
E 

D 
 

 

DAY SEVEN SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. Based on scientific analysis, Archaeopteryx is simply an extinct 
bird, rather than a link between reptiles and birds. 

2. While the mammal-like reptiles are interesting creatures, they 
do not support the idea that reptiles evolved into mammals.  
There is no gradual progression in the fossil record, they seem 
to be reptilian in all aspects expect the jaw, and there is no 
evidence of the gradual transformation from hair to scales. 

3. All of the examples that can be cited as evidence for human 
evolution are either flatly false, a fraud, or of no help in 
demonstrating the hypothetical family tree of man’s descent 
from lower forms of animals. 

 

 

FOR FURTHER READING  
A detailed and excellent critique of the typical Erroneous examples cited by 
evolutionists is Jonathan Wells work, Icons of Evolution:  Science or Myth? 
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                                     D E S I G N    A N D    D N A  
 

 

THE PRODUCT OF CHANCE? 
Our final letter in the acronym FLAWED actually stands for two things – Design 

and DNA.  Both of these serve to point out a serious question that plagues the 

theory of evolution: How could mindless, irrational forces produce such intricate 
and ordered things in the observable universe without an intelligent source?  The 

reason this is such a significant issue is because, in virtually every area of life, 

people make automatic assumptions all the time when they come across complexity 

and design.  That is, they presuppose that design requires a designer, that a code 

requires a coder, etc.  The following illustration summarizes today‘s main point: 
 

A pilot flying his plane over the South Pacific sees an uncharted island in the distance and 

circles downward to take a closer look.  As the plane descends, the pilot spots large rocks on 

the island‘s shore arranged to spell out SOS.  Beyond the reach of waves, he notices a grass 

hut.  Without hesitation, the pilot radios for help. 

Is this pilot behaving rationally?  No one would question the point.  He recognizes the 

improbability of wind and waves acting on the rocks along the shore to spell SOS.  

Experience has taught the pilot that intelligible messages must come from intelligent 

sources.  SOS, though not a word in the English language, represents the code for the 

universal distress message.  The island inhabitant spelled out not just a word, such as ―help,‖ 

but a special code, SOS, on the beach knowing that anyone seeing it from the air would 

recognize its meaning. 

The grass hut also convinces the pilot to radio for help.  It provides further evidence that 

the rock‘s arrangement on the beach is not the effect of chance, but rather the work of 

someone stranded on the island.  Encoded information coupled with additional evidence for 

intelligent activity provides support for design that goes beyond the mere presence of 

information.  It requires an intelligent agent to choose and employ the code.  And, encoded 

information carries an implied sense of purpose. 

Over the last 40 years, scientists have found the same type of evidence inside the cell 

that prompted the pilot‘s radio call for help.  They have discovered that the cell‘s 

biochemical machinery is an information-based system.  Moreover, the chemical information 

inside the cell exists as encoded information.  The genetic code (the rules used to encode 

the cell‘s information) defines the cell‘s biochemical information system.87 
 

As the above example demonstrates, it is not difficult in most situations to 

distinguish between random processes and things that are intelligently designed.  

Unfortunately, most evolutionists are unwilling to follow this reasoning when the 

evidence begins to lead away from their beliefs.  Therefore, they rule out the 

possibility of an intelligent Designer beforehand by declaring that the only 

acceptable explanation for what we see in the universe – no matter how intricate or 

complex – must have a naturalistic explanation.  But this attitude severely limits 

what kinds of questions can be asked and which conclusions can be drawn, as Ralph 

Muncaster notes: 
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Ideally, science operates on the basis of free inquiry.  Multiple hypotheses compete 

for validity, and the one with the best evidence is considered the most viable.  

However, since Darwin‘s time, free inquiry has increasingly been replaced with a 

presumption of naturalism, especially among those supporting evolution. . .The problem 

we face with naturalism is not with the fact that it is one of a choice of worldviews.  

Rather, the difficulty is that scientists who embrace naturalism to the exclusion of all 

other worldviews take away the basis of free inquiry.  In other words, once we limit 

ourselves to a specific paradigm, such as naturalism, we limit the questions we might 

ask or the research we might conduct.88 
  

To further illustrate, imagine this scenario:  A detective is assigned to solve a 

murder.  Before he leaves to begin his investigation, his superior officer 

says, ―Use every means necessary to uncover the suspect – DNA, 
fingerprints, significant clues.  Follow the evidence wherever it leads.  Only 

one thing:  the suspect cannot be a white male.‖  Now can our detective 

truthfully follow the evidence ―wherever it leads‖?  Obviously not!  The 

limits imposed on him severely handicaps the kinds of questions he can 

ask and conclusions he can make.  In the same way, if we are forbidden 

by evolutionists ahead of time to draw any conclusions of a supernatural ―Suspect‖ 

(i.e., Designer), then we will be forced to throw out all evidence that points in that 

direction, no matter how logical.   

In today‘s lesson, however, we will not be limited in such a way.  We want to 

consider the evidence at hand and then ask the question, “Is the theory of 

evolution the best explanation for the order and complexity we see in the 

universe?”  If evolution can account for neither design nor DNA, we should then ask 

if there is a better explanation that fits with the evidence. 
 

RECOGNIZING DESIGN 
Before we look at specific examples of design, we need to have a filter through 

which we can determine whether or not something is, in fact, designed.  Sometimes 

it‘s simple, like distinguishing between an arrowhead and a stone, or between a 

random rock formation and Mt. Rushmore.  Norman Geisler and Peter Bocchino point 

out some additional distinctions we can make:89 

 

The key criteria we will use in our design filter is what is known as specified 
complexity.  This concept, developed by Dr. William Dembski, not only helps us 

distinguish between random events and things that occur on purpose, but 

NON-INTELLIGENT FORCES OF NATURE 
Random, Redundant, and Complex 

 

Redundant patterns in sand drifts 
Random/redundant cloud patterns 
Complex patterns in raw marble 
Random/redundant noise patterns 
Self-generating computer programs 
 

INTELLIGENT DESIGN OF A MIND 
Highly Specified and Complex 

 

A sand castle 
A message written in the sky 
Marble statue of Abraham Lincoln 
Highly specified, complex message 
Mind of the computer programmer 
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specifically points out features in living organisms that natural processes cannot 

mimic or explain.  We can identify specified complexity as follows:   
 

An object displays specified complexity when it has lots of  
parts (is complex) and yet fits a recognizable pattern (is specified).90 

   

What scientists have discovered is that life is distinct from nonliving matter in 

an essential way:  it is both specified and complex.  While crystals in a piece of 

quartz can have redundant characteristics that are specified (much like the 

message, ―CAT, CAT, CAT, CAT‖), they are not complex characteristics.  Random 

mixtures of polymers, on the other hand, are complex, but they are not specified 

because they have no function or carry no message.  Specified complexity is unique 

because it has the kind of order that communicates a clear message or function.   

Let‘s make sure we understand this concept with a simple illustration:  the odds 

of the letters  H O T  randomly occurring in this order are not too great, even 

though we might recognize that they spell a word.  But if we come across  I T „ S _ 

H O T _ I N _ H E R E  we quickly acknowledge that the letters and spaces have 

been intelligently placed in a particular order.  When we further add to the 

complexity with  I T „ S _ H O T _ I N _ H E R E _ P L E A S E _ O P E N _ 

T H E _  W I N D O W  we recognize the impossibility of these letters coming 

together randomly because they communicate a clear message from an intelligent 

source.  This is the reasoning behind specified complexity. 

The filter of specified complexity is what we will use today as we examine just a 

handful of examples.  Again, what we want to determine is whether or not evolution 

can account for order and complexity in the universe, especially when it comes to 

living things.  If it cannot, it should not be viewed as a plausible explanation.  
 
 

DIG DEEPER 

According to Psalm 19:1-6 what does the observable universe tell us? __________ 
 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 _______________________________________________________________ 

 

DESIGN IN LIVING THINGS 
In his popular book The Blind Watchmaker, evolutionist Richard Dawkins begins 

with this statement: ―Biology is the study of complicated things that give the 

appearance of being designed for a purpose.‖91  Needless to say, Dawkins proceeds 

to explain why this is merely an appearance, not how things really are.  But it is 

interesting that even an evolutionist admits that living things are both complicated 

and seem designed for a purpose.  Creationists, of course, believe that things 

appear designed because they are designed!   

  To point out the amazing design found in living things, let‘s look at three 

observable examples of complexity: 
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 FLAGELLUM 
In order to navigate through their environment, many bacteria use a flagellum, which is 

equivalent to a tiny outboard motor.  Dr. Mark Hartwig describes: 
 

This water-cooled contraption, called a flagellum, comes equipped with a reversible 

engine, drive shaft, U-joint and long whip-like propeller.  It hums along at 17,000 rpm.92 
 

What is amazing is the microscopic complexity of a single working flagellum.  There must 

be at least 50 genes (each as complex as a sentence with hundreds of letters) all working 

properly.  There is no intermediate step wherein a flagellum can still function – every gene 

must be operating correctly at the same time.93 
 

 BAT SONAR  
The echolocation of fishing bats is able to detect a minnow‘s fin, as fine as a human hair, 

extending only 2 mm above the water surface.  This fine detection is possible because 

bats can distinguish ultra-sound echoes very close together.  Man-made sonar can 

distinguish echoes 12 millionths of a second apart, although with ―a lot of work this can 

be cut to 6 millionths to 8 millionths of a second.‖  But bats ―relatively easily‖ 

distinguish ultra-sound echoes only 2 to 3 millionths of a second apart according to 

researcher James Simmons of Brown University.  This means they can distinguish 

objects ―just 3/10ths of a millimeter apart – about the width of a pen line on paper.‖94 
 

 THE HUMAN BRAIN 
In commenting on how much information the human brain is capable of storing, atheistic 

astronomer Carl Sagan explained: 
 

The information content of the brain expressed in bits is probably 

comparable to the total number of connections among the neurons – 

about a hundred trillion 1014, bits.  If written out in English, say, 

that information would fill some twenty million volumes, as many as 

in the world‘s largest libraries.  The equivalent of twenty million 

books is inside the heads of everyone of us.95 
 

And physicist H. S. Lipson admitted. . . 
 

We now know a great deal more about living matter than Darwin knew. We know how 

nerves work and I regard each nerve as a masterpiece of electrical engineering. And we 

have thousands of millions of them in our body. We know how the muscles expand and 

contract and we know how our hearts beat. But we do not yet know how we think. The 

brain has parts specifically designed for this purpose. . .‖Design‖ is the word that springs 

to mind, on this subject. My biologist colleagues do not like it.  They say that I should not 

object to a theory unless I have a better scientific one to replace it, a scientific one 

being a theory that can be falsified. . . My unscientific theory is that we have been 

designed in a macromutational way by an external creator. All the evidence supports this 

view but, of course, it cannot be sustained scientifically. 96 
 

As these examples demonstrate, such specified complexity points to an 

intelligent designer behind them.  Naturalistic evolution cannot explain how the 

intricate design of each arose from mindless forces or chance processes.  On Days 

2 & 3 of Unit Three we will look at for further evidences of design and a Designer. 
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What other mechanisms or organisms can you think of that demonstrate the type 

of specified complexity found in those cited above? ______________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

THE DNA CODE AND A CODER 
In addition to the specified complexity found in living things, 

evolution fails to answer where the genetic information of DNA, 

which is independent of matter, came from and how it was able 

to organize itself into a complex code without a Coder.   

In 1952 James Watson and Francis Crick made history by 

discovering the DNA double helix.  They found that the DNA molecule‘s parts fit 

together in a specified manner and that all living things are determined by the 

genetic code found in these molecules: 
 

The DNA molecule is the fundamental building block of all living things.  It determines 

the form and function of the cell and passes on genetic information from one generation 

to the next by making exact copies of itself.  The complex systems of every known 

organism are reproduced and assembled on the basis of the information stored on the 

DNA molecular system.97  
 

Also amazing is that the complex code of cells is equivalent to a written 

language with rules that govern how it is to communicate.  J. P. Moreland explains: 
 

…DNA and protein formation must be described by making quite literal use of the 

linguistic terms code, transcribe, and translate.  We speak of a genetic code, of DNA 

being  transcribed into RNA, and RNA being translated into protein.  The genetic code is 

composed of letters (nucleotides), words (codons or triplets), sentences (genes), 

paragraphs (operons), chapters (chromosomes), and books (living organisms).98   
 

Because it is perfectly logical to conclude that highly complex information must 

come from an intelligent source, DNA is a difficult area for evolutionists to explain 

away.  If we would never conclude that the information in a book could be the result 

of an explosion in a printing factory, why should we conclude that the coded 

information found in every cell is not also the result of an intelligent source?  

Let‘s see how this same line of reasoning is used in another field of study.  

Perhaps you have heard of the SETI program run by NASA.  SETI stands for the 

Search for Extra Terrestrial Intelligence.  Using fine-tuned instruments, these 

researchers attempt to distinguish random noises and pulsations in space from a 

specific signal.  Their reasoning is simple:  a detailed code would prove that there is 

intelligence in other parts of the universe, because coded information does not 
arise by chance.  In other words, a code would require a coder!  

What is fascinating about all this is that, while the thinking behind SETI seems 

to be so logical and obvious, this reasoning is abandoned when it comes to DNA, a 
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molecule made up of enough precisely coded information to fill many books.  To 

quote Richard Dawkins again, 
 

[T]here is enough information capacity in a single human cell to store the Encyclopedia 
Britannica, all 30 volumes of it, three or four times over.99 
 

Imagine a SETI researcher receiving a coded message from space equal to all 

30 volumes of the Encyclopedia Britannica.  Do you think he would consider this as 

valid evidence that an intelligent source was behind the message?  Obviously so!  

Yet the same complexity of that message from space resides in every cell of his 

body, only it is more amazing in that it can duplicate and translate itself!  

Therefore, we can equally deduce an intelligent Coder behind the DNA code. 
 

ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS THAT DNA PRESENTS FOR EVOLUTIONISTS 
 

1. Where did information, which is not matter, come from in the first place?  
 

…the information written in DNA is not the product of DNA.  Where did the information 

come from?  Who or what is the author?  …A theory of life thus has to explain not just 

the origin of the matter but also the independent origin of the information.100 
 

2. Which came first, proteins or DNA?  Proteins cannot form without DNA, but 

neither can DNA form without proteins. 
 

In DNA replication… proteins are necessary to process the information on the double 

helix structure.  Yet the information to build those proteins is already stored as 

encoded data on the double helix.101 
 

This dilemma is acknowledged by evolutionist Caryl Haskins: 
 

Did the code and the means of translating it appear simultaneously in evolution? It 

seems almost incredible that any such coincidence could have occurred, given the 

extraordinary complexities of both sides and the requirement that they be coordinated 

accurately for survival. By a pre-Darwinian (or a skeptic of evolution after Darwin) this 

puzzle would surely have been interpreted as the most powerful sort of evidence for 

special creation.102 
 

3. DNA is more complex than any human invention in that it can duplicate itself: 
 

…the undeniable fact remains that many characteristics of living organisms are still 

without any significant analogue in any machine which has yet been constructed.  Every 

living system replicates itself, yet no machine yet possesses this capacity even to the 

slightest degree.103 
 

4. Perhaps the greatest challenge to the theory of evolution is this:  How was 
information randomly added to DNA over time to form more complex organisms?  

That is, if mutations produce a loss of information, how does this account for 

the enormous generation of new information that would be required to build new 

organisms? There is no known instance where genetic information has 

spontaneously increased over time. 
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Now that we’ve solved the 
mystery of life, we don’t need to 

rely on ―God‖ as an explanation. 

THE ATHEIST’S ARGUMENT:  ―GOD IS NO LONGER NEEDED!‖  
          In other words, the discovery of a 

mechanism to copy the genetic 

information that functions according to 

the laws of chemistry disproves the 

need for a Creator. 
 

RESPONSE:  Scientific laws are merely man‘s description of how 

the universe works.  But atheistic evolution cannot provide any 

logical basis for the order in the universe that makes science even 

possible.  By way of analogy, we could ask, does finding out how a car 

works prove that it had no maker?  A car works according to the laws 

of physics and chemistry, but this does not prove that the laws of 

physics and chemistry created the car in the first place!  We know that an 

intelligent designer organized these components in the right way, so that the car 

would function under these laws. 

 
CONCLUSION 

We have seen that evolution cannot easily account for the incredible design we 

find in living organisms and the information storage and translation ability of the 

DNA molecule.  We can thus summarize today‘s lesson with this argument: 
 

1. The complexity of living organisms is due to  
 either chance or design. 
2. It is not due to chance. 
3. Therefore, it is due to design. 

 

Norman Geisler and Peter Bocchino reiterate this by stating: 
 

…science affirms over and over again that it always takes intelligence to produce the 

specified complexity found in any living entity.  There is no scientific law or 

observational evidence to support the idea that the highly specified and complex 

information found in a cell can be produced by natural laws.104 
 

And biochemist Fazale Rana sums up our argument from the complexity of DNA: 
 

The genetic code in every way deifies explanation as a frozen accident produced by 

random biochemical events, or as the fortuitous outcome of an evolutionary process 

directed by the blind forces of natural selection.  Genetic code evolution would be 

catastrophic for the cell.  Given the rapidity of life‘s origin, time is too short for natural 

selection to come across the well-designed universal genetic code found in nature.  The 

genetic code seemingly originates at the time life first appears on Earth.  All this 

evidence dictates the conclusion that an Intelligent Designer is responsible for the 

genetic code.105 
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WRAP  UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 In your own words, how would you explain to someone the criteria we should use to 

recognize design in nature? ________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 In his book Evolution:  A Theory in Crisis,  Dr. Michael Denton made the following 

observation: 
The complexity of the simplest known type of cell is so great that it is impossible to 

accept that such an object could have been thrown together suddenly by some kind of 

freakish, vastly improbable, event.  Such an occurrence would be indistinguishable from 

a miracle. 106   
 

If it is ―impossible to accept‖ that the complexity of a simple cell is an accident, 

why do so many people still believe it?  In other words, do you think people are 

making an intelligent and rational decision based on the evidence, or is something 

else going on? __________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 Read Psalm chapter 8.  What is the psalmist‘s reaction as he looks at the world 

around him? ___________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 

DAY EIGHT SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. Although it is not difficult to distinguish between random processes and 
intelligent design, many evolutionists are unwilling to follow this 
reasoning when the evidence leads away from their beliefs. 

2. An object displays specified complexity when it has lots of parts (is 
complex) and yet fits a recognizable pattern (is specified). 

3. Naturalistic evolution cannot explain how the intricate design of living 
things arose from mindless forces or chance processes. 

4. Evolution also fails to answer where the genetic information of DNA, 
which is independent of matter, came from and how it was able to 
organize itself into a complex code without a Coder. 

 

 
FOR FURTHER READING 
A thorough and scientific treatment on the subject of design in nature is the 
book Nature’s Destiny:  How the Laws of Biology Reveal Purpose in the 
Universe  by Michael J. Denton. 
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                                     THE  BEACH  BALL  PRINCIPLE 
  

 

HIDDEN MOTIVES? 
Have you ever seen an episode of the old TV drama Perry Mason?  Often in 

courtroom dramas such as these the hero will eventually piece together some 

important clues and prove that a witness on the stand was not telling the whole 

truth (and nothing but the truth) because he was hiding something.  Once his 

motives were exposed it became clear that he was deliberately trying to avoid the 

final conclusion that the evidence was pointing to. 

What we want to look at today is a similar situation where something is being 

guarded, often by means of hiding the truth.  That something is a particular 

worldview that cannot allow for the existence of God.  What we will discover today 

is that when the truth points to the existence of a supernatural Being, that truth is 

often suppressed to protect the philosophy of naturalism. 
  

Think for a moment about the ramifications if evolution is true and creation 
is false.  Fill in the following ―T-chart‖ with the pros and cons of there not 
being a Creator of the universe or anything other than matter: 
 

       PROS          CONS 
 
 

 

 

 

As your T-chart most likely demonstrates, there can be some pretty strong 

motives for belief in atheism.  This is why it‘s always fair to ask someone, ―Do you 

want it to be the case that God exists?‖  This merely questions whether this person 

is already set against the idea of a Creator before you begin to look at where the 

evidence leads.  If so, they will always be able to come up with some excuse for not 

accepting the evidence; religious implications will be dismissed without 

consideration.  And this brings up the fact that the real objections to 

the evidence are moral and spiritual, not intellectual.  That is, the 

heart of the problem is the problem of the heart.   

This is best understood with a simple illustration:  Have you ever 

tried to hold a beach ball under the water?  You quickly discover it‘s 

not so easy because it wants to come back up.  In this same way, 

people often work hard to suppress truth because of where it leads.  

Like the beach ball, God‘s revealed truth will naturally surface, but 

people often hold it down, distort it or try to explain it away. 

 

 
 
 

T H E   B E A C H   B A L L   P R I N C I P L E   
ALTHOUGH GOD HAS CLEARLY REVEALED HIMSELF, MAN CHOOSES TO 

SUPPRESS THE TRUTH TO PROTECT HIS OWN BELIEFS AND BEHAVIOR. 
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DIG DEEPER 

Summarize how the following verses teach the Beach Ball Principle: 

 John 3:19-20 - ________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 2 Timothy 4:3,4 - _______________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

FOUR FATAL STAGES 
In order to best understand the Beach Ball Principle, we want to dig a little 

deeper into the spiritual situation going on behind the scenes, so to speak.  In 

Romans chapter one, the apostle Paul gives us a detailed narrative of the spiritual 

condition of mankind in response to God‘s revelation of Himself.  As we examine this 

description, we can see four stages that are like a downward spiral, leading further 

and further away from God.  Using your Bible, follow along with these stages from 

Romans 1, first reading the verses and then the description of each step below: 
 

STAGE ONE:  SUPPRESSION OF TRUTH (VV. 18-20) 

    These first three verses make it clear that the reason people do not believe in 

God is not insufficient evidence.  God has revealed Himself in the observable world 

by means of His creation. [For more on this subject, see Study #2.] 

    But man does not want to accept that God exists, since 

this would mean being accountable for any wrong behavior.  

Therefore, rather than acknowledge the facts and submit 

to God, man chooses to deliberately suppress the truth 

(like a beach ball) in order to continue in wickedness.  

Evolution is one attempt to explain away the evidence and 

avoid the conclusion that there is a God to whom all 

men will give an account.  Evolutionist D. M. S. 

Watson admitted that this theory is 

universally accepted ―not because it can be 

proved by logically coherent evidence to be 

true but because the only alternative, 

special creation, is clearly incredible.‖ 107 
 

STAGE TWO:  FUTILE THINKING (VV. 21-23) 

Choosing to reject the fact of God‘s existence leaves man as the master of his 

own destiny and dependent solely on his own (so-called) wisdom.  Evolution takes 

God out of the picture, as can be seen in this quote from Julian Huxley: 
 

 Darwinism removed the whole idea of God as the creator of organisms from the sphere 

of rational discussion. Darwin pointed out that no supernatural designer was needed; 

since natural selection could account for any known form of life, there was no room for a 

supernatural agency in its evolution.108  
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The tragedy is that when man rejects God he is also 

rejecting truth, making any search for real answers futile.  

As man searches for truth, it inevitably points to God, and 

the more it points to God the more man must reject the 

truth, which hardens and darkens his heart.  This is why 

Scripture says, ―Although they claimed to be wise, they 

became fools‖ (v. 22).  So regardless of his education and 

training, man‘s limited wisdom leaves him nothing more than a 

fool whose thinking is futile (ineffective, useless, in vain), and 

he will eventually reap the tragic results of his decision to abandon God. 
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

What do these verses have to say about the perspective or wisdom of man? 

 Psalm 14:1 - ___________________________________________________________ 

 1 Corinthians 1:18-20 - ___________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 1 Corinthians 2:13,14 - ___________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

STAGE THREE:  SINFUL INDULGENCE (VV. 24-27) 

    These next four verses describe the result of man‘s futile thinking.  

Once he believes the lie that he has the wisdom to decide right and 

wrong for himself, he will easily fall for Satan‘s temptations that 

appeal to his sinful nature.  Since man, in his natural state, lives to 

please himself, he will conclude that his choices are not wrong in order 

to justify his actions and gratify his lusts.  The reality is that he lacks 

the ability to see the consequences and dangers of immorality.  Simply put, 

he is spiritually blind.  Carefully read the following description by Aldous 

Huxley as to why he wanted so badly for evolution/atheism to be true: 
   

I had motives for not wanting the world to have meaning; consequently, I assumed it had 

none, and was able without any difficulty to find satisfying reasons for this 

assumption…. The philosopher who finds no meaning in the world is not concerned 

exclusively with a problem in pure metaphysics; he is also concerned to prove there is no 

valid reason why he personally should not do as he wants to do…. For myself, as no doubt 

for most of my contemporaries, the philosophy of meaninglessness was essentially an 

instrument of liberation. The liberation we desired was simultaneously liberation from 

an certain political and economic system and liberation from a certain system of 

morality. We objected to the morality because it interfered with our sexual freedom.109 
 

    What was Huxley‘s underlying motive?  He wanted ―sexual freedom‖ and so 

rejected the belief system that got in his way.  The tragedy in this is that God 

allows man to continue on in his sinful indulgence as punishment.  While we often 
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think of God‘s judgment as stopping immoral behavior, this is not always true.  

When Paul says here that God ―gave them over,‖ it means that He allowed man to go 

on in his sin and reap the tragic consequences.  Galatians 6:7,8 states,  ―Do not be 

deceived:  God cannot be mocked.  A man reaps what he sows.  The one who sows to 

please his sinful nature, from that nature will reap destruction.‖    
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

STAGE FOUR:  A DEPRAVED MIND (VV. 28-32) 

    The final stage in man‘s downward spiral is that his every thought becomes 

depraved.  Again, God‘s judgment is to give man over to the consequences of his 

foolish choices.  The best way to describe man at this stage is that his mind can no 

longer form right judgments.  And the most dangerous aspect about such a mindset 

is the warped philosophy it promotes: nothing is too much or abnormal.  

As mentioned in these last five verses, every sinful behavior (including 

any practice people can invent!) becomes permissible.  This is all due 

to the truth that, without God as the basis for morality, it is 

impossible to claim that any act is wrong.  The final spiritual 

condition of man (as illustrated to the left) is that he is a 

complete slave to sin and yet blinded to the chains that are 

holding him fast.  While the world claims that freedom is 

doing whatever you want and whenever you want, true 

freedom is having the power to do what is right, which only 

comes from God. 
  

 

DIG DEEPER 

What do these verse teach about sin‘s bondage and the freedom we have in Christ? 

 John 8:31-36 - _________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 Titus 2:11-15 - _________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 2 Peter 2:17-19 - _______________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Just so you don’t get the wrong idea, we are not saying that all atheists are immoral 
people.  Indeed, many have high moral standards that they live by.  What we are 
saying, however, is that atheism removes the basis for having moral standards.  That is, 
while he might hold to some pattern of right and wrong, the atheist really has no 
reason to do so.  This is because, without a Moral Law-giver who is over everyone (i.e., 
God), all views about right and wrong are merely one’s personal preference.  Therefore 
we can never reach any agreement about morality because we have no foundation to 
say that any behavior is wrong.  If we are only made up of matter, why be moral, since 
morals do not matter to matter?  If survival of the fittest is our driving force, why care 
about anyone else?  So while evolution did not create the many evils we find in the 
world (these were around long before Darwin), atheistic evolution does remove the 
standard by which we could prohibit or condemn any evil behavior. 
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CONCLUSION 
As we have seen today, there is more going on in the creation/evolution debate 

than just an examination of facts.  The underlying assumptions and motives held by 

people often lead them to suppress the objective, observable truth.  This helps to 

understand why so many intelligent people continue to believe in evolution, even 

when this belief system goes against evidence and reason (as we have seen 

throughout this unit).  To summarize today‘s lesson regarding the Beach Ball 

Principle, read the following statement by Harvard geneticist Richard Lewontin: 
 

We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its 

constructs, in spite of its failure to fulfill many of its extravagant promises of 

health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific community for 

unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we have a prior commitment, a commitment 

to materialism.  It is not that the methods and institutions of science somehow 

compel us to accept a material explanation of the phenomenal world, but, on the 

contrary, that we are forced by our a priori adherence to material causes 

to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that 

produce material explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive,  no 

matter how mystifying to the uninitiated.  Moreover, that 

materialism is an absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot 

in the door.110 
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson on the Beach Ball Principle. 

 

 How does the statement below by evolutionist Pierre Grassé relate to our lesson? 
 

The explanatory doctrines of biological evolution do not stand up to an  

objective, in-depth criticism. They prove to be either in conflict with reality or  

else incapable of solving the major problems involved.111  
 

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________ 

 Reread the quote at the top of the page by Richard Lewontin about materialism 

(another name for naturalism).  What are your thoughts about such a quote? 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
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 Read Ephesians 4:17-19.  In what ways is this passage similar in its description 

of man to the four fatal stages we examined today? 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

 
 

DAY NINE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. There are often underlying motives behind a person’s 

conclusions, such as the desire to protect the philosophy of 

naturalism. 
 

2. The Beach Ball Principle states that although God has clearly 

revealed Himself, man chooses to suppress this truth in order 

to protect his own beliefs and behavior. 
 

3. There are four fatal stages of man outlined in Romans one: 

Stage One:  Suppression of Truth 

Stage Two:  Futile Thinking 

Stage Three:  Sinful Indulgence 

Stage Four:  A Depraved Mind 
 

4. True freedom is found in Jesus Christ. 

 

―My guess is that the popular theory of evolution appeals precisely as an 

alternative to the Christian view of man, which not only demands faith but 

imposes moral obligations.  People who adopt Evolutionism are not driven to it 

by consideration of the evidence; they like it without respect to the 

evidence, because they are passionate creatures, and it offers no moral 

impediment to their passions.‖112 
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FAULTY FRUITS OF EVOLUTION 
 

Let‘s briefly look at some additional faulty fruit evolution produces.  Essentially, if 

there is no God, then . . . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
MORALITY – As we have already discussed, if there is no absolute to refer to, there is no 

basis to prohibit any behavior.  Philosopher Will Durant put it this way: 
 

By offering evolution in the place of God as a cause of history, Darwin removed the theological 
basis of the moral code of Christendom.  And the moral code that has no fear of God is very 
shaky.

113
 

 

DIGNITY – If man is just an accident and has no soul, there is no reason to value human life.  

In his book Created from Animals, James Rachels observes: 
  

Darwinism undermines both the idea that man is made in the image of God and the idea that man 
is a uniquely rational being. Furthermore, if Darwinism is correct, it is unlikely that any other 
support for the idea of human dignity will be found.
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EQUALITY – The next conclusion that flows naturally from the previous is that there are no 

inherent human rights that we must respect.  If survival of the fittest is the only rule, this 

leads to both racism and sexism.  In his famous work, Mein Kampf, Hitler proclaimed: 
 

The stronger must dominate and not mate with the weaker, which would signify the sacrifice of 
its own higher nature.  Only the born weakling can look upon this principle as cruel, and if he 
does so it is merely because he is of a feebler nature and narrower mind;  for if such a law did not 

direct the process of evolution then the higher development of organic life would not be 
conceivable at all. . . If Nature does not wish that weaker individuals should mate with the 
stronger, she wishes even less that a superior race should intermingle with an inferior one;  
because in such a case all her efforts, throughout hundreds of thousands of years, to establish an 
evolutionary higher stage of being, may be rendered futile.
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And Charles Darwin revealed his perspective on the equality of men and women: 
 

The chief distinction in the intellectual powers of the two sexes is shown by man attaining to a 
higher eminence in whatever he takes up, than woman can attain—whether requiring deep 
thought, reason, or imagination, or merely the use of the senses and hands… It is, indeed, 
fortunate that the law of the equal transmission of characters to both sexes has commonly 
prevailed throughout the whole class of mammals; otherwise it is probable that man would have 

become as superior in mental endowment to woman as the peacock is in ornamental plumage to 
the peahen.
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VALIDITY – The final fruit of evolution is the logical conclusion that if we, as humans, are 

just a cosmic accident in the first place, then there is no purpose to our existence and 
nothing to live for.  If we struggle through life only to die in the end, regardless of how we 

live, then why care about living?  We have no life after death, and therefore no hope.  This 

can be seen in atheist John Baker’s observation that ―events in the universe may be based 

upon chance and physical laws that have always existed, and human existence has no 
other meaning than that we exist.‖
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There are no 
moral absolutes 

Man is merely an animal Survival of the fittest 

is our only rule 

Man is alone is 

the universe with 
no purpose for 

being here 



 108 



 109 

INTER-UNIT REVIEW & REFLECTION 
 

The past nine lessons have covered a great deal of information and, possibly, new ideas 

and facts for you.  Therefore, before we press on to the topic of creation, let‘s review the 

main points of the acronym used during Unit Two to demonstrate why evolution is FLAWED.  
 

FOSSIL FALLACY – Paleontology reveals the sudden appearance of distinct kinds of species, 

with no observable evidence that they were led up to by any transitional forms.  Niles 

Eldridge, one of the world‘s leading experts in vertebrate fossils agrees: 
 

No wonder paleontologists shied away from evolution for so long.  It never seems to 

happen.  Assiduous collecting up cliff faces yield zigzags, minor oscillations, and the very 

occasional slight accumulation of change – over millions of years, at a rate too slow to 

account for all the prodigious change that has occurred in evolutionary history.  When 

we do see the introduction of evolutionary novelty, it usually shows up with a bang, and 

often with no firm evidence that the fossils did not evolve elsewhere!  Evolution cannot 

forever be going on somewhere else.  Yet that‘s how the fossil record has struck many a 

forlorn paleontologist looking to learn something about evolution.118 
 

LAWS OF SCIENCE VIOLATED – The theory of evolution requires a universe that comes into 

existence from nothing and without a cause, where life can come into existence from non-

life, and where order develops from chaos – an upward spiral where structures and genetic 

information increase in complexity over time.  However, this violates three well-established 

laws of science:  The Law of Cause and Effect (something cannot come from nothing), the 

Law of Biogenesis (life cannot come from non-life), and the Second Law of Thermodynamics 

(order cannot come from disorder). 
 

ABSENCE OF OBSERVATION – No one has ever observed macroevolution taking place and it 

is impossible to scientifically test the claims of macroevolution.  Evolution should therefore 

not be considered an established fact if the scientific method of confirmation cannot be 

used to put the theory to the test. 
 

WITHOUT A MECHANISM – The basic mechanism of evolution (life coming from non-life, 

mutations, and natural selection) is faulty.  It is scientifically impossible for life to come 

from non-life, mutations are never beneficial, but rather are either harmful or neutral, and 

natural selection, while it is observable in nature, does not have the power to produce new 

species, but merely acts as a filter on organisms that already exist to weed out the misfits.  

Hubert P. Yockey explains this problem for evolutionists: 
 

The ―warm little pond‖ scenario was invented ad hoc to serve as a materialistic 

reductionist explanation of the origin of life.  It is unsupported by any other evidence and 

it will remain ad hoc until such evidence is found….One must conclude that, contrary to the 

established and current wisdom, a scenario describing the genesis of life on earth by 

chance and natural causes which can be accepted on the basis of fact and not faith has 

not yet been written.119 

 



 110 

 

ERRONEOUS EXAMPLES – There are several examples presented as positive evidence for 

the theory of evolution which, upon further investigation, are simply flawed instances that 

fail to illustrate that evolution is true. 
 

DESIGN AND DNA – Naturalistic evolution cannot explain how the intricate design of each 

arose from mindless forces or chance processes.  Evolution also fails to answer where the 

genetic information of DNA, which is independent of matter, came from and how it was able 

to organize itself into a complex code without a Coder. 

 

CONCLUSION – EVOLUTION  IS  NOT  A  SCIENTIFIC  FACT 
In the 1956 Origin of Species introduction, W. R. Thompson made these revealing 

statements: 
  

 It is…right and proper to draw the attention of the non-scientific public to the 

disagreements about evolution.  But some recent remarks of evolutionists show that 

they think this unreasonable.  This situation where scientific men rally to the defense 

of a doctrine they are unable to define scientifically, much less demonstrate with 

scientific rigor, attempting to maintain its credit with the public by suppression of 

criticism and the elimination of difficulties, is abnormal and undesirable in science. . . 

[The taxonomic system], whereby organisms are classified, presents an orderly 

arrangement of clear-cut entities, which are clear-cut because they are separated by 

gaps. . . Fossil evidence shows a remarkable absence of the many intermediate forms 

required by the theory…. the modern Darwinian paleontologists are obliged, just like 

their predecessors and like Darwin, to water down the facts with subsidiary hypotheses 

which, however plausible are, in the nature of things, unverifiable.120 
 

Although disproving evolution does not automatically prove creation, it does lend support 

that it is more probable that life is the result of intelligent design rather than by chance 

processes.  Furthermore, as we shall see in the next unit, the evidence that points to a 

Creator does not contradict scientific laws and logically explains the facts that are present. 
  

Having studied all of the evidence against evolution, how would you now 
respond to the following statement? 

 

―Only fundamentalist Christians who insist on a literal interpretation of the Bible 

refuse to accept the biological evidence for evolution. Most other churches, including 

the often dogmatic Catholic church, have by now quietly accepted the notion of 

evolution as a scientific fact….‖121 
 

___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________ 
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                                     A  U N I T E D  F R O N T  

 
WHAT’S  AT  STAKE  HERE? 

As we begin our final unit and explore evidence for 

belief in creationism, we want to first understand why this 

issue of origins is so central to Christianity.  While we have 

already seen the tragic effects that belief in atheistic 

evolution has on the morality, dignity, equality and validity 

of man, atheist Robert Reilly further explains, 
 

There is no greater act of revolt than the denial of God‘s existence. Atheism is not only a 

disorder in the God-man relationship, but a denial of it… The problem is that, by denying the 

possibility of a relationship between God and man, atheism also denies the possibility of a just 

relationship between men. In other words, atheism removes the grounds for the recognition 

of, and therefore respect for, another person as a fellow human being…. Human life is sacred 

only if there is a God to sanctify it. Otherwise, man is just another collection of atoms and 

can be treated as such.122 
 

There are, however, three main branches of belief in a Creator or Designer, that defy 

atheism.  Norman Geisler and Peter Bocchino summarize these as follows: 
 

The first variation of the design model is held by theists who believe that the space-time 

universe and all life forms were constructed in six successive twenty-four-hour days.  Their 

view is known as the young earth view.  Other theists maintain that the material universe and all 

life forms were assembled in a progressive series of stages, each stage separated by a long 

period of time.  Theists holding this view believe each time interval allowed the newly created 

entity in the environment to be properly phased in – which gradually allowed the ecosystem to 

reach its natural equilibrium, or balancing point.  This variation of the design model is referred 

to as the progressive creation view.  These views differ with respect to time but essentially 

agree that operation science and the observational evidence of the existing fossil record do not 

support any kind of macroevolutionary model of origins. 

The third variation of the design model is known as theistic evolution.  Theistic evolutionists 

affirm the need for an intelligent first cause of all life forms.  However, they believe that this 

intelligent cause used the process of macroevolution to bring about new life forms.123 
 

While the main purpose of this book is to refute the claims of macroevolution, we will 
deal briefly with the strengths and weaknesses of these views (beginning with theistic 

evolution in this lesson).  In the meantime, however, here‘s why Christians must be united 

against the claims of macroevolution:  whether or not the Bible can be trusted from the 

very first book makes a crucial difference in a central truth of Christianity – the 

purpose of Jesus‟ death.  In the journal American Atheist, G. Richard Bozarth rightly 

observes that, 
 

It becomes clear now that the whole justification of Jesus‘ life and death is predicated on 

the existence of Adam and the forbidden fruit he and Eve ate.  Without the original sin, who 
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needs to be redeemed?  Without Adam‘s fall into a life of constant sin terminated by death, 

what purpose is there to Christianity?  None. 

Christianity has fought, still fights, and will fight science to the desperate end over 

evolution, because evolution destroys utterly and finally the very reason Jesus‘ earthly life 

was supposedly made necessary.  Destroy Adam and Eve and the original sin, and in the rubble 

you will find the sorry remains of the son of god… If Jesus was not the redeemer who died 

for our sins, and this is what evolution means, then Christianity is nothing!124 
 

IS DESIGN ENOUGH? 
As we begin to examine reasons to believe in a Designer, we must keep in mind that it is 

not enough to merely acknowledge that God exists or hold to any form of theism we like.  

That is, while it is a crucial step towards truth when a person rejects naturalism to believe 

in a Creator, there are still many options to chose from as to which view of God is correct.   

J. P. Moreland offers this challenge: 
 

 …if one really felt that the design argument does refute naturalism, then one should 

passionately search for more evidence to see which  religion most accurately depicts the 

way God is.125 
 

Therefore, the next question we must ask is, has God revealed Himself by any other 
means that we can objectively discover? The diagram below (which is explained on the 

following page) demonstrates how we can actually know that Christianity is true as well as 

come to a personal relationship with God Himself. 
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God is not interested in simply being acknowledged and has, in fact revealed Himself to 

man in two ways.  The first is in a broad sense, called General Revelation, and the second is 

in a very specific way, called Special Revelation:   
 

 General Revelation 
Scripture teaches that God can be ―seen‖ through what He has made;  that things that 

we can observe around us and in us point to a Creator behind them.  There are two 

categories of General Revelation: Creation (such as order in the universe, design in nature, 

or the intricacies of biology and anatomy) and Conscience (our moral intuitions that some 

things are absolutely right or wrong).   
 

 

DIG DEEPER 

What do the following verses say about General Revelation? 
   Psalm 19:1-6 - ______________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 

   Romans 1:18-21 - ____________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________ 
 

   Romans 2:14-15 - _______________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 

 Special Revelation 
Special Revelation deals with how God has clearly and specifically revealed to what man 

needs to know about God and a personal relationship with Him.  The two categories of 

Special Revelation are The Written Word (the Bible) and The Living Word (Jesus Christ).  

Through the Bible God has supernaturally and specifically revealed His nature and will to 

us.  But more than that, God Himself entered into history in the person of Jesus Christ, 

clearly demonstrating His perfect nature, love and holiness. 
 

DIG DEEPER 

What do the following verses say about Special Revelation? 
 2 Peter 1:20,21 – _______________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 1 Thessalonians 2:13 – ___________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 John 1:1,14 – __________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

Hebrews 1:1-3 -__________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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What we have been focusing on in this workbook really only deals with the Creation 

category of General Revelation.  The pillars of Conscience, the Written Word and the 

Living Word are other areas of study that further build the case that Christianity is true 

and reasonable.  Therefore, it is important for the Christian to be aware of the basic 

arguments behind each of the four objective pillars so that he has a firm foundation on 

which to confidently place his subjective experience. [For evidences regarding these other 

pillars, see Study #‘s 2-4 and #6]  This is because if a believer only relies on their 

personal testimony to show others that Christianity is true, he has nothing further to 

appeal to when someone rejects that there even exists a God who could change his life or 

when someone offers their own testimony of a contradictory belief system.  This alone is a 

strong reason why the study of apologetics must be emphasized among Christian believers. 

This does not mean, however, that the specific topic of Creation is not important.  It 

is!  In fact, it is foundational to Christianity because of its basic assertion that a God does 

exist who created all things for His purposes.  Therefore, being able to intelligently point 

out the flaws of evolution as well as the truth of a Creator is an integral part of defending 

the Christian faith.  Once you‘ve completed this study, we pray that you will be able to 

confidently discuss the topic of origins with others as you lead them to a personal 

relationship with Jesus Christ.  
 

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THEISTIC EVOLUTION? 
 While it is important for Christians to maintain a united front against the false views 

of evolution, it is equally important that we are honest when it comes to obvious or internal 

errors held by fellow believers.  Therefore, we want to spend the rest of this lesson 

evaluating the reasonableness of theistic evolution.   
 

How would you respond to the claim that God could have used evolution? 

______________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Theistic evolution (the belief that God directed the process of macroevolution) has 

become very popular among some Christians today, and this is due in part to our society‘s 

strong emphasis on the ―fact‖ of evolution.  Many believers simply feel overwhelmed in the 

face of all the supposed evidence for evolution and either don‘t want to come across as 

naive or they have been convinced themselves due to the nice-sounding but false claims of 

evolutionists.  But while adopting this view may appear to settle the differences, theistic 

evolution gives up unnecessary ground to evolution‘s proponents.   

To answer the Brain Teaser question above, of course God could have used evolution.  

The question is, did He?  The following are four reasons why theistic evolution is not a 

reasonable position for a Christian to adopt: 
 

1. The first question to ask is, ―Is macroevolution true?‖  In other words, do we have any good 

reason to believe that life came about in that way?  If it did, then we can worry about 

reconciling Christianity with evolution.  But if not, why do we feel the need to wed Christian 

theism to a theory that is false?  
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2. As we have observed throughout the entire previous unit, the evidence just isn‘t there to 

demonstrate that things came about as the theory of evolution describes.  For example, if 

theistic evolution were true, then we would still see evidence in the fossil record, and we know 

there is no such evidence. 

3. Theistic evolution means that God used a cruel process to bring about His ―very good‖ 

creation (Genesis 1:31), since the basis of evolution is violence, mutation and death.  Would 

God need to use such a method to eventually lead up to someone who would be created ―in the 

image of God‖ (Genesis 1:27)?   

4. Finally, when people attempt to merge these two views of how life came about (i.e., 

macroevolution and the Genesis account), which of the two do you think ends up being watered 

down along the way?  Usually the Bible is what is reinterpreted to explain away the 

differences, rather than vice versa.  Again, why should we try to reconcile theism with a false 

idea, especially if Scripture is compromised in order to do so? 
 

In conclusion, although God certainly had the power to use macroevolution if He wanted 

to, we just don‘t have reason to credit the story of evolution, and thus accept theistic 

evolution.  It‘s a mistake to put off the question of truth in order to unite competing 

worldviews or avoid conflict. 

 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 What did you find most helpful or informative today? _____________________ 

__________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________ 

 Read the account of creation in Genesis 1:1–2:6.  Based on your reading, what additional 

evidence is there that God did not use the process of macroevolution? 

___________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________ 

 

DAY ONE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. Whether or not the Bible can be trusted from the very first book makes a 
crucial difference in a central truth of Christianity – Jesus’ sacrificial 
death to redeem fallen man. 

 

2. God has revealed Himself to man in two ways:  In a broad sense, called 
General Revelation, and in a very specific way, called Special Revelation. 

 

3. While adopting theistic evolution may appear to settle the differences, 
this gives up unnecessary ground by trying to merge Christianity with a 
theory that is verifiably false.   
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   EVIDENCE  FOR  A  DESIGNER  
                     ( P A R T  1 ) 

 

ARE  MIRACLES  POSSIBLE? 
Before we examine evidence for a Designer, we need to discuss one preliminary issue.  

If the Genesis account of creation is true, it must be classified as a miracle.  However, 

someone who holds to naturalism (i.e., matter is all that exists) will not accept the 

miraculous.  Their presuppositions about reality rule out the possibility of a God acting in 

human history.  It is therefore necessary for us to answer arguments against miracles in 

general before we deal with the miracle of creation.  Three common arguments against 

miracles are examined and refuted below. 
 

ARGUMENT #1: MIRACLES VIOLATE HUMAN EXPERIENCE AND THE LAWS OF NATURE   

That is, we are right to believe in events that conform to ordinary human experience 

and, since a miracle is unique to our normal experience, it should be rejected.  

Furthermore, we live in a closed system in which every event must have a natural 

explanation, no matter the evidence.  As philosopher David Hume stated: 
 

A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; and as a firm and unalterable experience has 

established these laws, the proof against a miracle, from the very nature of the fact, is 

as entire as any argument from experience can possibly be imagined.126  
 

REFUTATION:   
1. A miracle does not violate the laws of nature because a violation only occurs when someone who 

must follow an established order fails to do so.  God is above and outside natural law and is 

therefore not bound by it, since He is the Author.  The infinite Creator cannot be a prisoner of 

His finite creation.  While the Christian believes in natural law, this does not restrict God‘s 

right to intervene when He so chooses. 
 

2. The argument from experience argues in a circle (assuming what you are trying to prove) by 

saying, ―The reason we know reports of miracles are false is because we already know that 
miracles do not occur.  How do we know this?  Because reports of miracles are simply false!‖  In 

other words, miracles did not occur because miracles do not occur! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

“All reports of 

miracles are false” 

“Miracles do not occur” 

“How do you 
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about the 
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3. This argument presupposes naturalism without looking at the evidence. 
 

4. Miracles are not opposed to science, but they are beyond scientific (naturalistic) explanation.  

Accepting miracles does not abandon the scientific method, it merely acknowledges the limits of 

science. 
 

5. Finally, a miracle would not be a miracle if it didn‘t go against ―normal‖ human experience.  By 

definition, it must be unusual / abnormal. 
 

ARGUMENT #2:  PEOPLE IN BIBLE TIMES WERE IGNORANT, GULLIBLE AND           

   SUPERSTITIOUS, AND THEREFORE PRONE TO BELIEVE IN THE MIRACULOUS   

In other words, what they thought were miracles were merely phenomena which people 

didn‘t understand and which modern science can explain. 
 

REFUTATION: 
1. Most miracles cannot be explained away with this argument.  For example, a blind man receiving 

his sight, a leper being cured, and a man coming back to life after three days do not have a 

natural or scientific explanation. 
 

2. This view presupposes that people were prone to believe anything, while the biblical record 

shows the contrary.  Joseph, for example, knew that a virgin couldn‘t get pregnant and was 

therefore going to divorce Mary until an angel told him otherwise.  The disciples knew that dead 

people stay dead, and therefore didn‘t believe the resurrection reports at first, even after 

eyewitness testimonies. 
 

ARGUMENT #3:  MIRACLES WERE NOT REPORTED OBJECTIVELY  

Since miracle stories were told by those who already believed, the reports were biased 

and must be thrown out. 
 

REFUTATION: 
1. The real question is truthfulness.  If those who reported the events were eyewitnesses (the 

best testimony available), we cannot throw out their report just because they were ―believers.‖  

Should we only listen to the testimony of those who weren‘t there or had nothing to do with it? 
 

2. Many of the reported miracles in the Bible were done in public and in the presence of 

unbelievers.  For example, Jesus‘ opponents never denied that He had performed miracles, only 

that the source of the miracle was God. 
 

3. It‘s always fair to ask the naturalist if he would believe if he witnessed a miracle?  That is, 

would he objectively believe or subjectively cling to naturalism? 
 

In conclusion, a miracle is an event whose only explanation is the direct intervention of 

God.  The truth is, all of the basic beliefs and doctrines of Christianity are miraculous – 

creation, inspiration, resurrection, salvation, etc.  Although a naturalist‘s biased view 

means that every event must have a natural explanation, if God exists, miracles are not a 

problem.  That is, miracles are logically possible at every moment, if an all-powerful God is 

real.  Today we will examine evidence demonstrating that the most logical conclusion is 

that a miraculous and powerful Designer does, in fact, exist.  
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Evolutionists often state that the idea of God and a supernatural creation of everything 

is purely ―religious‖ and has nothing to do with science or the facts we can observe.  

How would you respond to this claim? __________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

THE ANTHROPIC PRINCIPLE 
We now turn to an important principle that supports the existence of God.  The 

brilliant Albert Einstein once noted that, 
 

…the harmony of natural law…reveals an intelligence of such superiority that, compared with it, 

all the systematic thinking and acting of human beings is an utterly insignificant reflection.127 
 

Einstein was recognizing something known as the ―anthropic principle.‖  Taken from the 

Greek word for human being (anthropos), this principle refers to the idea that the earth 

appears to be ready for human beings from the very first moment of its existence.  As 

Norman Geisler explains: 
 

…the incredible balance of multitudinous factors in the universe that make life possible on earth 

points to ―fine tuning‖ by an intelligent Being.  It leads one to believe that the universe was 

―providentially crafted‖ for our benefit.  Nothing known to human beings is capable of ―pretuning‖ 

the conditions of the universe to make life possible other than an intelligent Creator.128 
 

Here are just a few examples of things that had to be just right in the universe for life, 

though a purposeless, chance-driven nature should have gotten them wrong:129 
 

1. THE RIGHT MOLECULES:  For life to be possible, there are more than forty different elements 

that must be able to bond together to form molecules.  This bonding depends on two factors – the 

strength of the electromagnetic force and the relative masses of the electron and the proton. 

 If the electromagnetic force were any larger, atoms would hang on to electrons so tightly that 

there would be no sharing of the electrons with other atoms.  No sharing of electrons, no 

molecules.  No molecules, no possibility of life.  However, if the electromagnetic force were 

slightly weaker, the atoms wouldn‘t hang on to their electrons at all, and once again, the universe 

would be without molecules and without life. 

2. THE RIGHT ELEMENTS:  What about getting the right atoms?  You must have the correct elements 

in the first place if life molecules are to form.  The existence of atoms depends upon the strong 
nuclear force, which enables the protons and neutrons in the nucleus of atoms, to stick together.  

If this force were any weaker, protons and neutrons would not stick together, and in that case 

only hydrogen would exist in the universe, because the hydrogen atom has only one proton and no 

neutron in its nucleus.  You don‘t get life with only hydrogen. 

 On the other hand, if this strong force were any stronger, protons and neutrons would like each 

other so much that none of them would remain bachelors.  In such a universe there would be only 

heavy elements – no hydrogen would exist.  Without hydrogen, you can‘t have stars, and you can‘t 

have life molecules. 

3. THE RIGHT GRAVITATIONAL FORCE:  If the gravitational force were any stronger, stars would be 

so hot that they would burn up too quickly and too erratically for life.  If the gravitational 

force were any weaker, stars would never become hot enough to ignite nuclear fusion, and in 
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such a universe no elements heavier than hydrogen and helium would be produced.  No heavy 

elements necessary to form planets and life would exist. 

4. THE RIGHT RATIO OF ELECTRONS TO PROTONS:  Unless the number of electrons is equivalent to 

the number of protons to an accuracy of one part in 1037 or better, electromagnetic forces in 

the universe would have so overpowered gravitational forces that galaxies, stars, and planets 

would never form.  These important objects in our universe depend upon what at first appears 

to be the ultimate power mismatch.  But even though the electromagnetic force is a 

fantastically stronger force than gravity, gravity ends up being dominant in the universe 

because there is so much matter, whereas the electromagnetic effects are diminished due to 

the relatively equal number of protons and electrons in the universe.  Thus we see the combined 

need for the right number of electrons, the right number of protons, the right gravitational 

constant, and the right amount of mass in the universe. 

5. THE RIGHT EXPANSION RATE OF THE UNIVERSE:  As astrophysicists have compared the physics of 

galaxy and star formation with the rate of the expansion of the universe, they discovered an 

amazing connection:  If the universe had expanded too rapidly at the beginning, matter would 

disperse so efficiently that none of it would clump enough to form galaxies or stars. . .On the 

other hand, if the universe had expanded too slowly at the beginning, matter would clump so 

effectively that all the matter in the universe would clump together before any stars would be 

able to form.  Talk about a delicate balance:  Scientists have found that the expansion rate at 

the beginning could not differ by more than one part in 1055.  
 

WHAT SHOULD WE CONCLUDE? 
As the above list demonstrates, there are an amazing 

number of factors that had to be perfectly aligned in order for 

life to exist anywhere in the universe, let alone on our planet.  As 

we noted in the last unit, in virtually every area of life, people 

make automatic assumptions all the time when they come across 

complexity, order and design.  That is, they presuppose that design 

requires a designer, that a code requires a coder, etc.   

The problem for evolutionists is that naturalistic explanations cannot account for 

order and complexity arising from mindless forces or chance processes.  An  intelligent 

Designer behind it all is the best explanation.  And we don‘t have to actually see the 

Creator in the act of creating to recognize evidence that He exists.  Consider what we‘ve 

already learned throughout our study: 
 

 Based on the Law of Cause and Effect, the beginning  
 of the universe required a Cause. 

 Based on the Law of Biogenesis, the first life requires  
 a Life-giver. 

 Based on reason and logic, design requires a Designer. 

 Based on our conscience, objective morals require a Law-giver. 

In tomorrow‘s lesson we will further use the Law of Cause and Effect and the 2nd Law 

of Thermodynamics (as well as reason) in one other specific argument for the existence of 

God – the Cosmological Argument.  For a more detailed coverage on  this topic, see Fact, 
Faith & Reason Study #2: The Existence of God. 
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DIG DEEPER 

What do the following verses say about our responsibility as created beings? 

 1 Chronicles 16:23-30 – ____________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

 Isaiah 43:7 – ____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

 Romans 11:33-36 – ________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

 Revelation 4:11 – _________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________ 

 
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 Which objection to miracles do you think is most common and why? ___________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 People often use the term ―Mother Nature‖ to describe events in the world.  What does 

this tell you about people‘s view of how nature functions? _________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 Read Isaiah 45:18.  How does this support the anthropic principle? __________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

DAY TWO SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. The act of creation would be classified as a miracle – an event whose 
only explanation is the direct intervention of God.  Although a 
naturalist’s biased view means that every event must have a natural 
explanation, if God exists, miracles are not a problem. 

 

2. The anthropic principle refers to the idea that the earth appears to be 
ready for human beings from the very first moment of its existence. 

 

3. The most logical conclusion in the face of so much order and complexity 
is that an intelligent Designer is responsible for planning and creating 
life on our planet.   

 

FOR FURTHER READING 
A fascinating book on the specific location of the earth in our galaxy is  
The Privileged Planet:  How Our Place in the Cosmos is Designed for Discovery by 
Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay W. Richards. 
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   EVIDENCE  FOR  A  DESIGNER  
                    ( P A R T  2 ) 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Today we are going to examine a different line of reasoning for the existence of a 

Designer.  Known as the Cosmological Argument, this argues from the existence of the 

universe or cosmos to the existence of God.  That is, we begin by looking at the universe 

and asking, ―Why does everything exist instead of nothing?  What caused the cosmos?‖   
But before we lay out any more details of this argument, a simple illustration will help.  

 

THE ―DOMINO EFFECT‖ 
Pretend that you and your friend Caleb line up twenty dominos 

standing in a row on the living room floor.  Caleb pushes over the 

first domino and one by one they begin to fall.  Just then a six-year-old 

walks in the room and sees the dominos in the process of falling, but 

because the couch and sofa block his view, he only sees dominos #6 

through #15 fall. 

  Suppose our hypothetical child asks why Domino #6 fell.  You respond that it was 

knocked over by Domino #5.  ―But why did #5 fall?‖   ―It was knocked over by #4.‖  
Eventually, however, (since he keeps asking!) you get back to Domino #1, which requires a 

different explanation than the other dominos:  ―Caleb pushed it.‖ 
But let‘s imagine that this inquisitive boy is also quite imaginative and asks why Domino 

#1 couldn‘t have pushed itself over or why there couldn‘t just be an ―infinity of dominos‖ 

falling down before #1 that eventually reached these last twenty dominos.  Being the 

patient person that you are, you explain to your little friend that dominos – and other 

inanimate things – cannot push themselves, and that having an infinite number of dominos 

still doesn‘t answer how the dominos started falling in the first place.  Someone, in this 

case Caleb, had to have pushed over the first domino. 
 

TYPES OF CAUSES 
 This simple concept explained to our imaginary child relates directly to the 

Cosmological Argument because it centers on the Principle of Causality, better known as 

the Law of Cause and Effect.  As we saw on Day Three of our last unit, this self-evident 

law can be stated in the following two forms: 
 

1. Every effect has a cause. 
 

2. Every thing that comes to be is caused by something before it. 
 

―Causes‖ can be grouped into two categories – event causes and agent causes – and both 

were used in our explanation to the six-year-old.  For example, when we talk about domino 

#6, we ask ―What caused it to fall?‖, which refers to an event.  But when we talk about 
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domino #1, we ask ―Who caused it to fall?‖, which refers to an agent.  Let‘s further clarify 

the difference between these types of causes. 

An event cause is when something – such as the law of gravity, the wind, earth 

movement, etc. – causes something else to occur.  Event causes are nonpersonal and often 

lead to after-effects or secondary causes.  For example, the wind might blow a burning 

ember, which sets the woods on fire, which, in turn, causes the animals to run.  The wind 

blowing was an event cause.  In our domino set-up, the dominos knocking each other down 

were event causes.   

An agent cause, on the other hand, refers to the willful choice of an independent being 

(i.e., a someone).  As with event causes, agent causes also produce secondary causes (such 

as, boy throws ball, ball breaks window, startled cat jumps on dog, etc.).  Caleb was the 

agent cause that started the dominos falling. 
 

AUTOMATIC ASSUMPTIONS   
It is important to keep in mind that whenever a what cannot 

explain a cause, we automatically turn to a who.  For example, 

suppose a mother walking by her son‘s room observes that it is a 

complete mess.  Clothes are all over the floor, along with shoes, 

books, CDs, and a half-eaten cheeseburger.  ―What in the world 
caused this?!‖ she says to herself.  ―It looks like a tornado came through here!‖  Noting 

that no tornadoes have hit the city that day (especially in just one room), she calls her son 

into the room and asks a very specific question:  ―Who did this?‖    
Was this mother jumping to an unreasonable conclusion?  Let‘s evaluate her line of 

reasoning.  Once she determined an event (i.e. a tornado, the wind, etc.) did not cause the 

room‘s messiness, she automatically deferred to an agent cause (i.e. ―Someone – most likely 
my son – did this!‖ ).  In other words, because she ruled out the possibility of something 

causing the mess, she naturally assumed or even ―knew‖ that someone (i.e., an agent) must 

have been the cause.  

Now then, if you understand the reasoning behind the domino illustration and our 

messy-room scenario, you are ready to tackle the Cosmological Argument.  As we shall soon 

see, this argument demonstrates that an Agent is the most logical cause for the existence 

of the universe.   
 

STATING THE ARGUMENT 
Let‘s look at the specific claims of the Cosmological Argument: 
 

1. Everything that has a beginning has a cause. 
2. The universe had a beginning. 

3. Therefore, the universe had a cause that brought it into existence.   

4. This cause is an agent we call ―God,‖ an Uncaused Being outside of time and space. 
 

Essentially, the reasoning behind the Cosmological Argument is simple and 

straightforward.  As we stated earlier, we begin by looking at the cosmos and asking, 

―Where did the universe come from and how did it begin?‖   We then reason from the 
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effect – the universe we see – back to the cause of the universe‘s existence: ―If 
everything that begins to exist has a cause, then the universe itself was caused.‖   

Another way to present this argument is to use an either-or diagram and then 

demonstrate why each ―horn‖ of your belief is true: 
 

          UNIVERSE 
 

    No beginning           Beginning 
 
   Not caused  Caused 
 
                    Event  Agent 

 

The unanswered question to our diagram is, of course, was the cause a what (event) or 

a who (agent) that first triggered the universe‘s existence?  The Christian believes that 

the universe had a beginning that was caused by an intelligent Agent  (God).  Each horn of 

our diagram can be defended as follows: 
 

1. The universe had a beginning 
a. The 2nd Law of Thermodynamics supports a beginning to the universe, in that all usable 

energy would be exhausted by now if there were no beginning.  In other words, because the 

universe is still ―winding down‖ (i.e. running out of usable energy, approaching a state of rest, 

etc.), it has not always been here. 

b. Most scientists today hold to some form of ―Big Bang‖ cosmology.  Evidence indicates that the 

universe is expanding at an ever-increasing rate.  That is, every galaxy is moving away from all 

other galaxies in every direction, meaning that space itself is expanding!  This indicates that 

the universe began at one point. 

c. Philosophically, if there were no beginning to the universe, then we would never have reached 

the present.  This can be summarized as follows:  1) If an infinite number of moments 

occurred before today, then today would never get here, since it is impossible to cross an 

infinite number of moments (imagine counting to zero from negative infinity!).  2) But today is 

here.  3) Therefore, there were a finite number of moments before today, meaning the 

universe had a beginning. 
 

2. The beginning of the universe was caused 
a. This part of the argument involves two scientific rules that are self-evident:  every effect 

must have a cause and events cannot produce themselves.   

b. The logical conclusion is that if the universe had a beginning (an effect), then it must have 

had a cause behind it.   

c. Using our dominos illustration, there had to have been something that pushed over the first 

domino, since dominos cannot push themselves.  And since the dominos had a beginning, we 

know there was a cause.  
 

3. The cause for the beginning of the universe was an intelligent Agent  
a. An event cause cannot explain the origin of the universe, since something would have had to 

make that event cause the universe.  Since there are no events before the first event, we 

cannot ask what caused it.  
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b. Therefore it must be a ―Who‖ that caused the first event.  In other words, the only way for 

the first event to happen from a timeless and spaceless state of being is for it to have been 

the voluntary choice of a Person or Agent who can account for His own existence.  This 

―Uncaused Cause‖ or ―Beginner‖ we call God.   

c. Again our dominos are helpful: Domino #1 required a different explanation than the other 

dominoes because it could not start itself.  The only answer would be that an agent (such as 

Caleb) chose to push over that first domino. 
 

ANSWERING OBJECTIONS TO THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT 
 

Objection 1: “This does not prove that God is personal or intelligent.” 
RESPONSE: 
a. Only a being with a free choice could bring something from nothing. 

b. This First Cause‘s act to create must have been self-determined (since there is nothing 

before a First Cause) and self-determined acts are free acts; only an intelligent or personal 

agent can act freely to begin the universe.  
 

Objection 2: “This does not prove that God now exists.”  
RESPONSE: 
a. This objection is true, but misses the point of the Cosmological Argument. 

b. Our argument is about how the universe originated, not how it is sustained. 

c. The Cosmological Argument merely shows that a First Cause (an ―Agent‖) is needed to explain 

how the universe came into being.  Other arguments demonstrate that God acts in history 

(Bible prophecy, miracles, personal testimony, etc.). 

 
DIG DEEPER 

How do the following verses show that God not only made everything but currently sustains all 

things as well? (i.e., holds things together, is actively involved in the world today, etc.) 

 Psalm 103:1-5 ________________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 Psalm 18:6 & 17 ______________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 Colossians 1:1 ________________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 Hebrews 1:3 _________________________________________________________ 

 __________________________________________________________________ 

 

CONCLUSION 
While the Cosmological Argument does provide strong evidence that a supernatural 

Designer exists, it is important to remember that it is part of General Revelation and thus 

does not inform us about God‘s nature or what He requires of us morally.  These are given 

to us through Special Revelation.  Furthermore, the case for Biblical Christianity does not 

rest on ONE argument alone, but rather on a host of arguments – fulfilled prophecy, moral 

absolutes, the life of Christ, etc. 
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WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 

 Do you understand the Cosmological Argument enough now to be able to explain it to 

someone?  Try to summarize it in your own words in the space provided: 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

________________________________________ 
 

 Romans 1:20 mentions some invisible qualities about God that can be learned from His 

creation.  What are these and how do you think these are revealed by the existence of 

the universe? ____________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 
 

 What other arguments for the existence of God do you feel confident enough to 

present to others?  Briefly state these below:  

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DAY THREE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. ―Causes‖ can be grouped into two categories:  an event 
cause and an agent cause.   

 

2. The purpose of the Cosmological Argument is to 
demonstrate that an Agent is the most logical cause for the 
existence of the universe.   

 

3. In other words, the universe had a beginning that was 
caused by the voluntary choice of an agent or Person who 
can account for His own existence. 
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BIBLE STUDY:  WHY HAS GOD REVEALED HIMSELF? 
 

It is easy during a study of the creation/evolution issues to get caught up in all 
the facts and lose sight of what really matters.  The reason God has gone to 
such lengths to reveal Himself to man is not just so people will acknowledge 
Him.  He is after more than that.  To see this further, read Paul’s sermon to the 
philosophers in Athens found in Acts 17:16-34, and then answer the following 
questions: 

1. The Epicureans were basically naturalists who did not believe in a Creator.  How does Paul 
counter this idea? (v. 24) _____________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. The Stoics were essentially pantheists who believed God was impersonal.  How does Paul 
counter this idea? (v. 27) _____________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. What attributes about God does Paul reveal in verses 24–27? ____________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Why does Paul say God has taken steps to reveal Himself to man? (v. 27) ___________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. What moral requirements does Paul say that God desires? (v. 30) _________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. What warning does Paul give to his audience? (v. 31) ___________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

7. What historical event does he point to as evidence that what he is saying is true? (v. 31) 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 

8. What are the three responses made by those who heard Paul‟s message? (vv. 32-34) 

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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CREATION 

1. Separate, distinct species would be 
found living and/or fossilized. 

2. These distinctions would be fixed, 
allowing only for minor changes. 

3. We would find that species are 
highly complex and intelligently 
designed, yet vulnerable to 
extinction due to the Fall of Man 
described in Genesis 3. 

  

EVOLUTION 

1. Transitional forms would be 
found somewhere – either alive 
today or in the fossil record. 

2. Mutations that we can observe in 
species would be beneficial. 

3. Nature would have the ability to 
increase itself in complexity over 
time, making things better or 
creating new species. 

 

  T H E R M O D Y N A M I C S  
       A N D   C R E A T I O N  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
On Day 3 of the last unit we saw that macroevolution clearly violates well-established 

scientific laws, even though the theory is promoted as a scientific fact.  In today‘s lesson 

we want to see whether or not the creationist position holds up under the laws of science 

and logically explains the facts that we have.  

We have noted beforehand that, even though creationism and evolution are both past 

events, we can still take their claims and predict certain things that would be found in the 

evidence we have in the present.  We can then use these expectations to properly evaluate 

both ideas by asking, ―Which view best explains and/or predicts the data that can actually 

be observed and measured?‖ Therefore, whichever explanation the data best fits into is 

most likely to be true, since neither can be scientifically tested.  When put side by side, 

both sets of predictions contain the following: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As we have already learned in the previous unit, the predictions of the evolution model 

completely fail to explain what we can observe today.  But what about the predictions 

made by the creationist model?  Do they compliment or conflict with the evidence?  Today 

we want to take the first two major biblical events found in Genesis – the creation of all 

things and the fall of man – and see how these line up with two fixed scientific laws. 
 

THE FIRST LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS 
The First Law of Thermodynamics (AKA the Law of Energy Conservation) basically 

states that all processes involve interchanges and conversions of something called energy.  

But this law also states that the total amount of energy does not change.  That is, while 

energy can be changed or converted to different forms, it can neither be created nor 
destroyed. 

So how does this relate to creationism?  We saw yesterday that the universe had a 

beginning, and that the most logical conclusion is that an intelligent and powerful Agent 

was responsible for its origin.  But now we see from the First Law that nothing new can be 

created in the natural order of things.   
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What is interesting is that the traditional Christian view of origins is known as creation 
ex nihilo, which literally means creation ―out of nothing.‖  That is, the Genesis account 

involves God‘s special creation of all things from nothing.  Scripture goes on to explain that 

God‘s work of creation is finished and complete: 
 

Thus the heavens and the earth were completed in all their vast array.  By the seventh day God 

had finished the work he had been doing;  so on the seventh day he rested from all his work.  

And God blessed the seventh day and made it holy, because on it he rested from all the work of 

creating that he had done. (Genesis 2:1-3) 
 

[Note: God did not rest because He was tired, but because He was done.] 
   

It seems, then, that whatever methods of creating God used to bring everything into 

existence, He is no longer using.  This perfectly explains the law of energy conservation, 

which does not allow for anything new to be created.   

However, we learned in yesterday‘s Dig Deeper that, while God has finished His work of 

creating, He is still sustaining (or conserving) all things by His power (Colossians 1:1, 

Hebrews 1:3), which fits perfectly with this scientific Law of Energy Conservation.   
 

DIG DEEPER 

How does Hebrews 11:3 support the belief in creation ex nihilo? 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

What this demonstrates, therefore, is that the First Law of Thermodynamics‘ rule 

that nothing new can be created or destroyed is in harmony with the Bible‘s account of 

creation.  Rather than conflict with science, the Genesis explanation compliments this well-

established law and explains both where energy came from and why it is no longer being 

generated.  
 

In Genesis 1:25-27 God first made the animals and then Adam.  Now carefully read 

Genesis 2:7-20.  Does this passage contradict the previous one and teach that God 

first made Adam and then the animals?  Explain your answer. ________________ 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

THE SECOND LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS 
Although we have already covered the 2nd Law of Thermodynamics, we want to now 

examine how it fits with the Bible‘s explanation of reality.  This law states that all 
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processes or systems have a tendency toward decay and disintegration, with an overall 

increase in the entropy (randomness or disorder) of the system.  Also known as the Law of 
Increasing Entropy, this law dictates that everything has the tendency to wear out, run 

down, disintegrate, and eventually die. 

We have previously noted that evolution requires a universe where things run from 

chaos to complexity and order, which is the opposite of what the Second Law demands.  So 

while we can observe that things clearly change over time (evolve), the change is not in the 

upward direction, as evolution requires, but rather is downward towards decay, as the 

creation model predicts.   

But how is this predicted by the creation model?  Genesis chapter 3 clearly teaches 

that because of Adam and Eve‘s sin, not only was mankind cursed with death (v. 19), but 

nature has been cursed as well:  
 

To Adam he [God] said, ―Because you listened to your wife and ate from the tree about 

which I commanded you, ‗You must not eat of it,‘ 

―Cursed is the ground because of you;  through painful toil you will eat of it all the days 

of your life.  It will produce thorns and thistles for you, and you will eat the plants of the 

field.‖ (vv. 17-18) 
 

Romans 8:20-21 elaborates on this curse by explaining that God‘s 

creation was subjected to frustration and a ―bondage to decay,‖ causing 

everything to now have the tendency to wear out and eventually die 

(see also Psalm 102:25,26 and Isaiah 51:6).  Therefore, a world that 

is subject to death and decay fits right along with the 2nd Law of 

Thermodynamics and explains both why species can become extinct 

and why they cannot evolve upward into higher, more complex species. 
 

CONCLUSION 
The predictions made by the creation model do not contradict scientific laws and 

logically explains the facts that are present.  The First Law of Thermodynamics is 

complimented by the Bible‘s account of God bringing the universe into being from nothing, 

and then ceasing His creative work after the sixth day.  The Second Law of 

Thermodynamics is complemented by the Bible‘s teaching that God‘s creation was cursed 

with decay and death, due to man‘s sin.  Therefore, as we have pointed out before, belief 

in evolution is no more scientific than a belief in creationism.  However, creationists do not 

have to try to get around the laws of science to make their view fit with the facts.  

Instead – just as the creation model predicts – we truly find that species are highly 

complex and intelligently designed, yet vulnerable to extinction due to the Fall of Man 

described in Genesis 3. 

 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson, making sure you understand the correlation that was 

made between the laws of thermodynamics and biblical events. 
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 How has today‘s lesson given you a greater appreciation for God‘s Word? 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

 How does Romans 5:12 explain the origin of death in the world? ____________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

 

 How does Romans 5:16-21 explain God‘s solution to this problem? ___________ 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

DAY FOUR SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. The creation model predicts that we would find the following 
things to be observable in the world today:   

 

 Separate, distinct species would be found living and/or 

fossilized. 
 These distinctions would be fixed, allowing only for 

minor changes. 
 We would find that species are highly complex and 

intelligently designed, yet vulnerable to extinction due 
to the Fall of Man described in Genesis 3. 

 

2. The First Law of Thermodynamics’ rule that nothing new can 
be created or destroyed is in harmony with the Bible’s 
account of creation.  Rather than conflict with science, the 
Genesis explanation compliments this well-established law 
and explains both where energy came from and why it is no 
longer being generated. 

 

3. A world that is subject to death and decay – as described in 
Scripture – fits right along with the 2

nd
 Law of 

Thermodynamics and explains both why species can become 
extinct and why they cannot evolve upward into higher, more 
complex species. 

 

 



 137 

T H E   F OS S I L S   A N D 

        T H E   F L O O D  
 

NOT WHAT YOU NORMALLY IMAGINE 
Think back to images you typically have seen 

regarding Noah‘s Ark and the story of the Flood.  

You‘re probably envisioning a rounded boat floating 

calmly on the water with animals‘ heads poking out of 

the windows.  Any rain coming down is merely a trickle 

as the boat happily floats along for 40 days. 

The truth is, an analysis of Genesis chapters 6–8 reveals some interesting facts about 

this story that are often overlooked, such as: 
 

- The ark would have been an enormous, rectangular-shaped vessel.  

- The water was the result of ―springs of the great deep‖ bursting open combined with the 

―floodgates of the heavens‖ pouring down. 

- There was sometimes more than two of every kind of animal taken on the ark.   

- Those on the ark were afloat for much longer than 40 days (over a year, in fact).   
 

You may be wondering what the Flood has to do with our study of the 

creation/evolution debate.  Here‘s why this is important:  If the Flood really was as 

cataclysmic as the Bible describes, it provides a logical explanation for the fossil record 

we now have.  Although evolutionists cannot explain why there are gaps in the fossil 

record, they still attempt to point to the geologic layers of the earth as an indication of 

the order that different species have lived.  For example, since fish are found further 

down than amphibians in the earth‘s layers, it is assumed that fish existed before 

amphibians.  What we will see today is that a better explanation can be found in that of 

the biblical Flood – an explanation that doesn‘t need to be embellished or twisted to fit 

with the facts. 
 

THE PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION OF THE FLOOD 
Because the entire world was corrupt, God destroyed it with a worldwide catastrophe, 

which annihilated all creatures on the earth.  Not only was man to be destroyed, but all 

creatures with the breath of life in them (Genesis 6:17).  The specific New Testament 

word used to describe the Flood is kataklysmos, which is translated flood or deluge in 

Matthew 24:38-39, Luke 17:27, and 2 Peter 2:5 (also in verb form in 2 Peter 3:6), and 

which is where we get our English word cataclysm.  The Random House College Dictionary 

defines cataclysm as ―a sudden and violent physical action producing changes in the earth‘s 

surface.‖  Based on the Genesis account and the specific word used by both Jesus and 

Peter, it is clear that the Flood was a major catastrophe that involved much more than a 

sprinkle of rain for forty days.  It is also likely that the ―bursting‖ of the springs of the 

great deep is a description of tectonic movements and volcanic eruptions all over the 

world.   
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THE RESULTS OF THE FLOOD 
Coupled with the enormous amount of falling rain, these tectonic eruptions would cause 

massive amounts of mud and sediment to bury (not just drown) all creatures caught in its 

path.  This would result in an incredible amount of fossil remains buried in sedimentary 

rock, and is really the key to understanding the fossil record itself.  Why?  Because the 

fossils clearly indicate the sudden burial of creatures all over the world, rather than 

gradual evolution. 
 

WHAT MAKES A FOSSIL? 
 

          In order for an organism to be preserved as a fossil, only two basic factors are 
needed:  First, the organism must be isolated from oxygen (that is, it must be buried 
rapidly and soon after its death, or else decay and scavengers will destroy it), and 
second, you need the right chemicals.  Contrary to what most people think, millions of 
years are not a necessary part of the equation.  The buried organic remains of the 
creature will then be replaced by other mineral matter, eventually producing a rock-like 
“replica” (fossil) of the original organism.  

    In light of this, the mere presence of a fossil tells us that the deposition of 
sediments was thousands of times faster than the normal estimated rates or else the 
organism would not be fossilized.  It is also interesting to note the following130: 

 

 95% of all fossils are marine invertebrates, particularly shellfish. 

 Of the remaining 5%, 95% are algae and plant fossils (4.75%). 

 95% of the remaining 0.25% consists of the other invertebrates, including insects (0.2375%). 

 The remaining 0.0125% includes all vertebrates, mostly fish.  95% of the few land vertebrates 

consist of less than one bone. (For example, only about 1,200 dinosaur skeletons have been 
found.)  95% of the mammal fossils were deposited during the Ice Age. 

 The fossil record is best understood as the result of a marine cataclysm that utterly annihilated 

the continents and land dwellers (Genesis 7:18-24; 2 Peter 3:6). 
 

 

Understanding the consequences of a worldwide flood is very significant because it can 

explain why the fossil record is layered in the order that it is.  To illustrate this, imagine 

what would happen if there was a cataclysmic event today just like the one described in 

Genesis:  For weeks on end, water pours down from the skies and erupts from the earth‘s 

crust all over the world.  After everything settled, what would we probably find? 
 

 Most marine creatures would suffocate or be buried first at the lowest layer, since that‘s 

where they live. 

 Amphibians and reptiles would be buried next, since their natural habitat is often around water. 

 Land animals would drown and become buried next, but according to their mobility (that is, their 

ability to move or get away from the rising waters). 

 Finally, because human beings would run, swim, and climb in the attempt to escape the waters, 

they would eventually be buried last, but would leave few remains due to decay. 
 

While this is only a simple treatment of such an event, can you see how the Genesis 

Flood can help explain what we find in the fossil record?  Evolutionists look at the geologic 

layers as the order of evolutionary development (i.e., ―early life‖ is found first and is the 

oldest, followed by the next group of species to evolve, etc.).  But the Bible‘s account of 

the Flood not only gives us a plausible explanation for the cause of all the fossils, but it 
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A   M O D E R N   C A T A C L Y S M 
 

    The eruption of Mt. St. Helens in Washington State on May 18, 1980 
demonstrated how a single event could produce what normal conditions may take 
hundreds of years to form.  The combination of volcanic ash, magma and steam, 
and the flooding of nearby Spirit Lake resulted in catastrophic conditions that had 
some very interesting results: 
 

 Rapidly formed stratification 

- In less than one day a layer 25 feet thick was deposited. 

- Overall, up to 600 feet thickness of strata was formed with layering that was strikingly 
similar to that of the Grand Canyon. 

 

 Rapid erosion 

- One mudflow eroded a canyon system up to 140 feet. 
 

 Upright deposited logs 

- Trees sunk to the bottom of Spirit Lake and were buried in an upright position in 

different layers of sediment.   

- If observed now, it would appear that these were ancient forests which once grew in 
this area at different time periods, much like the petrified ―forests‖ at Yellowstone 

National Park. 

also accounts for the missing links in the fossil record.  In other words, we have fossils 

buried in layers of sediment because of a hydraulic cataclysmic event, and we have fossil 

gaps between species because they were created distinct and also buried according to 

their location and mobility. 
 

In addition to the facts we have already observed, there are further evidences of this 

biblical event.  First, there are worldwide traditions of a universal flood (see APPENDIX C).  

Second, there are marine fossils on mountaintops all over the world, such as the Himalayas 

(20,000 ft) and Mt. Ararat (17,000 ft).  Finally, there are several instances where fossil 

deposits are found environmentally mixed and not in clear cut layers as is commonly 

portrayed.  That is, animals and plants from widely different environmental zones are 

found buried together in one rock stratum, such as tropical animals buried with temperate 

and arctic animals.  These are all what we would expect to find if such a cataclysmic event 

actually took place. 
 

DIG DEEPER 

Read Psalm 104:6-9, which most commentators agree is a reference to Noah‘s Flood.  

What does this passage indicate happened to all the water that was involved? 

_________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 
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WHERE DID ALL THE WATER COME FROM AND WHERE DID IT GO? 
Before we conclude our brief study of this important biblical event, we want to address 

a common question that comes up whenever a discussion of the Flood takes place.  Where 

did the water come from and where did it go?  The idea of water covering the entire earth 

seems impossible.  Because Tim LaHaye and John Morris give such a thorough explanation, 

we will present their description in its entirety: 
 

It may initially surprise the reader that plenty of water for such a flood exists on the earth‘s 

surface today.  It has been calculated in recent years, due to vastly increased knowledge concerning 

the earth‘s surface, that if all of the globe were smoothed out into a perfect sphere (no mountains, 

no ocean basins), that the waters would cover the land to a depth of one and one-half miles.  As it 

is, water covers approximately two-thirds of the surface of the earth, and the average elevation of 

the land is approximately at 7,800 feet below sea level.  Make no mistake, there is 

plenty of water. 

The account in Genesis speaks of the ―waters above the firmament,‖ 

indicating that vast amounts of invisible water vapor were stored in the 

atmosphere.  At the time of the Flood, torrential rains fell for forty days as 

the canopy of water vapor condensed and collapsed. 

Another source of water is mentioned in Genesis 7:11 when ―the 

fountains of the great deep‖ broke up, spewing untold amounts of primary water onto 

the surface of the earth.  Volcanism also occurred on an unprecedented scale, another source of 

primary water.  The cumulative effect of all of this activity was that even the highest mountains 

were covered with water. 

On the 150th day, the waters began to abate.  Realistic assumptions show that the waters 

receded at an average rate of fifteen to twenty feet per day.  But where did the waters go? 

Obviously the waters are now in the ocean basins.  We can conclude then, that during the later 

stages of the Flood, the ocean basins were forming, widening and growing deeper as the ocean 

floors dropped.  The waters rushed into these newly formed basins, and the land reappeared. 

The new continents were greatly different from the old ones.  A year of violent geologic 

upheavals, volcanism, earthquakes, tidal waves, erosion, and deposition had left its mark.  As the 

water washed off, it gouged out river systems, valleys, and canyons, leaving scars everywhere. 

Finally, 371 days after entering the Ark, Noah and his family and the animals disembarked to 

begin their new life on the vastly changed earth. 

The first thing Noah did was to build an altar and give thanks to God for His merciful 

protection during the year of the Flood.  God made a promise to Noah, vowing never again to 

destroy the earth and mankind with such a Flood.  As a token of the promise, God pointed out the 

rainbow arching over the plain below Mt. Ararat. 

The rainbow was a completely new experience to Noah.  It had not been seen before.  Such a 

refraction and separation of the visible light spectrum is due to the sun‘s rays striking water 

droplets in the sky.  Before the Flood, the sky had been filled with water vapor, an invisible gas 

which cannot so separate the light.  But after the Flood, as today, clouds of minute water droplets 

are capable of producing the beautiful rainbow.  No doubt, the patriarch Noah welcomed the sight 

of the rainbow whenever he saw it from then on.131   

CONCLUSION 
We have seen today that Noah‘s Flood was not just a common shower, but rather was a 

cataclysmic event.  We then looked at the practical ramifications of such an event, namely 
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that it would produce layer after layer of fossil remains that would be naturally separated 

by their mobility.  While evolutionists attempt to explain the fossils as a record of the 

order in which these creatures developed over time, this neither accounts for the clear 

gaps which are present, nor for the instances where the layers are environmentally mixed.  

A much more plausible account that best explains the evidence at hand is viewing the 

geologic layer in light of a catastrophic event like the Flood. 

 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson. 

 

 What have you learned in today‘s lesson that has helped you to better understand 

the Flood and the fossils? _________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
 

 In today‘s lesson we mentioned Jesus‘ reference to the Flood.  Read Matthew 

24:36-44.  How did Christ use Noah‘s Flood to illustrate His point? __________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________  

 

DAY FIVE SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. If the Flood really was as cataclysmic as the Bible describes, it 
provides a logical explanation for the fossil record we now 
have. 

 

2. The fossils clearly indicate the sudden burial of creatures all 
over the world, rather than gradual evolution. 

 

3. Therefore, we have fossils buried in layers of sediment 
because of a hydraulic cataclysmic event, and we have fossil 
gaps between species because they were created distinct and 
also buried according to their location and mobility. 

 
 

FOR FURTHER READING 
For a list of worldwide traditions of a Flood, refer to Appendix C.  For an 
explanation of how all of the animals could have fit on board the ark, see 
Appendix D.  For a creationist perspective on the Ice Age, see Appendix E. 

 



 142 



 143 

       DAYS  AND  DINOSAURS 
 

 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCIENCE AND SCRIPTURE  

As we begin to draw our study to a close, we want to 

spend today‘s lesson discussing two common and related 

questions – how long were the days in Genesis and where do 

dinosaurs fit into the creation story?  Essentially, a 

person‘s answer to this depends on whether he holds to 

young-earth creationism or progressive creationism.  The 

purpose of today‘s lesson is to deal briefly with these views and learn to think a little more 

clearly about the issue at hand.   

To begin, let‘s look at two methods of interpretation in relation to science and 

Scripture.  How you go about filtering what science tells you and what the Bible tells you 

greatly affects what your beliefs are.  The two methods of interpretation are. . . 
 

1.  INTERPRET SCRIPTURE THROUGH THE LENS OF SCIENCE 
 This view holds that Scripture is correct on spiritual matters, but not scientific ones.   

 Therefore, when science and Scripture disagree, the decision must go to science and 

Christians should bend Scripture to fit with science. 

 For example, the sun standing still in Joshua 10 couldn‘t have happened because, scientifically, 

if the earth stopped rotating everything would fly off into space. 

 Problems:  First of all, science is an ever-changing field, forming an unstable basis for one‘s 

theology.  Second, scientists are human and therefore fallible, making it always possible that 

their findings are influenced by their worldview.  Third, God‘s General Revelation discovered 

in nature through science is just that ... general!  This means our final authority for truth and 

reality must come from Special Revelation.  Finally, holding the authority of science over the 

authority of Scripture often leads to many biblical events being watered down to fit current 

thinking (i.e., a non-literal serpent in a figurative Garden of Eden, Christ was only resurrected 

in our hearts, etc.).   
 

2.  INTERPRET SCIENCE THROUGH THE LENS OF SCRIPTURE 
 This view holds that Scripture is correct on all matters. Therefore, if science and Scripture 

disagree, the scientists just don‘t have all the facts yet. 

 In the case of miracles, God can supercede the laws of science because He is above these 

laws and because science is only one way to discover and know truth. 

 It is important to keep in mind, however, that science is not an 

enemy to biblical Christianity, as if one must choose between man‘s 

limited view of reality and God‘s revelation.  Indeed, science is 

what helps point to God through General Revelation, and we have 

seen how modern discoveries support a Designer.  It is only when men 

distort or misinterpret the facts, or simply cling to naturalistic 

assumptions that we must reject what current science tells us is true 

and real. 
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How long do you believe the ―days‖ in Genesis 1 and 2 were?  In other words, were they 

literal days, or long, unspecified periods of time?  Why or why not? ___________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

THE AGE OF THE EARTH 
As with any controversial issue, there are varying degrees of viewpoints as to how old 

the earth is, with a large amount of literature on each side.  For today‘s lesson, however, 

we will focus only on the two most common views:   
- The young earth view – the event of creation consisted of six twenty-four hour days;  the 

earth is only thousands of years old; all death (including animals) came into the world due to 

the Fall of man.  

- The progressive creation view – the material universe and all life forms were assembled in a 

progressive series of stages, each stage separated by a long period of time; the earth is 

millions of years old. 
   

The progressive creation position generally assumes that the geologic record is a true 

picture of the order in which life was created and lived on earth, and that the millions-of-

years scenario given by science is correct.  Thus by the time we reach Adam and Eve, plant 

and animal life had already lived and died over long periods of time, with fossils already 

buried under the earth.  Progressive creationists further argue that. . . 
 

 Speed of light measurements and the distance of stars indicate an ancient universe. 

 The Hebrew word for ―day‖ (yom) can sometimes have a non-literal meaning, such as a significant 

time in the future (―the day of the Lord‖ in Joel 2:31).  Psalm 90:4 and 2 Peter 3:8 also point out 

that with God a day ―is like a thousand years.‖ 

 Genesis 1:12 says that on the third day the land produced vegetation, indicating growth from seed 

to maturity, which takes longer than a literal day. 

 There is far too much activity taking place on day six of creation to fit into a twenty-four-hour 

period:  all the land animals were created, man was created, all animals and birds were brought to 

Adam for him to name, God promises a helpmeet for Adam, Adam searches in vain for a helpmeet 

among the animals, God puts Adam into a deep sleep and forms Eve from Adam‘s rib, Eve is brought 

to Adam who indicates he had been searching a while for a suitable helper (Genesis 2:23 – literally 

―now at last….‖). 

 The fact that many animals are specifically designed to prey upon other animals indicates that 

animal death was part of God‘s plan from the beginning. 
  

Despite the above points, young earth creationists hold that each day of creation was a 

literal twenty-four-hour period of time.  Norman Geisler summarizes the following 

arguments given for this position:132 
 

 The normal meaning of yom.  The usual meaning of the Hebrew word yom (―day‖) is twenty-four 

hours unless the context indicates otherwise.  But the context does not indicate anything but a 

twenty-four hour day in Genesis 1. 

 The numbers are in series.  When numbers are used in a series (1, 2, 3…) in connection with days it 

refers to twenty-four-hour days.   There is no exception to this elsewhere in the Old Testament. 
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 ―Evening and morning‖ is used.  The phrase ―and there was evening and there was morning‖ denotes 

each period.  Since the literal twenty-four-hour day on the Jewish Calendar began at sunset and 

ended before sunset the next day, Genesis 1 must refer to literal days. 

 The days are compared to a work week.  According to the Law of Moses (Exod. 20:11) the Jewish 

work week of Sunday through Friday was to be followed by rest on Saturday, just as God had done 

in his six-day week of creation.  But we know that the Jewish work week refers to six, successive, 

twenty-four-hour days. 
 

Dr. John Morris of the Institute for Creation Research (ICR) further expounds on the 
biblical usage of the word “day” (yom) as follows. . .133 

 Occurring 2291 times in the Old Testament, it almost always means a literal day. 

 When used in the plural form yamim (845 times), it always refers to a literal day. 

 When modified by numeral or ordinal in historical narrative (359 times in the Old 

Testament outside of Genesis 1), it always means a literal day. 

 When modified by “evening and/or morning” (38 times outside of Genesis 1), it always 

means a literal day. 
 

 Life cannot exist without light.  According to Genesis 1, the sun and the stars were not made until 

the fourth day (1:14), but there was life on the third day (1:11-13).  However, life cannot exist for 

long without light.  Hence, the days must not be long periods of time. 

 Plants cannot live without animals.  Plants were created on the third day (1:11-13) and animals were 

not created until the fifth day (1:20-23).  But there is a symbiotic relation between plants and 

animals, one depending on the other for its life.  For example, plants give off oxygen and take in 

carbon dioxide and animals do the reverse.  Hence, plants and animals must have been created 

together, not separated by long periods of time. 
 

In addition, ―young earthers‖ have pointed out that progressive creationists ignore 

certain clear teachings of Scripture.  Consider these questions: 
 

1. If death is an enemy (1 Cor 15:54, Heb 2:14, Rev 20:14), was God‘s original creation a perfect 

world free from death?  That is, was it a paradise or a world filled with violence, suffering, 

decay and death?  Was Eden on top of a graveyard of dead animals? 

2. Why does Genesis 1:29,30 teach that man and animals were originally vegetarian?  Man was not 

even given permission to eat animals until after the Flood (Gen 9:2-3), almost two thousand 

years later.  It was also then that God put the fear of man into animals. 

3. If animals killing animals was a part of God‘s ―good‖ creation and order, why does Isaiah 11:6-9 

describe a blessed time in the future when there will be no more of this? 

4. If death and decay were included in God‘s plan, why is the earth looking forward to one day 

being liberated from it‘s bondage to decay (Romans 8:20-22), which was brought about by 

Adam‘s sin?  Why does God need to restore everything one day (Acts 3:21) if it is essentially 

the same now as before Adam? 

5. If part of God‘s curse on the earth due to man‘s sin is that it would begin to produce thorns and 

thistles (Gen 3:18), why are there fossils of these things deep in the earth‘s layers before man, 

if the progressive creationist view of geology is correct? 

6. If death was already in the world, would Adam actually have lived forever if he had not eaten of 

the fruit (Genesis 2:17), even while all life around him continued to die? 
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DIG DEEPER 

Summarize Romans 5:12-17 in your own words: 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

WHAT ABOUT MODERN DATING METHODS? 
First of all, practically all dating methods (radioactive, uranium/lead, carbon-14, etc.) 

are unreliable because the rate of decay is never constant and is affected by 

environmental influences.  Second, because there is such a wide range of dates given from 

an organism, geologists are often guilty of choosing only those dates which support their 

preconceived view, which is not pure science.  Finally, evolutionists often argue in a circle 

in their dating methods:  they‘ll use the age of the rocks a fossil is found in to date that 

fossil, while having already used fossils from the same geologic layer to date the rocks 

found there. 
 

WHERE DID ALL THE RACES COME FROM? 
 

According to Genesis 11, the post-Flood civilization attempted to unify and make a name 
for themselves by building a tower that “reaches to the heavens.”  This resulted in God‟s 
miraculous confusion of languages and therefore the dispersion of the people from Babel 
into distinct tribes and nations.  After this, tribal intermarrying made it possible for distinctive 
physiological characteristics (i.e., dominant and recessive traits) to become fixed genetically 
(keep in mind that there is only one skin color, melanin, and some people simply have more 
of it than others, depending on their genetic makeup).  Therefore, the significance of the 
Tower of Babel is that it best explains the origin of both languages and races.   

It is interesting to observe that there is no evidence for the naturalistic evolution of 
human language.  Even primitive tribal languages are extremely complex and are far 
removed from the chattering of the most advanced apes.  Linguists who study the origin of 
language hypothesize that man‟s language can be traced back to five main languages in the 
Fertile Crescent about 15,000 years ago.  For a more detailed explanation of the issue of 
races, see The Answers Book  by Ken Ham, Jonathan Sarfati and Carl Wieland. 

 

WHAT ABOUT DINOSAURS? 
It is interesting to observe how dinosaurs are so linked with the theory of evolution.  

Many Christians, in fact, do not know where dinosaurs fit in with the stories of creation 

and the Flood, or the Bible in general.  As you may have already guessed, a Christian‘s 

perspective on dinosaurs is directly linked to their view of how old the earth is.  Either 

dinosaurs lived millions of years before man, or they were created on day six along with 

man (with the exception of the sea and air creatures being created day 5).  Regardless of 

how old the earth is, however, dinosaurs are an exciting topic of study.   The following are 

common questions regarding dinosaurs, answered from a young earth position:  
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ARE DINOSAURS IN THE BIBLE? 
      Because the term dinosaur (―terrible lizard‖) was not coined until 1841 by Sir Richard 

Owen, it is not found in Scripture.  However, consider the following: 

 Genesis 1:21 - The word used here for the ―great creatures 

of the sea‖ (tanniym) is the Hebrew word for dragon. 

 Job 40:15-24 (Behemoth) - This was a very large, grass-

eating creature, with strong bones and muscles, and a tail like 

a cedar tree.  He dwelled in the marsh or swampy areas, was 

so large that a raging river would not harm him, and he could 

not be captured (an Apatosaurus or Brachiosaurus perhaps?). 

 Job 41:1-34 (Leviathan) - This was a marine creature that 

spent some time on land, and who was incredibly fierce, strong, and unstoppable. He 

had large teeth, scales, the ability to breath out something like fire, and nothing on 

earth was equal to him (although this idea of breathing fire sounds far-fetched, the 

bombardier beetle of today can shoot  out a chemical vapor of 212o from its tail!). 
 

COULD DINOSAURS HAVE FIT ON BOARD NOAH‟S ARK? 
      Keep in mind that the purpose of the Ark was preservation.  God would have directed 

the younger (and therefore smaller and healthier) dinosaurs on board in order to survive 

the long voyage.   Furthermore, not all dinosaurs were large (Compsognathus was the size 

of a chicken), and the Ark had more than enough room to accommodate them (see 

APPENDIX D). 
 

HOW LONG AGO DID DINOSAURS LIVE? 
      Scripture tells us that by day six God had created all creatures.  This should mean 

that dinosaurs co-existed with man.  Is there evidence to support this?   
 In addition to the account of Job, there are stories from every part of the globe of creatures 

that seem to fit the description of dinosaurs, ranging from the dragons of the Far East and 

Anglo-Saxon literature, to the Native American ―thunderbird.‖   

 There are cave drawings of dinosaur-looking animals on every continent, from the Grand Canyon 

to New Zealand.   

 The 14th century zoological book Scientific Animonium listed a dragon as a living animal. 

 The pygmies of northern Congo have traditions that speak of Mokele Mbembe, a creature 

claimed to have been sighted in the dense African jungles for many generations.  Their 

descriptions closely match that of an Apatosaurus. 
 Finally, there is physical evidence that suggests dinosaurs did not die out as long ago as once 

thought.  For example, ―fresh‖ (unfossilized) dinosaur bones were found in Alaska in 1961, and 

included the bones of duckbilled, horned and carnivorous dinosaurs.  There are also problems 

with dating methods since sedimentary rock, where dinosaurs are usually found, cannot be dated 

by isotopic dating.  Instead, fossils are usually dated according to the geologic layer they are 

found in, which in turn is typically based on the type of fossils that are in that layer.  As already 

mentioned, this is circular reasoning. 
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WHAT HAPPENED TO THE DINOSAURS? 
      While there are several ideas of what caused dinosaurs to die out, the fossils do give us some 

important information.  Dinosaur fossils are most commonly found in positions that indicate a 

catastrophic and violent burial, rather than death from natural causes.  For example, in the Gobi 

Desert of Mongolia, paleontologists have recently concluded that the hundreds of well preserved 

dinosaur and mammalian fossils that have been unearthed there were rapidly buried by sudden 

avalanches of water-soaked sand.  They have also concluded that the now dry and arid Gobi Desert 

was once a moist, vegetated land.134  These conclusions support a Flood model (see APPENDIX E), 

which predicts the overall global climate before the Flood being warmer and 

containing lush vegetation due to the sun‘s ultraviolet rays being blocked out 

by a water vapor canopy.  This era was then followed by a cataclysmic event 

that rapidly buried the dinosaurs and all other creatures not on board the Ark.  

After the Flood, the climate would have been very different (i.e., new 

temperature extremes) and those dinosaurs that came off the Ark simply may 

not have been able to adapt, and thus became extinct.  
 

CONCLUSION 
Today‘s study has served to merely scratch the surface of these interesting topics we 

have covered.  Much has been written on these issues and the reader is encouraged to 

explore more Christian research being done today that supports the creationist point of 

view.  Overall, it is important to keep in mind that, regardless of one‘s view of the age of 

the earth, Christians are commanded to work together in harmony (Colossians 3:12-17) and 

must be united in their opposition to atheistic evolution and those who would attack the 

authority of God‘s Word.   
 

WRAP UP 
 Review today‘s lesson.   

 What was the most significant thing you learned today and why? ____________ 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 Read Matthew 19:3-6.  Does Jesus‘ response shed any light as to how close 

Adam and Eve lived to the beginning of the universe? _____________________ 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 Referring back to the Fossil Fallacy, how would you respond to someone who 

claimed that dinosaurs support the theory of evolution? 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

 Read Ephesians 4:29-32.  How does this relate to how Christians are to relate to 

one another on debatable issues? ____________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
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DAY SIX SUMMARY POINTS: 
 

1. How you filter what science tells you and what the Bible tells 
you greatly affects what you believe. 

 

2. The two most common creationist views as to the age of the 
earth are:   

 The young earth view – the event of creation consisted of 
six twenty-four hour days;  the earth is only thousands of 
years old; all death (including animals) came into the world 
due to the Fall of man.  

 The progressive creation view – the material universe and 
all life forms were assembled in a progressive series of 
stages, each stage separated by a long period of time; the 
earth is millions of years old. 

 

3. The book of Job contains interesting descriptions of creatures 
which may, in fact, be dinosaurs. 

 

4. Dinosaur fossils are most commonly found in positions that 
indicate a catastrophic and violent burial, rather than death 
from natural causes, thus supporting the Bible’s teaching of a 
worldwide flood. 

 

 

 
FOR FURTHER STUDY: 

 Dr. Russell Humpreys’ book Starlight and Time (Master Books) 
offers a young-earth explanation as to the age of the universe. 

 The book Dinosaurs and Creation: Questions and Answers by 
Donald B. DeYoung (Baker Books) is a helpful guide to the 
topic of dinosaurs. 

 Both the Institute for Creation Research (ICR) and Answers in 
Genesis (AIG) have a large amount of literature and videos 
dedicated to the topic of dinosaurs. 
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         R E V I E W 
 

 

The purpose of today‘s session is to review and reinforce some of the main points 

we have covered during Study #5.  After thoroughly reviewing all of your previous 

lessons, read each question and write out your answer (without notes, if possible). 
  

1. Explain the A + B = C Principle: __________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Define humanism and state its four pillars: _______________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. What is the difference between microevolution and macroevolution and 

why does it matter? ____________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Explain the Animation Complication: ____________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Match the statements on the left with the type of bad argument it typifies: 

 “You creationists don‟t accept the fact that evolution has been 
observed to occur time and time again in nature.” 

 “All educated people accept that evolution is true.” 

 “You don‟t have a degree in paleontology so what you have to 
say about the fossil record can‟t be true.” 

 “How do we know who will survive in the animal kingdom?  The 
fittest always will.  And how can we recognize who the fittest 
are?  They are those who survive to leave the most offspring.” 

 “Evolution is a proven fact.  The religious right, however, want to 
invade our public classrooms and impose their dogma of 
creationism on our children instead of keeping it in the church 
where it belongs!” 

 

6. What is the difference between blind faith and biblical faith? ______________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. Briefly explain why evolution is FLAWED: ________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

A. Ad Hominem 
 

B. Red Herring 
 

C. Straw Man 
 

D. Ad Populum  
 

E. Circular 
Reasoning 
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8. Define punctuated equilibria and state its three major problems: ___________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

9. Define and describe the Beach Ball Principle, giving as much Scriptural 

support as possible: ____________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Fill in the diagram below that demonstrates how God has revealed Himself to 
man: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

GENUINE QUESTIONING 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

REVELATION 

 

 REVELATION 
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11. How does the Anthropic Principle support the existence of God? 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

12. Fill in the diagram below that illustrates the Cosmological Argument: 

          UUNNIIVVEERRSSEE  
  

        __________________________                      ____________________________  

  

      ____________________________    ____________________________  

  
                                        ____________________            ____________________ 

 

13. How do the first two laws of thermodynamics line up with creation? _____ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

14. How does the biblical event of a worldwide flood explain the existence of 

fossils and the order of buried animals we find in the geological record?  

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

15. Summarize the two views of the age of the earth: _______________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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16. How would you respond to the following statements? 

―We evolutionists believe life began millions of years ago and evolved into higher, 

more complex species.  This has been proven scientifically and even observed.  

Darwin gave us plenty of examples.  As a practical person, I respect this because of 

the clear evidence, as opposed to some invisible God that just said the magic words 

and poof! - the universe appears.  Why shouldn‘t I see your view as just a fairy tale?  

And who created God anyway?‖ 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX A 

WHY CHRISTIANITY? 
  

1. It can be demonstrated through reason, design in nature, 

intuition, revelation and personal testimony that God exists. 

 

2. The Bible documents are reliable historically and 

archaeologically.  

 

3. Fulfilled prophecy has shown that the Bible is supernatural in 

origin.  

 

4. Through fulfilled prophecy and miracles, Jesus Christ 

demonstrated that He was God in the flesh.  

 

5. The sign of authenticity of Christ’s identity was given through 

His physical resurrection from the dead.  

 

6. Jesus—God in the flesh—affirmed that the Bible is the Word of 

God and made exclusive claims about the way to heaven. 

 

7. Therefore, Christianity is true (i.e., it’s religious and moral 

truth-claims are correct). 

 

8. Therefore, whatever is opposed to biblical truth is false (i.e., 

secular and other religious claims are false).  
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONS THAT COULD BE USED TO CRITICALLY  
EXAMINE AND EVALUATE EVOLUTIONARY THEORY 

By David Buckna and Denis Laidlaw 
 

*The following questions would make good classroom discussions, initiated  
  by either teacher or student, or good student research assignments. 

1. Microsoft programmers utilized complex codes to create the Windows 95 software.  The genetic 
code, which is more sophisticated, controls the physical processes of life and is accompanied by 
elaborate transmission and duplication systems.  How does evolution, using natural processes 
and chance, solve the problem of complex information sequencing without intelligence? 

2. Evolutionists believe the Cambrian explosion of new life began about 525-550 million years ago.  
Stephen Jay Gould writes: “. . . an elegant study, published in 1993, clearly restricts this period of 
phyletic flowering to a mere five million years.” (Scientific American, October 1994, p. 89)  What 
is the approximate number of beneficial mutations which must have occurred per year during 
this 5-million-year period, given that billions x billions of information bits would have to be 
encoded?  What percentage of mutations in multicellular organisms have been recognized as 
beneficial?  List any you find. 

3. Within the field of biogenesis studies, there are a number of models which posit that the early, 
prebiotic earth must have had a reducing atmosphere (without oxygen or ozone).  How could 
life begin to evolve without ozone to protect the earliest life forms from harmful UV radiation? 

4. Both “left-handed” and “right-handed” amino acids occur naturally.  Life forms contain proteins 
consisting principally of “left-handed” amino acids.  Assuming a simple protein molecule of 172 
amino acids, what is the mathematical probability that all 172 amino acids would be “left-
handed”? 

5. Megatons of amino acids would be required to reach the necessary concentrations for protein 
synthesis in a vast primordial ocean.  Puddles and ponds have a limited duration.  Does evolution 
address this problem? 

6. Molecular biologist Michael Denton (Senior Research Fellow, University of Otago in New 
Zealand) in his book, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, states there is not a trace of evidence on the 
molecular level for the traditional evolutionary series.  Other molecular biologists agree/disagree 
with his conclusion.  Why? 

7. How does evolution explain the emergence and development of sexual reproduction given that 
both male and female physiology would have to mutate simultaneously? 

8. True or False?  Life appears abruptly and in complex forms in the fossil record and gaps appear 
systematically between various living kinds. 

9. Document from the fossil  record the transitional forms leading up to the first fish, from their 
assumed invertebrate ancestors. 

10. Jellyfish consist entirely of soft body tissues.  How do evolutionists explain the existence of 
jellyfish fossils, in view of their argument that soft body tissues of missing intermediate forms did 
not fossilize? 

11. The coelacanth fish was thought to be extinct for 70 million years, until one was caught off the 
coast of Madagascar in 1938.  How do evolutionary biologists evaluate the discovery? 

12. Describe one undisputed example of a creature that was transitional between fish and 
amphibian. 
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13. There are a number of evolutionary enigmas, such as eyes, bat radar, and pterodactyl wings.  In 
each case, all the component parts would have to evolve simultaneously in order to function 
properly.  Discuss three other structures which defy evolutionary explanation. 

14. Describe one insect that was transitional between a non-flying insect and a flying insect. 

15. During the Industrial Revolution, dark-colored peppered moths appeared in large numbers 
during environmental changes.  Did a new species emerge, or did it already preexist?  Is this 
macroevolution? 

16. “Bird-like” dinosaurs such as Struthiomimus were “lizard-hipped,” while dinosaurs such as the 
low-slung, four-legged Ankylosaurus were “bird-hipped.”  How do paleontologists who believe 
dinosaurs evolved into birds, account for these characteristics? 

17. Is it possible to document from the fossil record the series of transitional forms that led up to any 
dinosaur species? 

18. (a) Were the feathers of Archaeopteryx identical to modern flying birds?  (b) Are there any 
undisputed true birds in the fossil record that had teeth?  (c) Archaeopteryx had claws on its 
wings.  Name three modern birds that have claws on their wings (either in the juvenile stage or 
as an adult). 

19. Evolution teaches that mammals evolved from reptiles.  All mammals have three bones in the ear 
(and the Organ of Corti) and a single bone on each side of the lower jaw.  All reptiles have a 
single bone in the ear and on average six bones on each side of the lower jaw.  Speculate how 
intermediate forms could have managed to hear and chew, while the necessary restructuring 
was taking place and the Organ of Corti was being developed? 

20. Has any creature been identified as a direct ancestor of primates?  Has any creature been 
identified as the common ancestor of man and apes?  Explain your answers. 

21. Evolutionist Dr. Charles Oxnard (Professor of Anatomy and Human Biology, University of 
Western Australia) completed the most sophisticated computer analysis of australopithecine 
fossils ever undertaken, and concluded that they have nothing to do with the ancestry of man 
whatsoever and are simply an extinct form of ape (see Oxnard‟s The Order of Man, Yale 
University Press, 1984).  How have paleontologists responded to his conclusions? 

22. Stern and Susman write in the American Journal of Physical Anthropology 60:279-313 (1983) 
that the hands and feet of Australopithecus afarensis are not at all like human hands and feet;  
rather, they have the long, curved fingers and toes typical of arboreal primates.  How, then, do 
some insist that the footprints Mary Leakey uncovered in strata (dated at 3.5 million years old) in 
Laetoli were made by Australopithecus afarensis, though these prints are indistinguishable from 
modern man? (Tuttle, Natural History, 64) 

23. Nebraska Man (based solely on a fossil tooth) became a significant image in America during the 
time of the Scopes trial (1925);  later, scientists discovered the tooth came from a pig.  A report in 
Nature (August 17, 1995) states that analysis of an incomplete shin bone from a creature 
dubbed Australopithecus anamensis suggests it walked upright “between 3.9 and 4.2 million 
years.”  How should we treat discoveries which have not yet faced the rigors of scientific 
validation? 

24. In 1982, Dr. Lyall Watson stated:  “The fossils that decorate our family tree are so scarce that 
there are still more scientists than specimens.  The remarkable fact is that all the physical 
evidence we have for human evolution can still be placed, with room to spare, inside a single 
coffin!” (Science Digest, vol. 90, May ‟82, p. 44.)  Is Watson‟s statement still valid today? 

25. If coal formation was a slow, vertical accumulation of sediments over vast ages (a) why are fossil 
trees sometimes found upside down in coal seams?  (b) why are marine fossils such as 
tubeworms, sponges, and corals often found in coal beds? 
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26. Oil and gas, trapped within permeable sedimentary rock, remains at high pressure.  If trapped for 
millions of years, why wouldn‟t these pressures have dissipated? 

27. Does the retrograde motion of Venus, Uranus, and Pluto support or contradict the theory of 
solar system formation? 

28. On March 25, 1996, Comet Hyakutake (classified as a short-period comet) made its closest swing 
by Earth, at a distance of about nine million miles.  According to English astronomer Raymond A. 
Lyttleton and others, what‟s the maximum lifetime for a short-period comet? 

29. The Oort Cloud was first theorized by Dutch astronomer Jan Oort in 1950 to account for the 
existence of long-period comets.  Since 1950, has any portion of the postulated Oort Cloud ever 
been discovered? 

30. Are new stars forming today? Are new planets which circle faraway stars beyond the solar 
system actually being discovered? 

31. If the universe is billions of years old, orbital mechanics require that spiral galaxies and galaxy 
clusters should have blurred or spun apart long ago.  How do Big Bang advocates explain their 
present shape?  Is there any direct evidence for the “missing mass” of the universe (Cold Dark 
Matter)? 

32. In his book, Darwin‟s Black Box:  The Biochemical Challenge to Evolution, Dr. Michael Behe 
defines an “irreducibly complex” system as a single system composed of several interacting parts 
that contribute to the basic function, and where removal of any one part causes the system to 
effectively cease functioning.  Give an example of a system (living or non-living) that could be 
considered “irreducibly complex,” and explain why. 

33. In his 1981 address to the geology staff at the Field Museum of Natural History in Chicago, Dr. 
Colin Patterson (Senior Paleontologist, British Museum of Natural History) asked:  “Can you tell 
me anything you KNOW about evolution?  Any one thing?  Any one thing that is true?”  The 
answer he got was silence.  Can you state any one thing about evolution you know to be true? 

These questions are taken directly from Impact # 282 of the Institute for Creation 
Research by David Buckna and Denis Laidlaw (December 1996) 
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APPENDIX C 

WORLDWIDE TRADITIONS OF A FLOOD 
by Tim LaHaye and John Morris 

 
 

Below is a list of Flood Traditions, grouped by global distribution in continents or area: 
 

MIDDLE EAST AND AFRICA 
Africa (Central), Babylon, Bapedi Tribe (S. Africa), Chaldea, Egypt (Pharaoic), Egypt (Priestly), Hottentots, 
Jumala Tribe, Lower Congo, Masai Tribe, Otshi Tribe (Kabinda), Persia (Ahriman), Persia (Bundehesch), 
Persia (Testrya), Persia (Yima), Persia (Zala-Cupha), Syria 
 

PACIFIC ISLANDS 
Alamblack Tribe (New Guinea), Alfoors of Ceram, Ami, Andaman Islands, Australia, Bunva, Dutch New 
Guinea (Mombrano River), East Indian Island, Engano, Falwol Tribe (New Guinea), Fiji, Fiji, (Rokora), Flores 

Island, Formosa Tribesmen, Hawaii (Mauna-Ka) Tribesmen, Hawaii (Nu-U), Kabidi Tribe (New Guinea), 
Kurnai Tribe (Australia), Leeward Islands, Maoris (New Zealand), Melanesia, Nais, New Britain, Otheite 
Island, Ot-Danoms, Polynesia, Queensland, Rotti Tribe, Samoa, Samo-Kubo Tribe (New Guinea), Sea Dyaks 
(Borneo), Sea Dyaks (Trout), Sea Kyaks (Sarawak), Sumatra, Tahiti, Toradjas, Valman Tribe (New Guinea) 
 

FAR EAST 
Anals (Assam), Bahnara (China), Bengal Kolhs, Benua-Jakun (Malasia), Bhagavata-Purana, China (Fo-hi), 
China (Joa), China (Tao-tse), Cingpaws (Upper Burma), India (Rama), Kamars (C. India), Kamchadales 
(India), Karens (Burma), Lolos (S. China), Mahabharata, Matsya-Purana, Menangkabans (Sumatra), 
Satapatha Brahmana, Singphos (Burma), Sudan, Tartary Mongols 
 

EUROPE & ASIA 
Celts, Druids, Finland, Iceland, Kelts, Lapland, Lithuania, Norway, Rumania, Russia, Siberia, Transylvania, 
Wales 
 

HELLENIC 
Apamea (Cibotos), Apollodorus, Aristotle, Athenian, Cos (Merops), Crete, Diodorus, Hellenucus, Lucian, 
Megaros, Ogyges (Boeotia), Ovid, Perirrhoos, Pindar, Plato, Plutarch, Rhodes, Samothrace, Sithnide 
Nymphs, Stephanus, Thessalonica 
 

NORTH AMERICA 
Acagchemans, Aleutian Island Indians, Algonquins (Manabozho), Appalachian Indians, Araphos, Arctic 
Eskimos, Athapascans, Blackfoot Indians, Caddoques, Central Eskimos, Cherokees, Chippewas, Crees, 
Delaware Algonquins, Dogribs, Eleuts, Eskimos (Alaska), Ekimos (Norton Sound), Esquimax, Flatheads, 
Greenland, Great Lakes Indians, Haidas, Hareskins, Huron Indians, Innuit Eskimos, Iroquois, Kathlamets, 
Knistineaux, Kolosh, Koloshes, Lake Tahoe Indians, Lenni Lenape Indians, Luisenos, Mandans, Mantagnais 
Algonquins, Menominees, Montagnais, Natchez Indians, New California Indians, Nez Perces, Ojibway, 
Pacullies, Papagos, Pimas, Potawatomi Indians, Rio Erevato Indians, Salteaux Algonquins, Sarcees, Smith 
River Indians, Spokanas, Thlinkuts, Thlinkuts (Yehl), Thompson Indians, Tinneh Indians, Twangs, Virginian 
Indians, Yakimas 
 

CENTRAL AMERICA 
Achagnas, Antilles, Aztecs, Aztecs (Coxcoxtli), Canaris, Cholulans, Cholulas, Coras (Highland), Coras 
(Lowland), Cuban Indians, Huichals, Mayas, Mexico (Coxcox), Mexico (Mexitli), Michoacans, Muratos, 
Nicaragua Indians, Panama Indians, Rio-Crevato Indians, St. Domingo Indians, Tlascalans, Toltecs 
 

SOUTH AMERICA 
Abederys, Ackawois, Araucanians, Arawaks, Brazilian Mountain Indians, Brazilian Sea Coast Indians, 
Caingangs, Carayas, Chiriguanos, Colombian Indians, Incas, Kataushys, Macusis, Maypures, Orinoco 
Indians, Pamarys, Peru (Bomara), Peru (Guancas), Peruvian Indians, Peru (Manco Capak), Rio de Janeiro 
Indians, Tamanacs, Terra-Firma Indians, Trierra del Feugo Indians   

In each of the traditions, an effort was made to answer a set of nineteen questions.  Of 
course, in some instances, sufficient data were not available to answer each.  However, the 
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percentages of positive answers out of the total answers to each question are tabulated and 
discussed.  In questions 1–8, the choice had to be made between questions 1 and 2, 3 and 
4, 5 and 6, and 7 and 8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

The remarkable similarity of all these traditions is evident.  And even their 
differences appear in a predictable pattern; predictable, that is, if you assume that all 
are descendants of Noah and migrated from the Ararat area after the Flood.  As 
might be suspected, local geography is usually specified when any is mentioned.  
The tribes “relocated” their landing place to the nearest high mountain in most 
cases, making the personal impact of the story greater.  The farther from the 
Mesopotamian area a tribe had migrated, the more incidental circumstances crept 
into the story, and the story in many cases took the viewpoint of an outside observer 
as opposed to Noah‟s seemingly confined observations.  In fact, the reference in the 
Bible to “the mountains of Ararat” is in itself important.  The Israelites had no 
personal knowledge of the land to the north of Palestine before Moses‟ death.  The 
reference to a specific mountain far from their land is quite unique.  Some of the 
legends mention a faraway mountain, but never a specific one.  Anthropologists feel 
that this testifies to the accuracy of the biblical account. 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

This excerpt taken from The Ark on Ararat, by Tim LaHaye and John Morris, pp. 233-238 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Is there a favored family?            88% 
10. Is there a remnant?           12% 
11. Is survival due to a boat?          70% 
12. Is survival due to other means?    30% 
13. Is catastrophe only a flood?          95% 
14. Is flood connected                                              

with other events?           5% 
15. Is flood due to wickedness                                       

of man?            66% 
16. Is flood due to natural causes?     34% 
17. Were animals also saved?          67% 
18. Did animals play any part?  73% 
19. Was the flood universal?  95% 

 

1. Did the survivors eventually                      
end up on a mountain?            57% 

2. Were birds sent out?      35% 
3. Was the rainbow mentioned?     7% 
4. Did survivors sacrifice,                                

etc., afterwards?        13% 
5. Were the favored ones                                 

or remnant forewarned?       66% 

6. Was the geography local                       
(Local mountain?)          82% 

7. Were specifically eight                             
persons saved?         9% 

8. Were there incidental                   
circumstances?        37% 
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APPENDIX D 
HOW COULD ALL THE ANIMALS FIT IN THE ARK? 

by Josh McDowell and Don Stewart 

 
One of the objections to the biblical account of the flood concerns Noah getting all 
the animals into the ark.  An examination of the dimensions of the ark, as given by 
the Bible, sheds considerable light on this account. 
 John Whitcomb and Henry Morris, in their book, The Genesis Flood, did an 
exceptionally thorough job of analyzing the pertinent data relating to the physical 
dimensions and carrying capacity of the ark.  They note that the ark would have 
been 437.5 feet in length, 72.92 feet in width, and 43.75 feet in height (figuring 
from 17.5 inches per cubit). 
 The ark had three decks (Genesis 6:16), so the total deck area was 
approximately 95,700 square feet, and the total volume 1,396,000 cubic feet.  The 
gross tonnage of the ark would be approximately 13,960 tons, which is comparable 
to some large, modern-day vessels. 
 The carrying capacity of the ark would, therefore, be equal to 522 standard 
railroad stock cars, each of which could carry 240 sheep.  The ark could have 
accommodated at least 125,000 sheep.  Additionally, Genesis 6:14 tells us that 
besides having three decks, nests or rooms were constructed to house the animals. 
 Whitcomb and Morris additionally determined, by examining “the best 
estimates of modern taxonomy,” that there were less than 17,600 of the currently 
known species of mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians that would have needed 
the shelter of the ark. 
 Calculating for two of each on the ark, there would need to be room for only 
35,200 animals, plus five each of clean animals (a very small number, but for the sake 
of argument, allow for half the species or 8,800 x 5 being 44,000), a total of 79,000 
animals maximum would have been on the ark. 
 Since there were probably a small number of species (or kinds) originally 
(given the facts of animal husbandry, accounting for a great deal of the diversity in 
the animal kingdom today, and given the fact that most dry land animals are smaller 
than sheep, and that it can be assumed that young and therefore smaller animals 
were taken) it is not at all inconceivable for the ark to have held sufficient number of 
animals, with room for food stores. 
 The concept of having animals on the ark that had within themselves the 
gene pools that would allow for the development of many different kinds of animals 
we have today must not be overlooked.  The animals on the ark could well have 
been literal “genetic banks” that through the years of proliferation developed the 
varieties of animals we see today, as Henry M. Morris states in his book, The Genesis 
Flood: 
 

  “. . . a hundred years of . . . study in the science of zoology has brought to 
light some interesting facts concerning the amazing potentialities for 
diversification which the Creator has placed within the Genesis kinds.  These 
“kinds” have never evolved or merged into each other by crossing over the 
divinely-established lines of demarcation;  but they have been diversified into 



 168 

so many varieties and sub-varieties (like the races and families of humanity) 
that even the greatest taxonomists have been staggered at the task of 
enumerating and classifying them. 

  “Frank Lewis Marsh . . . illustrates his conception of how some of the 
typical baramins (from bara - “created,” and min - “kind”) might have become 
diversified before and after the Flood.  He points out that over 500 varieties of 
the sweet pea have been developed from a single type since the year 1700;  
and that over 200 distinct varieties of dogs, as different from each other as the 
dachshund and the collie, have developed from a very few wild dogs.  In 
further discussing the matter, Dr. Marsh writes: 

  „In the field of zoology a very good illustration of descent with variation is 
furnished by the domestic pigeon.  The diversity in form and temperament to 
be found among strains of pigeons would appear to stagger our belief in their 
common origin if we did not know that they have all been developed from 
the wild rock pigeon of European coasts, Columbia livia.  It is extremely 
interesting to see the variations from the ancestral form which are exhibited 
in such strains as the pouter, the leghorn runt, the fantail, the tumbler, the 
owl, the turbit, the swallow, the carrier, the nun, the jacobin, and the homer.  
Different “species” names and possibly even different “genetic” names would 
certainly be assigned to some of these if it were not known that they are 
merely strains of a common stock.”  

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quoted from Answers to Tough Questions, Thomas Nelson Inc. Publishers 
(1993), pp. 89-91. 
 
Additional Reference Sources 
John Whitcomb and Henry Morris, “The Genesis Flood,”  Presbyterian Reformed, 1961 
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APPENDIX E 

T H E   I C E   A G E 
by Duane T. Gish, Ph.D. 

 

Before the time of the Flood, it is believed there was a vast amount of water 
vapor in the atmosphere (it hadn‟t rained before the Flood).  This water vapor 
was in a great canopy above the earth.  To provide enough water for rain lasting 
forty days and nights, there had to be a great deal more water vapor in the 
atmosphere at that time than today.  Today, there is only enough water vapor in 
the atmosphere for about one inch of rainfall (if it rained simultaneously all 
around the globe, the rain would last about one hour). 

The Bible says that the fountains of the great deep burst open, or were 
broken up (meaning that the crust of the earth broke up), and the windows of 
heaven (or the “floodgates of the sky”) were opened.  Probably, as a result, the 
land sank down and the ocean floors came up (perhaps even large continents 
broke up to make smaller ones!).  All of this, along with the rain, caused the 
whole earth to be flooded with water. 

Water vapor is water in the form of an invisible gas – like that which collects 
on the outside of an ice-cold glass of water or on the windowpane when you 
blow your warm breath on it.  Water vapor is transparent, not like clouds that 
you see.  With this vapor in the atmosphere to absorb and hold the heat from the 
sun, the entire earth would have been much warmer.  Because of this big 
change in atmospheric conditions at the time of the Flood, the world became 
drier and cooler.  What we call the Ice Age had begun. 

The North and South poles became lands of perpetual ice, and Greenland 
changed from a tropical paradise to a frozen wasteland.  Lands that had been 
lush and green turned into deserts.  The ocean also became cooler.   

Great glaciers during the Ice Age probably covered much of Canada, the 
northern parts of the United States, and much of northern Europe.  The North 
American glacier consisted of snow packed into ice, which slowly flowed out like 
hard taffy from a snow accumulation center in the Hudson Bay region.  These 
glaciers sculpted grooves in rock, carved great holes that became lakes, and 
deposited material into layers of the earth. 

In other parts of the world there was more rainfall than we have today.  For 
example, there is evidence of ancient streams and rivers in the Sahara Desert, 
where rain is very infrequent today. 

What caused the Ice Age?  Before the Flood, the oceans were much warmer, 
and when the “fountains of the deep” burst forth to flood the earth, the water 
that spewed forth was probably very warm.  Warm water evaporates more 
quickly.  The water vapor in the air formed a “greenhouse” canopy to keep the 
temperatures even, but when that was gone (after the Flood), the barren lands in 
the northern latitudes became colder than before.  The difference in temperature 
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between the warm ocean and cold land caused intense storm patterns, and 
especially lots of snowfall.  Volcanic eruptions caused hot debris to shield the 
earth from the sun‟s warming radiation.  This also kept much of the snow from 
melting in the summertime.  It is not known how long this Ice Age lasted after the 
Flood, but perhaps it was 500 to 1,000 years before the ice and snow melted 
enough to make the land inhabitable as it is today. 

During the Ice Age, so much water was frozen that the sea level was lowered 
600 feet.  This helped to connect the continents.  Therefore, it was not difficult for 
Noah and his family and the animals to go forth and multiply their kind to fill the 
earth, as God told them to do.  When the people built the tower of Babel and 
God confused their languages, the Bible records how different language groups 
went in different directions to start their own communities and countries. 

This sudden freezing of such a large portion of the world produced many 
fossils of land animals.  More research is being done to better understand the Ice 
Age and its effects on the earth. 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Quoted from Dinosaurs by Design by Duane T. Gish, Ph.D., p. 78 
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APPENDIX F 

APOLOGETICS RESOURCES 
 

ORGANIZATIONS 
 Christian Research Institute 

(949) 858-6100 
www.equip.org 
 

 Stand to Reason   
(800) 2REASON 
www.str.org 
 

 Institute for Creation Research (young-earth position) 
(619) 596-6011 
www.icr.org 
 

 Answers in Genesis (young-earth position) 
(800) 350-3232 
www.answersingenesis.org 

 

 Reasons to Believe (old-earth position) 
(626) 335-5282 
www.reasons.org 

 

BOOKS  
 

GENERAL APOLOGETICS 

 Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetics   by William Lane Craig 

 The Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics   by Norman Geisler 

 When Skeptics Ask   by Norman Geisler and Ron Brooks 

 Unshakable Foundations  by Norman Geisler and Peter Bocchino 

 Know Why You Believe   by Paul Little 

 Between Heaven and Hell   by Peter Kreeft 

 Handbook of Christian Apologetics   by Peter Kreeft  and  Ronald Tacelli 

 The Journey   by Peter Kreeft 

 Mere Christianity   by C. S. Lewis 

 A Ready Defense   by Josh McDowell 

 Scaling the Secular City   by J. P. Moreland 

 Choosing My Religion   by R. C. Sproul 

 Now, That’s A Good Question!   by R. C. Sproul 

 Christianity On The Offense   by Dan Story 

 The Case for Faith   by Lee Strobel  
 

GOD 

 God Doesn’t Believe In Atheists   by Ray Comfort 

 In Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case for God's Action in History,  
edited by R. Douglas Geivett and Gary R. Habermas 

 If There’s A God, Why Are There Atheists?   by R. C. Sproul 

 Not A Chance   by R. C. Sproul 
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 God:  The Evidence  by Patrick Glynn 

 Nature’s Destiny   by Michael Denton 
 

THE BIBLE 
 Evidence That Demands A Verdict   by Josh McDowell 
 A General Introduction to the Bible   by Norman L. Geisler and William E. Nix 
 When Critics Ask   by Norman Geisler and Thomas Howe 
 Difficulties of the Bible   by R. A. Torrey 
 The New Testament Documents:  Are They Reliable?   by F. F. Bruce 
 Hermeneutics   by Henry Virkler 
 The Bible Knowledge Commentary (Old and New Testaments)   by John F. 

Walvoord and Roy B. Zuck 
 

CHRIST AND THE RESURRECTION 

 Just the FAQ’s About Jesus by Max Anders 

 Jesus Under Siege by Gregory A. Boyd 

 Will The Real Jesus Please Stand Up?  Debate between John Dominic Crossan 
and William Lane Craig 

 The Historical Jesus: Ancient Evidence for the Life of Christ by Gary Habermas 

 Resurrection by Hank Hanegraaf 

 Jesus: The Great Debate by Grant R. Jeffrey 

 More Than A Carpenter by Josh McDowell 

 Jesus Under Fire by J. P. Moreland and Michael J. Wilkins 

 The Case for Christ by Lee Strobel 

 The Case for Easter  by Lee Strobel 

 The Da Vinci Deception by Erwin W. Lutzer 
 

CREATION 

 Icons of Evolution:  Science or Myth?  by Jonathan Wells 

 The Privileged Planet:  How Our Place in the Cosmos is Designed for Discovery 
by Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay W. Richards 

 The Design Inference: Eliminating Chance Through Small Probabilities by 
William Dembski 

 Intelligent Design: The Bridge Between Science and Theology by William 
Dembski 

 The Modern Creation Trilogy  by Henry M. Morris and John D. Morris 

 The Answers Book  by Ken Ham, Jonathan Sarfati and Carl Wieland 

 Evolution: the Fossils Still Say NO!  by Duane Gish 

 Defeating Darwinism by Opening Minds  by Phillip Johnson  

 Darwin On Trial  by Phillip Johnson 

 Reason In The Balance  by Phillip Johnson 

 The Wedge of Truth: Splitting the Foundations of Naturalism by Phillip Johnson  

 The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection  by Charles Darwin 

 Evolution: A Theory In Crisis  by Michael Denton 

 Darwin’s Black Box  by Michael Behe 

 Dismantling Evolution  by Ralph O. Muncaster 

 The Case for a Creator  by Lee Strobel 

 Dinosaurs and Creation by Donald B. DeYoung 
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