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1. Introduction 

1This series does not attempt to deal with all aspects of the topic or to address all the relevant arguments—or even 
to offer a ‘scientific’ argument against evolutionary theory. There are many complex aspects and disciplines 
involved, at times all seemingly united in support of evolutionary theory. The author sees the essence of the debate 
as one of philosophy and faith, rather than one only of science. Mainstream scientists, when postulating on origins, 
utilise abductive reasoning coupled with a 2materialistic philosophy—in other words, they claim that the past can be 
understood by the present, using only natural mechanisms. These ideas are explored in this essay.  

 
Readers not of a scientific disposition may be tempted to skip this essay. However, it is strongly recommended 

that all readers persevere with it, since the article deals with important principles concerning how we think about 
the information we discern in the world around us. The implications for our understanding of the Scriptures are 
considerable, and these will be addressed at the end of this essay. 

 
Science and evolution—the background 
Charles Darwin’s 1859 book On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection is considered the foundation 
work of evolutionary biology. Since its publication, the biblical account of creation has been under attack and the 
accuracy of the early chapters of Genesis, in particular, increasingly questioned. Towards the close of the twentieth 
century and during the first decade or so of the twenty-first century, the attack intensified and became, at times, a 
very public spectacle, extending beyond the truth of the Genesis account to questions more philosophical and 
metaphysical in scope. Such questions challenge not only the biblical record of creation but the whole biblical 
account of God’s existence, His ‘morality’, and His actions in any shape or form. 

 
Coupled with this, we now live in a world with a level of technological innovation unseen and unknown to 

previous ages. The technological advances we experience daily are often the direct result of scientific achievements, 
and are so common and occur on so many different fronts that we rightly stand in awe of those working at the 
cutting edge of science. Science has enabled specialists to treat mankind’s diseases, eased his labours, and allowed 
us to traverse the continents and reach beyond the earth into space. Given the simultaneous demise of mainstream 
Christianity, and the widespread acceptance of numerous anti-scriptural sentiments and practices, it is no wonder 
that the average person has abandoned any form of substantially Bible-based belief. 

 
The void left by the demise of religion has been filled either by a form of superstitious spiritualism, or by a type of 

agnosticism or atheism based on scientific theory. Many religious leaders and institutions have been relegated to 
providing a mere supporting pastoral or social role, with all certainty in the Bible’s teaching being either abandoned 

                                                           
1 This essay is only a generalized review of evolutionary theory. For a much closer look at the question of human evolution, please consider the 
author’s essay “Human Evolution – Examining the Evidence” – Link is here. 
2 Scientific naturalism or methodological naturalism is the generally accepted scientific approach to life, the world and the universe. Most 
scientists consider themselves bound to interpret all past events using only natural mechanisms. As biologist Scott Todd said, “Even if all the 
data point to an intelligent designer, such an hypothesis is excluded from science because it is not naturalistic.” Again, as Evolutionary biologist 
Richard Lewontin said, “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 absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door.”  
Although a strict adherence to scientific naturalism is the basis of the scientific approach, materialism is the philosophy that limits ones world-
view to accepting the possibility of only natural or material causes exist. It denies all and any form of supernaturalism. Materialists are usually 
atheists or agnostics. While some may argue that the scientific approach is not necessarily materialistic, it is often a debatable question when 
scientists make assertions about the distant past. If God has intervened in human history in ways that defy naturalistic explanations, of which 
fact we have ample evidence in the scriptural testimony (walking on water, water turned to wine, shortening of lifespans of people as seen in 
Genesis), then science will be blind to seeing these as it can only reason from natural causes and not supernatural ones. We explore this 
question in the essay titled “Faith Philosophy and Science”, link is here.  
A review of the limitations of Methodological Naturalism is covered in this talk found on Youtube - “Foundations of Methodological Naturalism 
by Jonathan Bartlett, linked here. A second link is also on the Uncommon Descent website, Link is here. 
 

http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=The%20Bible%20and%20Science%20Evolution%20and%20Creation%20-%20Essay.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&
http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Human%20Evolution%20-%20The%20Evidence.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&
http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Faith%20Philosophy%20and%20Science%20-%20Essay.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sPng2mPqJo0
http://www.uncommondescent.com/philosophy/philosophical-foundations-of-methodological-naturalism/


or reduced to a book of mere stories and mythology. High-profile public scientists now exude the kind of charismatic 
zeal for their theories previously seen in religious zealots, promising certainty and assurance in their various 
conclusions. Today, nothing is certain unless some study or scientific consensus has declared it scientific ‘fact’. 

 
Where does the believer of plain Bible teaching stand in this brave new world? Are there many Bible students left 

who believe in divine revelation—that is, that in the Scriptures God has revealed Himself and His will, His past 
actions, His present and future intentions? Are there many who really believe what is recorded in the Holy Bible? Is 
the spirit of the age affecting us, causing us to doubt what is written therein and to view the Bible as a synthesis of 
the thoughts and theories of man of earlier generations, coupled with a smattering of the thoughts and words of 
God? Is this spirit the product of the relentless attack of society and science on religion and the Bible, or is it really 
just a new form of ‘unbelief’, perhaps the product of lax personal habits and a flawed understanding of what God 
has actually revealed in the Scriptures? 

 
 

2. Understanding scientific thinking 

What is science?  
The question of what defines science is worth dwelling on for a few moments. The word ‘science’ conveys the idea 
of ‘knowledge’, and the true scientist is a searcher for knowledge. At heart, science is the study of the natural order 
of things that exist in the world and in the wider universe. Whether it be about life itself, biology, medicine, physics, 
chemistry, geology, astronomy or any other field of scientific endeavour, science is concerned with the discovery of 
how life and the physical universe functions. Science measures and categorises natural phenomena, and from this 
data are developed theories and laws that try to explain the observations. 

 
Modern science utilises a commonsense method of reasoning known as the vera causa principle. This holds that 

explaining a particular phenomenon or event requires us to identify a ‘true cause’ that is known from experience to 
have the power to produce the event or phenomena in question. This approach is also known as ‘methodological 
naturalism’, as it requires that all genuinely scientific theories invoke only mechanistic causes. The scientific method 
is largely (though not exclusively) evidence-based, competing hypotheses and theories being accepted or rejected on 
their testability and their explanatory function—that is, on their ability to explain the natural phenomena observed 
and measured. For this reason theories sometimes change and evolve as new discoveries are made. In this sense, 
true science is dynamic and ever-changing. Given science’s stated objectives, the real issue is not whether a theory is 
‘scientific’ according to some abstract definition, or even according to the assurances of its qualified advocates or a 
consensus of experts, but whether a theory is supported by all the available evidence. 

 
3Operational Science vs Historical (Origins) Science. 
One important point to make here, from the perspective of someone accepting scriptural testimony at face value, is 
that modern science is divided broadly into the following categories:  

 
1. Operational science. This concerns the scientists who test, measure and develop theories and laws which 
‘explain’ the world, and includes those who put these ideas into practical application. For example, 
operational scientists are involved in the development of new and improved technologies, new ways to treat 
disease, and the discovery of earth’s hidden mineral resources. 
 

                                                           
3 Although some deny this division and whether it is fair to use the term “historical science”, this is used by many prominent scientists 
themselves - “For example, Darwin introduced historicity into science. Evolutionary biology, in contrast with physics and chemistry, is a 
historical science—the evolutionist attempts to explain events and processes that have already taken place. Laws and experiments are 
inappropriate techniques for the explication of such events and processes. Instead one constructs a historical narrative, consisting of a 
tentative reconstruction of the particular scenario that led to the events one is trying to explain.” Mayr, Ernst (1904–2005), Darwin’s Influence 
on Modern Thought, based on a lecture that Mayr delivered in Stockholm on receiving the Crafoord Prize from the Royal Swedish Academy of 
Science, 23 September 1999; published on ScientificAmerican.com, 24 November 2009. 
 
See also the following - “The earliest fossils of Homo, Homo rudolfensis and Homo erectus, are separated from Australopithecus by a large, 
unbridged gap. How can we explain this seeming saltation? Not having any fossils that can serve as missing links, we have to fall back on the 
time-honored method of historical science, the construction of a historical narrative. We have to make use of every conceivable clue to 
construct a probable scenario and then test this explanation against all the available evidence” - Ernst Mayr, What Makes Biology Unique?: 
Considerations on the Autonomy of a Scientific Discipline (Cambridge University Press, 2004), “The Origin of Humans” Chapter 11 – Pg195-207.  
 



2. Historical (Origins) science. This branch of science reasons backwards from present evidence to interpret 
past events, particularly those that relate to the cause of life and of the physical world or universe. Under the 
assumption that the present is the key to the past, past events are hypothesised and theories are developed 
to explain them. This is a common approach in many fields. For example, it is seen in criminal investigations, 
where evidence is gathered to develop theories explaining past events that may lead to the conviction of the 
perpetrators. 
 

4Evidence and reasoning  
Before we investigate the theories of science and their relationship to the Bible, it is important to understand some 
basic points on the use of evidence and reasoning. ‘Reasoning’ is fairly well defined as the process of using existing 
knowledge to draw conclusions, make predictions or construct explanations. There are three commonly-accepted 
methods of reasoning, the Deductive, Inductive and Abductive approaches. Each of these has some bearing upon our 
investigation. 

 
1. Deductive reasoning (conclusion guaranteed). Deductive reasoning begins with a set of truths and the 
assertion of a general rule, and proceeds from there to a guaranteed conclusion. Deductive reasoning moves 
from the general rule to the specific application. 
 
Example: there is only one white stone and one black stone in a bag. If at random I take out one stone and it is 
black, then by deduction the remaining stone is white as there are only two possible outcomes. 
 
Example: all men are mortal. Aristotle is a man. Therefore Aristotle is mortal. 
 
2. Inductive reasoning (conclusion most likely, but not certain). Inductive reasoning begins with observations 
that are specific and limited in scope, and proceeds to a general conclusion that is likely, but not certain, in the 
light of the evidence accumulated. Much scientific research is carried out by the inductive method: gathering 
evidence, seeking patterns, and forming a hypothesis or theory to explain what is seen. Conclusions reached 
by the inductive method are not logical necessities; no amount of inductive evidence guarantees the 
conclusion. This is because there is no way to know that all the possible evidence has been gathered, and that 
there exists no further piece of unobserved evidence that might invalidate the hypothesis. Thus, while 
newspapers might report the conclusions of scientific research as absolutes, scientific literature itself uses 
more cautious language, the language of inductively-reached, probable conclusions. Inductive reasoning is 
used to predict a future, unknown condition based on a set of many observed and known existing evidences. It 
is probable, but not certain because reasoning is based on observable evidence, and assumes that all the 
evidence is at hand, and that tomorrow will be the same as today. 
 
Example: I have observed the sun rising every day of my life. I predict that the sun will rise tomorrow. But 
perhaps it will not. This is the challenge raised by the philosopher David Hume, as he considered that certainty 
could be attributed only to yesterday but not to the future with the same assurance. 
 
Example: it was once observed that all swans were white, and that black swans did not exist. It could be 
inductively reasoned that all swans were white. However, when European explorers first came to Perth in 
Australia they saw black swans. This new evidence changed the scientific view on the range of colours in 
nature, now to include both black and white swans. 
 
3. Abductive reasoning (conclusion likely, but maybe far from certain): abductive reasoning typically begins 
with an incomplete set of observations and proceeds to the likeliest possible explanation for the set. It yields 
the kind of daily decision-making that does its best with the information at hand, but which is often 
incomplete. A medical diagnosis is an application of abductive reasoning: given the set of symptoms, what is 
the diagnosis that would best explain most of them? Likewise, when jurors hear evidence in court of law they 
must consider whether the prosecution or the defence has the best explanation of all the points of evidence.  
 

                                                           
4 The concept of “revelation” is vitally important for Bible believers. We live in a physical world, which means that our perception of reality is 
governed by our senses. To see beyond what appears to be real we need special knowledge directly from God, which is one of the primary 
claims of the Bible. In the essay titled, “Evidence Reason and Faith” we explore the scriptural approach to these things and how God seeks to 
make himself known to us. Faith is not blind, but based upon both knowledge and evidence. The essay is found here. 

http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Evidence,%20Reason%20and%20Faith.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&


While there may be no certainty about their verdict, since there may exist additional evidence that was not 
admitted in the case, they make their best estimate based on what they ‘know’. While inductive reasoning 
requires that the evidence shedding light on a subject should be fairly complete, abductive reasoning is 
characterised by a lack of such completeness, either in the evidence, or in the explanation, or both. For 
instance, a patient may be unconscious, or may fail to report every symptom, resulting in incomplete 
evidence; or a doctor may arrive at a diagnosis that fails to explain several of the symptoms. Still, he must 
reach the best diagnosis he can. Abductive reasoning endeavours to reason back from the clues available to 
the cause. It infers facts, events and causes in the past from clues or facts in the present. Abductive reasoning 
is less certain than inductive reasoning because all the causes may not have been observed. 
 
Example: the lawn in my front yard is wet. Therefore it must have rained. This may or may not be true. The 
lawn may be wet because someone hosed it, or because there was heavy dew the previous night, or because 
of some other reason. Abductive reasoning is the most uncertain of the three methods of reasoning. 

 
Reasoning and the theory of evolution  
On review, it is clear that science uses all three of these methods of reasoning. In establishing scientific ‘laws’ from 
observable facts, it uses deductive reasoning. In drawing general conclusions and predictions based upon those 
facts, it uses inductive reasoning. When postulating about causes from current phenomena, science is using 
abductive reasoning. 

 
When considering the theory of evolution as it is generally explained, clearly science and scientists are using 

abductive reasoning. This is an important point because evolutionary theory is often presented as being the result of 
unquestionable facts and powerful reasoning and therefore very soundly established. Scientists present fossil finds 
as if they are past observable evidence, whereas in fact the fossils that exist are the observed present condition. The 
various explanations of how evolution worked often depends upon accepting a theoretical unseen mechanism. The 
subtleties and intricacies involved here can cloud the reasoning process and unduly influence our trust in the 
strength of the interpretation of the evidence that is advanced. We need to understand the true reasoning process. 

 
Abductive reasoning needs to select the best explanation for why a certain condition exists. 5God is excluded as a 

possible cause for any event because of the inherent prejudices of modern science which can only accept natural 
explanations. Given the obvious observation that, even with the best intentions, doctors misdiagnose illnesses and 
juries make mistakes in reaching their verdicts, we need to be alert to the fact that scientists are also susceptible to 
making mistakes when using both inductive and (especially) abductive reasoning. 

 
 

3. The philosophy of science: philosophical naturalism 

 
Mind, matter and energy—naturalism, materialism and scientism 
6The commonly recognised ‘fathers’ of modern science were men of religious belief, from men like 7Sir Isaac Newton 
and Sir Robert Boyle in the seventeenth century, down to Louis Agassiz, Darwin’s learned nemesis of the nineteenth 

                                                           
5 This rejection of the supernatural is repeatedly asserted all through the scientific literature. For example, on “The Third Way” website, a site 
run by scientists who reject Darwinian Evolution and propose different evolutionary mechanisms, they have this comment posted on biological 
life - “One way is Creationism that depends upon intervention by a divine Creator. That is clearly unscientific because it brings an arbitrary 
supernatural force into the evolution process." Link to site is here.  
The same rationale is clearly seen in the (National Science Teachers Association) NSTA Position Statement on The Nature of Science. For 
example, they state - “The principal product of science is knowledge in the form of naturalistic concepts and the laws and theories related to 
those concepts. … Science, by definition, is limited to naturalistic methods and explanations and, as such, is precluded from using supernatural 
elements in the production of scientific knowledge.” Link is here. 
6 The Scientific Revolution generally refers to historical changes in thought & belief that unfolded in Europe between roughly 1550-1700; 
beginning with Nicholas Copernicus (1473-1543), who asserted a heliocentric (sun-centered) cosmos, it ended with Isaac Newton (1642-1727), 
who proposed universal laws and a Mechanical Universe.  
See “Christianity and the rise of western science” by Peter Harrison ABC Religion and Ethics 8 May 2012. Link here. Also Harrison’s “The Bible, 
Protestantism and the Rise of Natural Science,” Cambridge University Press, 2001. See also Harrison’s response to critics, “The Bible, 
Protestantism and the Rise of Natural Science: A Rejoinder” Link here. Also see, “The Genesis of Science: How the Christian Middle Ages 
Launched the Scientific Revolution” 2011-James Hannam. 
7 Newton famously said, “Gravity explains the motions of the planets, but it cannot explain who sets the planets in motion.” And again, “This 
most beautiful system of the sun, planets and comets, could only proceed from the counsel and dominion of an intelligent and powerful Being.” 
Link to quotes are from “The Principia” & “General Scholium,” found here and here. 

http://www.thethirdwayofevolution.com/
http://www.nsta.org/about/positions/natureofscience.aspx
http://www.abc.net.au/religion/articles/2012/05/08/3498202.htm
https://www.scienceandchristianbelief.org/serve_pdf_free.php?filename=SCB+21-2+Harrison.pdf
https://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/135106.Isaac_Newton
http://isaac-newton.org/general-scholium/


century. Such men believed in a creator God as the designing Mind, Maker and Sustainer of all things, and in the 
Bible as God’s revelation to man. Their discoveries were driven by this conviction—by a belief that expected to see 
design and certainty in all the laws of nature. In short, they believed in mind, matter and energy—that is, they 
believed that the universe was conceived and designed by the mind of God, that it was composed of matter created 
by God, and that the energy that exists and causes all to operate came from God. These men were pioneers in the 
application of methodological naturalism and used this method to explain the world as they found it. 

 
It was not until around the time of Darwin’s novel theory of evolution that the scientific community abandoned 

this historic basis, and came to generally believe that only two forces exist: material and energy. Mind was 
eliminated from the equation. The ground for this change had been set over a century before in the 8‘Scottish 
Enlightenment’, which was based on humanism and rationalism, and which accepted only empirical evidence as a 
means to interpret everything in the world, including all past events back to origins. The Scottish Enlightenment was 
connected to the earlier 9French Enlightenment and, before that, to the 10Renaissance in Europe, which was in turn 
based upon a revival of the pre-Christian, classical Greek world view, with its search for knowledge and wisdom. 

 
Reaction 
One of the reasons that the Enlightenment turned to a purely rationalist approach to reason and science was that 
the Protestant reformation had singularly failed to live up to its promise to transform society positively. The main 
Protestant churches were unable or unwilling to cast off the prejudices and brutality of their past or their grasping 
agenda for power and material gain. As a result, a reactionary movement was born, being led by intellectuals seeking 
for a ‘better way’, with submission to the Church or to God rejected. 

 
Leading thinkers, such as the eighteenth-century historian and philosopher David Hume (1711-1776), argued 

strongly for these foundations, basing all conclusions about the world on empirical science and a materialistic 
philosophy rather than on Christian faith in revelation. Many others followed in Hume’s steps, often with a mixed 
approach respecting parts of the Bible’s teaching while rejecting others. There is a subtle distinction of approach to 
be noted here. The fathers of the scientific method, because of their faith in God as revealed in the Bible, recognised 
the limitations of science—whereas those who came after had no special trust in the Bible or in God.  

 
From this background arose men such as 11James Hutton, who propounded an earlier version of evolution and 

geology, and 12Charles Lyell, who promoted what became known as ‘geological uniformitarianism’, a cornerstone of 
the science of geology to this day. From this environment, with its philosophical underpinnings, 13methodological 
naturalism came slowly to be the only accepted way to interpret not only the present but also everything in the 
past, reaching back to origins. Hutton and Lyell both propounded the general idea of ‘gradualism’, with its 
philosophical-like position stating ‘that the present is the key to the past’.  

 
 

                                                           
8 The Scottish Enlightenment was in the 18th Century. It shared the humanist and rationalist outlook of the European Enlightenment of the same 
time period, the thinkers of the Scottish Enlightenment asserted the fundamental importance of human reason combined with a rejection of 
any authority that could not be justified by reason. The Enlightenment was characterised by a thoroughgoing empiricism. 
9 The French Enlightenment developed in the century of two prior to the French Revolution of 1789. The Enlightenment included a range of 
ideas centered on reason as the primary source of authority and legitimacy, and came to advance ideals such as liberty, progress, tolerance, 
fraternity, constitutional government and ending the perceived abuses of the church and state. 
10 The Renaissance is a period in Europe, from the 14th to the 17th century, considered the bridge between the Middle (Dark) Ages and modern 
history. The Renaissance's intellectual basis was its own invented version of humanism, derived from the rediscovery of classical Greek 
philosophy, such as that of Protagoras, who said, that "Man is the measure of all things." 
11 James Hutton (1726-1797) was a Scottish geologist, physician, chemical manufacturer, naturalist, and experimental agriculturalist. He 
originated the theory of uniformitarianism—a fundamental principle of geology—which explains the features of the Earth's crust by means of 
natural processes over geologic time. 
12 Charles Lyell (1797-1875) was the foremost geologist of his day. He is best known as the author of Principles of Geology, which popularized 
James Hutton's concepts of uniformitarianism—the idea that the Earth was shaped by the same processes still in operation today. Lyell was one 
of the first to believe that the world is older than 300 million years, on the basis of its geological anomalies. He was a close friend of Charles 
Darwin, and contributed significantly to Darwin's thinking on the processes involved in evolution. 
13 Methodological Naturalism limits the explanation of all phenomenon to natural causes. Scientists assume that all causes are empirical and 
naturalistic; which means they can be measured, quantified and studied methodically. However, this assumption of naturalism need not extend 
beyond an assumption of methodology. This is what separates methodological naturalism from philosophical naturalism - the former is merely 
a tool and makes no truth claim; while the latter makes the philosophical - essentially atheistic - claim that only natural causes exist. However, 
in practical terms the gap between the practice of naturalism and the philosophy of naturalism is often non-existent. 
However, there is currently a lot of discussion around the subject of Methodological Naturalism, and the philosophical assumption upon which 
it sits. Follow the link to this interesting presentation. Link is here. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bBtmOpPSYk0


No ‘mind’ 
By the mid- to late nineteenth century this deadly combination of 1) the elimination of ‘mind’ (that is, the divine 
mind) from influence in the world gained fuller acceptance, so that only matter and energy were recognised, and 2) 
the adoption of methodological naturalism to interpret everything about the past, including origins, was well 
established. As a result, from Darwin’s day onward we hear scientists using terms such as ‘the appearance of design’, 
while eliminating the need for a designer. This is summed up by Darwin’s own theory of origins by means of natural 
selection. These philosophical prejudices were perhaps an indirect outcome of the Reformation, the dismantling of 
the Church, and the corrupted religious thought brought about by sectarianism. Those involved in religious 
controversy claimed to know God, but their actions were often contrary to any sense of reasonableness or decent 
behaviour, as these sons of the reformation mimicked the brutality and exploitation of the system they replaced. 
The reformers themselves were often violent and brutal men, after the type of Jehu of old, who threw down 
Jezebel’s altars yet turned back to the compromised and corrupt system of beliefs established by Jeroboam. 

 
With some arrogance, the ‘wise’ of science and philosophy saw themselves as enlightened and reasonable men, 

unlike the bigoted religious zealots of their day. This struggle has now continued for over 300 years, and the 
‘enlightened’ currently seem to have the upper hand. They have, in some branches of science, used the less 
probable logic of abductive reasoning to find explanations for the present world from past unknown causes; yet they 
still hold fast to their so-called ‘enlightened’ philosophical position. This approach has many benefits: superstition 
has reduced, medicine has progressed, and freedom of religion is guaranteed in most enlightened countries. But the 
downside has also been to the fore at times, with huge advances in technology and weaponry, and the opportunity 
for politicians and dictators to misuse power and science on a scale never seen before. The downside is seen also in 
society’s changed attitudes towards normality, psychology, morality, marriage, materialism and what constitutes a 
healthy purpose in life. 

 
In modern times, the scientific way of viewing the past is often based on a world-view known as ‘philosophical 

naturalism’ or ‘materialism’. In the extreme it is called 14scientism, which is founded on rationalism and atheism. 
Since Darwin’s time the majority of scientists have adopted this approach in the study of origins, although there has 
always been a small dissenting minority. Philosophical naturalism is based upon methodological naturalism, and uses 
it as the only reliable source of truth or knowledge—whether past, present or future. 

 
Should we trust science? 
It should come as no surprise to us to realise that modern science has such a world-view, a philosophical 
underpinning, and one that is strictly adhered to. It means that all observable phenomena, including the 
interpretation of historical events, must be explained through this filter. In modern science, only natural 
explanations of the past, present and future are allowable or even possible. As a result of this consensus view, any 
different approach—even when dealing with origins—is labelled ‘unscientific’ and discounted. This is in part the 
reason why the arguments of creationism and the ‘Intelligent Design’ movement are so roundly scorned. 

 
Just like the fathers of science, the Bible student would endorse the scientific method as far as operational 

science is concerned. Believers are not science deniers, per se. The process of methodological naturalism certainly 
should be adhered to when assessing the world we live in. It springs from men of some Christian belief, out of a 
previous age of superstition and ignorance. The last thing we desire is a return to that age of superstition, when 
disease was thought to be the product of wayward spirits and where trial by fire was used to determine guilt or 
innocence. For the same reason the Bible believer also shuns the pseudo-sciences of mysticism, astrology, 
spiritualism, healing crystals and other concepts of magic. However, what the Bible believer would not permit is for 
his interpretation of events to be limited by naturalism if naturalistic science is not able adequately to explain 
circumstances, and particularly if the naturalistic approach rejects God’s own testimony in His Word. God is not 
bound by the laws of nature as we are. One thing we glean from the Bible is the challenging claim that God has in the 
past intervened in the affairs of mankind using methods that confound naturalistic science and the laws of nature. 

 
As an example, the very foundation of New Testament Christian belief is that Jesus was conceived of a virgin, and 

that God raised him from the dead. Scientifically—that is, using the naturalistic approach—this is impossible. Yet 
time and again we find similarly challenging events recorded in the Scriptures. Miracles occur: manna is sent from 
God to feed thousands, an iron axe-head floats on water, men were preserved unhurt in a furnace, Jesus walks on 

                                                           
14 Scientism is the belief that science is the only reliable source of truth. 



water, water is turned into wine, a sea is divided, and so on. These phenomena cannot be explained by applying a 
naturalistic approach, given its limited methodology. Yet they remain fundamental facts in the scriptural record. 

 
Sadly, due directly to the impact of philosophic naturalism, many Christians now dispute the accuracy of the 

Bible’s record and reject its testimony as fully trustworthy. Inevitably this leads to a form of scriptural revisionism in 
which what is written has to be re-interpreted, miracles spiritualised, the plain meaning of the text explained away, 
and even, in some cases, foundational teachings such as the resurrection of Jesus denied.  

 
Thomas Jefferson, who was known as one of the smartest men of his time, used this approach on the Bible. He is 

reputed to have created his own composite Bible that retained the teachings of Jesus, but systematically removed all 
the recorded miracles and all other supernatural phenomena from his own copy of the Bible. Such an approach 
hardly seems consistent with Jesus’ own response, “But he answered and said, It is written, Man shall not live by 
bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God” (Matt.4:4). 

 
 
 

4. Evolution theory 

Darwinism  
As we noted earlier, thanks to the publication of his famous book in 1859 Darwin is considered the founding father 
of evolutionary biology. What is not widely known is that Darwin’s original theory contained basic flaws, and it was 
not until the rise of ‘Neo-’ or ‘New Darwinism’ from the 1920s to the 1940s that these flaws were rectified with a 
new and improved version of the theory. In short, Darwin did not really appreciate the rules of genetics since these 
were not understood until the publication of the work of Gregor Mendel in 1865. Although Mendel’s work was 
largely ignored for decades, it did herald the study of the specific mechanism of genetics, which set significant limits 
on genetic variability. This caused Darwinism to fall out of favour from the period between about 1870 and 1920. 

 
At its core, Darwin’s original theory speculated that, just as human intervention could selectively breed different 

characteristics in sheep, cattle, horses, dogs and pigeons, so a natural (‘blind’) process of ‘survival of the fittest’ 
could, given enough time, selectively ‘choose’, by means of natural selection, those creatures with the necessary 
adaptations that allowed them to prosper and supersede their contemporaries in different and changing 
environments. What Darwin theorised on was not only the small adaptations necessary for survival, but that, given 
enough time and the right circumstances, these small adaptations would accumulate and allow one species to evolve 
into another with a completely different form and characteristics. Furthermore, all species therefore evolved from 
shared common ancestors, and ultimately from a common ancestor or ancestors from which all life originated. In 
summary, the theory was originally based on known examples of Darwin’s time (that is, selective breeding) and an 
incorrect understanding of the limitations of adaptations arising from selective breeding. 

 
Neo-Darwinism 
However, as noted previously, one great obstacle to Darwin’s theory was the result of work on genetics by Mendel 
and others. This work can be summarised as showing that the number and type of characteristics in offspring follow 
certain laws that depend on the characteristics of the parents. This puts a limit on variability within any particular 
species. Furthermore, at the time he wrote, Darwin believed that the accumulation of numerous small but acquired 
traits could also be inherited. This was also later rejected by the growing field of knowledge in genetics and biology. 

 
After the 1920s the 15Neo-Darwinian synthesis was an agreed scientific consensus that endeavoured to rectify 

these shortcomings in Darwin’s original theory. As a result, it is now generally understood by Neo-Darwinists that 
small adaptations and acquired traits cannot be the cause of all biological evolution. What Neo-Darwinism now 
asserts is that mutations (Darwin called them ‘sports’) are essential to evolution and that these are the raw material 
of genetic variation. It is now commonly accepted that without mutations, evolution could not occur. 

 
 

                                                           
15 The Neo-Darwinism synthesis. The modern evolutionary synthesis is a union of ideas from several biological specialties, which attempts to 
explain how evolution proceeds. The synthesis was produced between 1936 and 1947 due to the reconciliation of Mendelian genetics with 
natural selection into a gradual framework of evolution. The term Neo-Darwinism was invented by Julian Huxley in 1942. 



The other complication to the theory of evolution is that there are a number of different versions of it, each 
proposing a different mechanism to explain how evolution is alleged to have worked. For example, palaeontologists 
Niles Eldredge and Stephen J. Gould, and others who followed them, proposed the theory of ‘punctuated 
equilibrium’ to try and explain the evidence of the fossil record. According to this theory, the fossil record shows the 
emergence of new creatures without the expected numerous ‘transitional’ fossils that Darwinism demands. Thus 
long stretches of equilibrium saw little or no change, and were followed by the sudden emergence (‘punctuations’) 
of new types or organisms at various times in the past. This theory has largely fallen out of favour as a complete 
explanation of evolution, as it has as many shortcomings as the Darwinian slow-change model. 
 
Biological evolution  
The theory of biological evolution stands upon two primary foundations: the emergence of life from non-life, and the 
alleged common ancestry of all living things—that is, that the more complex organisms evolved over time from 
simpler organisms. There are numerous lesser aspects to the theory, but these two are the clear mainstays. 

 
Many scientists, because of their underlying naturalist/materialistic philosophy, hold that life is the product of, 

and can be defined as, an electro-chemical process. Because of this they postulate that, in the past, chemical 
compounds were fashioned by chance into the necessary arrangements to permit life in a very simple form to 
emerge. Suffice it to say, evidence for the emergence of life from non-life (abiogenesis) is so far lacking. Since the 
Second World War 16experiments with electricity, chemicals and gases have been conducted, yet none has managed 
to create life in any form. This form of experimentation has been largely abandoned, as the modern science of 
molecular biology has now revealed the incredible complexity of even single-celled organisms. 

 
Early scientists believed that these single-celled organisms were composed mainly of relatively simple structures 

(protoplasm), and that the cell itself therefore had little complexity. Molecular biology has shown that even the 
17‘simplest’ of single-celled organisms are in fact hugely complex, and full of complex and detailed information. For 
example, the DNA of the common E. coli bacteria has 4.6 million base-pairs of code, and some 4,300 genes. Common 
brewer’s yeast has 12.1 million base-pairs of code and 6,000 genes. Both are but ‘simple’ single-celled organisms. 

 
18There exists a great chasm between non-life and life which cannot be crossed by a deeper or better 

understanding of biology and chemistry. Information is required for life and without an information-giver (a mind) 
life cannot come about by random chance from a chemical soup. As researchers continue to search for an answer 
that will explain the origin of life, they continue to be frustrated. 

 
Although the theory of the evolution of life from non-life poses the greatest challenge to the naturalistic theory of 

evolution and presents an unanswerable conundrum to science, we will not concentrate on this point. The facts 
stated above stand on their own simple, yet powerful, merits. Rather, because of the rise of theistic evolution (which 
is basically a synthesis between the Bible’s revelation and modern science’s theory of evolution) and the affect this is 
having on the faith of many honest Bible believers, we will focus the rest of our examination on the second 

                                                           
16 The Miller–Urey experiment was a chemical experiment that simulated the conditions thought at the time to be present on the early Earth, 
and tested the chemical origin of life under those conditions. It is considered to be the classic experiment investigating abiogenesis. It was 
conducted in 1952 at the University of Chicago and later the University of California, San Diego and published the following year. 
17 The shortest non-viral genome is thought to be Candidatus Carsonella ruddii, whose genome consists of a circular chromosome of 159,662 
base pairs of DNA code. Another is Nanoarchaeum equitans; genome is 490,885 nucleotides long. On cell complexity, see the video – here. 
18 Abiogenesis. The origins of biological life presents the greatest conundrum to modern science. It has caused a number of scientists to reject 
chemical evolution as a valid the theory that describes biological origins.  
Dean Kenyon (Professor of Biology). In 1969, Dr. Kenyon co-authored a seminal-theoretical work titled Biochemical Predestination. The book 
articulated what was arguably the most plausible evolutionary account of how a living cell might have organized itself from chemicals in the 
“primordial soup.” His subsequent work resulted in numerous scientific publications on the origin-of-life problem. However, by the late 1970s 
Dr. Kenyon began to question some of his own earlier ideas. Experiments, including his own laboratory work, increasingly contradicted the 
materialistic assumptions common to both origin-of-life and evolutionary theory. He later abandoned belief in evolutionary theory altogether. 
An interesting interview with Kenyon can be seen on Youtube here.  
Sir Fred Hoyle, "The Intelligent Universe," Michael Joseph: London, 1983, pp.18-19."If you stir up simple nonorganic molecules like water, 
ammonia, methane, carbon dioxide and hydrogen cyanide with almost any form of intense energy ... some of the molecules reassemble 
themselves into amino acids ... demonstrated ... by Stanley Miller and Harold Urey. The ... building blocks of proteins can therefore be produced 
by natural means. But this is far from proving that life could have evolved in this way. No one has shown that the correct arrangements of 
amino acids, like the orderings in enzymes, can be produced by this method. .... A junkyard contains all the bits and pieces of a Boeing 747, 
dismembered and in disarray. A whirlwind happens to blow through the yard. What is the chance that after its passage a fully assembled 747, 
ready to fly, will be found standing there? So small as to be negligible, even if a tornado were to blow through enough junkyards to fill the 
whole Universe."  
See the EN&V article “Origin-of-Life Research: Start Over” - June 6, 2016 where the problems are discussed. Link is here. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FzcTgrxMzZk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KLpoAdUptas
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/06/origin-of-life_1102900.html


foundation of the theory of biological evolution – namely common ancestry. Other alleged ‘proofs’ of the theory of 
macro-evolution are invalidated or need to be drastically reinterpreted if the evidence for common ancestry falls. 

 
It is fair to say that modern molecular biology has, over recent years, made remarkable discoveries that are 

worthy of close consideration. Such discoveries are increasing by the day, and earlier assumptions and conclusions 
can quickly be superseded. This makes it important to keep abreast of developments. We need to take note not only 
of the philosophical position of a scientific writer and how he or she may be interpreting the evidence, but also of 
when an article was written as earlier conclusions may have been negated by later discoveries. 
 
Evolution, design and creation 
When examining any theory of origins, it is important to take into consideration the philosophical foundations and 
presuppositions of those proposing the theory. For example, it is clear that at the heart of the Neo-Darwinian theory 
is a 19naturalistic/materialist philosophy—that is, that everything that has happened in the past must be capable of 
explanation on the basis of naturalist principles. There is nothing we currently see that cannot be explained by 
naturalist methods, and consequently there must be nothing in the past that cannot be explained this way. As such, 
the concept of an intelligent designer/creator God falls outside what is allowable or even considered possible. 

 
The Bible claims to be first and foremost a record of what certain select witnesses saw, heard and experienced, or 

were caused to record by means of the Holy Spirit’s influence (2.Tim.3:15-17). In the court of evidence and reasoned 
conclusions, the words must at least be considered in this context and according to the message they intended to 
convey. It is beyond the scope of this article to prove the Bible ‘true’. It is sufficient to say that the diligent student 
and believer of the Bible will already have heard its message and been persuaded of its divine origin and authority. 

 
As noted earlier, Neo-Darwinism postulates that all life came from simple single-celled organisms and that, over 

millions of years, life evolved by means of the influence of many random mutations until the vast diversity and 
complexity of life we now see emerged. Figure 1 shows the layout commonly used to illustrate our alleged ancient 
relatives. This basic layout is now sometimes challenged by other scientists, who propose different structures. 

 
According to various scientific estimations, there are between 4 and 9 million different species in existence today. 

Many new species are being identified each year, and unfortunately many are becoming extinct. Nevertheless, the 
theory of biological evolution argues that all species share common ancestry as a result of constantly-splitting 
lineages, originating from one common ancestral life-form. In the words of one evolutionist, the fern and the squirrel 
share common genetic information. As we will see later in this essay, although this claim of common genetic 
information is true in many ways it is important to understand what genetic information really is, how complex it is, 
how it functions and how it is organised. We will delve more deeply into this interesting question later.  

 
Figure 1: 20‘Tree of life’ diagram. 

                                                           
19 As the Philosopher, Alvin Plantinga puts it,  “If you reject theism in favor of naturalism, this evolutionary story is the only game in town.” Alvin 
Plantinga, Professor of Philosophy at Notre Dame, Link here 
20 The Tree of Life. In a recent newspaper article, Dr Eric Bapteste an evolutionary biologist at the Pierre and Marie Curie University in Paris, 
said: "For a long time the holy grail was to build a tree of life. We have no evidence at all that the tree of life is a reality." In the same article Dr 
Dupré said: "It's part of a revolutionary change in biology. Our standard model of evolution is under enormous pressure. We're clearly going to 
see evolution as much more about mergers and collaboration than change within isolated lineages." Furthermore, Dr Rose adds "The tree of life 
is being politely buried – we all know that. What's less accepted is our whole fundamental view of biology needs to change.” The Telegraph – 
(UK). 22 Jan 2009. “Charles Darwin’s tree of life is ‘wrong and misleading” (Please note: the scientists we have quoted here believe in 
evolutionary theory. However, their conceptual understanding of how that theory operates is changing.) 

http://bevets.com/equotesp3.htm


21Speciation  
The process known as ‘speciation’ is one of the tools used to explain the means by which various species are related 
(see Figure 2). Speciation shows how one species may split into another or others, and also how two related species 
may be capable of breeding to create a new type or species. 

 
The pictures of the tigon and liger (Figures 3 & 4) show a blending of two different species (tiger and lion), 

although these creatures are of the same genus. To be fair, the concept of speciation among evolutionists is more 
complex than these simple examples depict, but they will suffice to give the general idea. We should also note here 
that the current concept of species and the modern 22taxonomic system was developed by the Swedish botanist 
Carolus (Carl) Linneaeus (1707-1788). He used the physical characteristics of organisms to identify and differentiate 
between different species. Figure 5 shows the generally accepted current arrangement, although variants exist.                                                  

                                                           
21 Speciation and hybridization – there is a simple and interesting Youtube explanation on this subject. Link is here.  
Also see the comments summarised in the EN&V article – “Alleged Instances of Observed Speciation -- Evolution's Smoking Gun Is Still Missing” 
by William A. Dembski and Jonathan Wells July 1, 2016,” Link is here. 
There is also the question of what constitutes a species and a subspecies, and when does a subspecies get re-classified as a species. For 
example, it is said that there are currently 5,415 mammal species, and 6,348 mammal subspecies (i.e. many species have more than one 
subspecies). As a subspecies remains isolated, it often develops unique characteristics and may even lose the ability to successfully breed with 
the species that it originally came from. See the AIG article which supplies the source for this information - here. 
 
See the ENV article “Hybrids Weave Darwin's Tree into a Web”, which shows that some evolutionary biologists now think that hybrids may be 
far more important in describing evolution than previously thought. This challenges the long held theory, advocated by Ernst Mayr, that species 
isolation is one of the key drivers of evolutionary change. “For Darwin's branching tree-of-life diagram to work, innovations must be passed 
along in ancestor-descendent relationships, moving vertically up the branches over time by inheritance of chance mutations. Hybrids interfere 
with this picture by allowing branches to share genetic information horizontally all at once. And if the branches can re-join by back-crossing, the 
tree metaphor becomes more like a net. Pennisi understands the challenge to Darwinism in her title, "Shaking Up the Tree of Life," when she 
says, "Species were once thought to keep to themselves. Now, hybrids are turning up everywhere, challenging evolutionary theory.” – here.  
 
22 Taxonomy is based upon morphological similarities, and was very important in the formation of evolutionary theory – Mark Ridley, Zoology 
and Evolutionary Biology, Article in New Scientist - 1981 "...a lot of people just do not know what evidence the theory of evolution stands upon. 
They think that the main evidence is the gradual descent of one species from another in the fossil record”. …. “However, the gradual change of 
fossil species has never been part of the evidence for evolution. In the chapters on the fossil record in the Origin of Species Darwin showed that 
the record was useless for testing between evolution and special creation because it has gaps in it. The same argument still applies. Eldredge 
and Gould pointed out the fossil record might be even less complete than Darwin had thought.” … “In any case, no real evolutionist, whether 
gradualist or punctuationist, uses the fossil record as evidence in favour of the theory of evolution as opposed to special creation. This does not 
mean that the theory of evolution is unproven. So just what is the evidence that species have evolved? There have traditionally been three kinds 
of evidence, and it is these, not the “fossil evidence”, that the critics should be thinking about. The three arguments are from 1) the observed 
evolution of species, 2) from biogeography, and 3) from the hierarchical structure of taxonomy.” 
Phylo Genetic Trees. In contradiction to the previous comments, re phylo-genetic trees, the entomologist Michael Schmitt remarks, “Phylo-
genetic systematics, …  relies on the theory of evolution.” Again Schmidt further affirms, “phylogenetics does not claim to prove or explain 
evolution whatsoever.” M.Schmitt, “Claims and Limits of Phylogenetic Systematics,” Z. zool. Syst. Evolu.=forsch. 27 (1989): 181-190. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2: models of speciation. 
 

 
 

Figure 3: tigon (cross of male tiger and female lion). 

 
 

Figure 4: liger (cross of male lion and female tiger) 
 

 
 

Figure 5: the accepted taxonomic hierarchy. 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IMCpzC3DWQs
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/07/alleged_instanc102965.html
https://answersingenesis.org/reviews/articles/does-biologos-strive-for-dialogue/
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/11/hybrids_weave_d103322.html


 
The modern classification of ‘species’ probably does not correspond to the biblical classification of 23‘kind’ (Gen. 

1:24 etc.). In fact, there may be no simple parallel between the biblical ‘kind’ and the modern classification system. 
This is an important consideration, as the Bible believer need not object to the general concept of speciation. It is the 
extrapolation of this concept to allege the relative connectedness between all creatures, and thence to common 
ancestry, in contradiction to the Word of God, that should be challenged by believers.  

 
As Louis Agassiz put it, “What is the great difference between supposing that God makes variable species or that 

He makes laws by which species vary?” We should not therefore be ‘purists’ in the sense that some have 
propounded, as if all the species we see today are exactly the same as they were when originally made. The 
combined effects of environmental conditions, speciation, genetics and other factors will no doubt have produced 
some changes over time. This is an undeniable fact of genetics and reproduction, and probably accounts for the 
numerous varieties and species and sub-species that exist, as seen in the characteristics of many closely related 
groups of creatures. None of this is against the general testimony of the Scriptures.  

 
24What does the fossil record reveal?  
As noted earlier, the science of geology now generally follows Lyell’s theory of ‘uniformitarianism’, and his adage 
that the present is the key to the past. His theory replaced an earlier idea that was based upon catastrophism—that 
is, that the earth itself had been subject to a series of catastrophes that caused the huge build-up in sediments and 
consequently the fossils that we see today. Lyell’s theory proposes that the earth’s huge store of sedimentary rocks 
are the result of slow and continual processes, because that is what we are said to see happening today as a natural 
process. If it is true that the present is the key to the past, then this theory is the rational outcome of the application 
of methodological naturalism. However, if this way of viewing the past is incorrect, then much of the theoretical and 
philosophical assumptions of geology may be incorrect, and the evidence may be being misinterpreted. 

 
The fossil record, contrary to how we may consider it, is actually a record of extinction—on an unparalleled level. 

Furthermore, modern geologists do not apply uniformitarianism in the same way as Lyell. 25Modern geology 
combines both uniformitarian and catastrophist principles – i.e. that the earth’s history is one of gradual processes 
that are punctuated by the occasional natural catastrophe (floods, earthquakes, volcanoes, meteorites & etc).  

 
Given that only a small percentage of creatures that die are ever preserved and that many of the sedimentary 

rock structures that hold the fossil record are massive (i.e. thousands of square kilometres in size), it is clear that the 
fossil & geological records actually testify to a past age or ages when the world was teaming with life and 
subsequently suffered a period, or periods, of major catastrophic destruction which resulted in the formation of 
huge layers of sedimentary rocks and associated fossil preservation. It is commonly estimated that ninety-eight per 

                                                           
23 Kind. The word “kind” may not be providing a classification equivalent to species. The Hebrew word “miyn” (kind) simply means form, sort 
and type, and may just relate to the general type, as in bird-kind, fish-kind or beast-kind. This is the way the word seems to be used in 
references such as Gen.1:24-25, 6:20, 7:14. Consider how the pairs of animals are described in Gen.6:19-20 NKJV – “And of every living thing of 
all flesh you shall bring two of every sort into the ark, to keep them alive with you; they shall be male and female. Of the birds after their kind, 
of animals after their kind, and of every creeping thing of the earth after its kind, two of every kind will come to you to keep them alive.” 
Species classifications are a man-made system of classification, not a Biblical one. See the AIG article for a further comment on “kind”, here.  
24 Darwin acknowledged that in his time there was a lack of fossil evidence for transitional forms, as his theory required. He excused this by 
pleading the incompleteness of the fossil record. Origin of the Species, Chp.9 “The main cause, however, of innumerable intermediate links not 
now occurring everywhere throughout nature depends on the very process of natural selection, through which new varieties continually take 
the places of and exterminate their parent-forms. But just in proportion as this process of extermination has acted on an enormous scale, so 
must the number of intermediate varieties, which have formerly existed on the earth, 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 gravest objection which can be urged against my theory. The explanation lies, as I believe, in the extreme 
imperfection of the geological record.”  
Stephen Jay Gould, Evolution’s erratic pace, Natural History 86(5):14, May 1977 wrote the following - “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 …… in any local area, a species does not arise gradually by the gradual transformation of its ancestors; it appears all at 
once and “fully formed.” (See also the earlier note to Mark Ridley’s comment on fossils) 
25 As noted earlier, over more recent years, a modernized version of scientific catastrophism has gained wide acceptance with regard to certain 
events in the distant past. Today most geologists combine catastrophist and uniformitarianist standpoints, taking the view that Earth's history 
is a slow, gradual story punctuated by occasional natural catastrophic events that have affected Earth and its inhabitants.  
“The New Catastrophism” - Derek Ager - Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1993, 120. This writer explains in the preface why other 
geologists had a different interpretation: “For a century and a half the geological world has been dominated, one might even say brainwashed, 
by the gradualistic uniformitarianism of Charles Lyell. Any suggestion of ‘catastrophic’ events has been rejected as old-fashioned, unscientific 
and even laughable” (p. xi). 

https://answersingenesis.org/noahs-ark/did-darwin-argue-that-species-originated-recently/


cent of all species that have ever existed are now extinct. If such estimates are anywhere near correct, then this is a 
staggering fact, and one that should make us pause when considering the implications. 

There is no doubt that the great diversity of life we see today is the product and offspring of what went before. 
Just how connected it is to every aspect of the fossil record we may never clearly know. The theory of biological 
evolution is one theory designed to show how it could be connected. It is based upon a scientific naturalism, which 
in turn is closely related to the philosophical position called ‘materialism’. On the other hand, a belief in the Bible’s 
plain testimony is also, in some measure, a philosophical or world-view position that is based upon fully accepting 
God’s testimony at face value, striving to interpret the narrative of scripture as it most reasonable reads within its 
own context. The Bible connects this approach to ‘faith’, which comes from believing the word of God - Rom.10:17.  

 
 Putting this aside for the moment and solely focussing upon the testimony of the geological record; when we 

grasp the enormity of the earth’s sedimentary history and the evidence of past life, it is of little consequence 
whether speciation occurred in the past or not; whether some species have split or joined is of no real consequence 
in the overall scheme of things. What is currently of importance to many scientists is that the amount of genetic 
code and information lost due to past extinctions is enormous, not the amount supposed to have evolved. For this 
reason many scientists and environmentalists are currently scrambling to preserve what is left of earth’s diverse 
genetic material by preventing more extinction and by creating vast seed banks to preserve them against future loss. 

 
On the important question of just how interconnected the fossil record is to what we can observe today raises 

some interesting questions that we may not be fully equipped to answer. The answer will depend upon our world-
view and how we understand the events recorded in the early chapters of Genesis. We will further address some of 
these questions at the end of this article when we briefly consider the meaning of Gen.1v1. 

 
Is any part of evolutionary theory factual?  
Genetic code in DNA is the information repository in the genome that controls most of the important functions, from 
development and operation to reproduction. We look a little closer at this later on, but as this subject has so many 
different aspects we need first to try and break it down into a more simplified form. 

 
26Three types of evolution. In the text books that are commonly used to demonstrate evolution, three basic types 

of evolution are evident. It is important to grasp the difference between these, for some of them are rational and 
easy to accept while others are more speculative. We will consider these three types from the viewpoint of genetic 
information, the basic piece of the puzzle that Darwin did not understand or grasp. 

 
Type-1 evolution (adaptations). This form of evolution involves the formation of no significantly new genetic 
information. It commonly involves either the loss of genetic information or the narrowing of genetic code as 
parts become dormant. Evolution of this type is what is most commonly observed, and most often described 
in biology textbooks. It may properly be described as ‘the survival of the fittest’, and the truth of this process is 
beyond reasonable doubt and question. The outcome of this natural process produces no real change to the 
phenotype and is observed as only small modifications that may assist survival. The downside of this process is 
that it often reduces genetic code in future generations of plants and animals, which may then no longer carry 
the full variety of genetic potential to assist with survival in changing conditions. This is one of the reasons why 
conservationists and scientists are currently searching the world to create vast seed banks, so that non-
dominant varieties and their genetic information are preserved for future generations. 
 
Example: the example used by Darwin himself, of certain 27finches whose beaks grew over a few seasons 
when their food source changed. Those with larger beaks were more fitted for surviving the changed 

                                                           
26 Information on the separation of evolution into three types adapted from John Ashton, Evolution Impossible (2012), Master Books, Green 
Forest, AR (as well as from other sources). I am not confident of the factualness of all Ashton’s assertions regarding genetic material and his 
total rejection of any beneficial mutations. However, the real point to this writer concerns the possibility of significant change as a result of 
random mutations, and not changes such as spots on wings and colour variations. Small adaptations may be the result of mutations, but do 
they really have any significant affect to outward form, functionality and body layout? They do not prove the concept of macro-evolution, as 
commonly explained.  
For an interesting comment on beneficial mutations, see the article and links provided by Dr. John Sanford at his web site. Link is here. 
27 The finches on the Gallipolis Islands are not the only example of adaption in the bird world. “... in a controlled study, finches were introduced 
to an island that previously had no finches (Conant 1988, Pimm 1988). In 1967, about 100 identical finches were removed from a U.S. 
Government Bird Reservation in the middle of the Pacific Ocean and were taken about 300 miles away to a group of four small atolls lying 
within less than ten miles of each other, which had no native finches. The birds were released onto one of these islands, and they soon spread to 
all of them. Seventeen years later, when the birds were first checked, they were found to have a variety of bill shapes and to be adapted — both 

http://www.geneticentropy.org/properties


conditions, bred, and become the dominate type. Those with smaller beaks were unable to prosper, survive 
and breed. Again, in this case there was no creation of new genetic information, only the ‘selection’ and 
prospering of those with a pre-existing advantage. Interestingly, many years later when food conditions 
changed again, the non-dominant, smaller-beaked finches re-emerged as a prominent strain, as the genes 
leading to smaller beaks had been preserved in the finch population. 
 
Example: the commonly used example of 28peppered moths, whose colour changed during a period of 
industrialisation, when light-coloured moths were eaten by predators, and dark-coloured moths prospered, 
becoming the dominant type. Again, little new genetic information was created; only a narrowing of the 
genetic code occurred and the subsequent colour of the variety was the outcome. As with the example of the 
finches, when the effects of industrialisation were reversed, light-coloured moths again increased in numbers. 
 
Example: a bacterium may become resistant to an antibiotic. It is now commonly acknowledged that what is 
often happening here is that non-resistant strains of bacteria die out, and only already-resistant strains of 
bacteria survive and reproduce to become the dominant strain. In this situation the genetic information in the 
organism is narrowing, not evolving new code and characteristics to resist the attack of hostile antibiotics. 
 
Type-2 evolution (information transfer). This type of evolution involves the transfer of new genetic 
information from one organism to another. Examples of this type of evolution include 29natural hybrids, the 
tigon and liger, and the crossing of a donkey and a zebra to produce a ‘zonkey’. The plant world also has 
numerous examples of natural hybrids. Not all hybrids are sterile; some are quite fertile and able to produce 
offspring according to their type. Interestingly, however, most hybrids are sterile. In fact, the key- or coding-
affect from sperm or spawn to egg and its equivalents in the plant world restricts and limits the ability of most 
organisms to cross-fertilise, thereby preserving the integrity of the parent strain.  
 
Viral effect is also thought to be responsible for the insertion of its genetic material into a host genome and 
thereby changing its DNA. There is also the example of one bacterium affecting another and transferring 
resistance to certain antibiotics. It is postulated that the transferring of new genes from one organism to 
another can result in the emergence of new antibiotic-resistant strains of the bacterium. It is also suggested 
that bacterial influence may also effect some genetic change in other organisms. In the examples cited, it is 
evident that no significantly new genetic information is created. Existing information is simply transferred 
from one organism to another. 
 
Type-3 evolution (creation of new genetic information). This type of evolution postulates the creation of 
totally new genetic information resulting in significant changes as a result of mutations. Importantly, there are 
no known examples of this type of evolution producing change in significant functionality or change in type. 
No examples of significant change have been observed or replicated in experiments. Although this sounds a 
bold claim, and is contrary to what we are constantly told, it remains a fact that this part of evolutionary 
theory remains just that—a theoretical position, not an evidential one. 
 
Examples: the only examples of this type of evolution that are regularly advanced are slight changes to 
colouring, appearance or perhaps even the simplest levels of existing functionality. Even these examples may 
be questionable, as they may rather be the product of either dormant or suppressed code of potential 
function already present, rather than the product of beneficial mutations. Even if we accept these changes as 
a net increase in genetic information as a result of beneficial mutations, the modifications are always small 
and fairly insignificant. There is also the example of beneficial mutations improving a bacteria’s ability to resist 

                                                           
by their behavior and by their bill shapes and associated muscles — to various niches. This was a speeded-up form of the conventional scenario 
of Galápagos finch evolution. In seventeen years, and possibly less, the finches had diversified into various niches. If this diversification occurred 
in less than seventeen years, why did Darwin’s Galapágos finches have to take two million years?” - The Evolution Revolution: Why Thinking 
People are Rethinking the Theory of Evolution by Lee Spetner. 
28 Peppered Moths – recent studies have isolated the gene (mutation) they think is responsible for the dark coloured moths. It comes from a 
"jumping gene"- a piece of DNA called a transposon that can move within the genome. Transposon DNA inserted itself into a gene which 
affected colour – see the article here. However, consider the EN&V article that comments on this, by Jonathan Wells 3 June 2016 – Link is here. 
29 Natural hybrids – See the article in the New York Times, Sept 13, 2010 by Sean B. Carroll – “Hybrids May Thrive Where Parents Fear to Tread.” 
Carroll says – “But because species hybrids create new combinations of genes, it is possible that some combinations might enable hybrids to 
adapt to conditions in which neither parent may fare as well. Several such examples are now known from nature.” & “The discovery of hybrid 
species and the detection of past hybridizations are forcing biologists to reshape their picture of species as independent units. The barriers 
between species are not necessarily vast, unbridged chasms; sometimes they get crossed with marvellous results.”  Link is here. 

http://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-36424768
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/06/peppered_moths102894.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/14/science/14creatures.html?ref=science&_r=0


anti-biotics, which is a well-known and often quoted example. However, all these types of evolution are not 
really valid examples of macro-evolution as they do not evidence charges in large-scale functionality. As will be 
seen later as we discuss DNA, the information in genetic code is hugely complex. Whole sets of interwoven 
code would need somehow to be created by a random process for this type of evolution to occur in a way that 
would cause the creation of new types or organisms, new organs or significant new features. Yet this type of 
evolution remains the mainstay of the theory of biological macro-evolution. 

 
Types of evolution: conclusions 
30There is no reason to abandon all aspects of the theory of evolution. Evolution types 1 and 2 are certainly 
reasonable, testable, repeatable and factual, and in no way contrary to sound Bible belief. It is in the critical area of 
type-3 evolution that the whole argument for macro-evolution and common origins stands. This also explains in part 
why, in recent times, many theories contrary to Neo-Darwinism, including ‘intelligent design’, have begun to gain 
traction in some sections of the scientific community. However, we must put this whole question into proper 
perspective. It is not even important whether type-3 evolution is theoretically or practically possible; what is 
important is whether it is responsible for all the variations in life that we see in the world today. That is the real 
question. It is one that challenges us with the questions of whom do we believe and in whom do we trust to give us a 
true explanation of the origins of life as we know it, and ultimately of the meaning and purpose of life. 

 
 

5. Understanding DNA 

Molecular biology and the discovery of DNA  
It was Watson and Crick who first described the nature of DNA in 1953. DNA is a complex molecule that forms the 
basis of every cell in living organisms. The discovery of DNA and everything since has emphasised how complex and 
wonderful life really is. The cell, rather than being just a simple piece of protoplasm, turns out to be a highly complex 
structure that stores information or code that controls a cell’s assembly, reproduction and function, and thereby 
most functions of an organism’s existence. 

 
The following Wikipedia definition of DNA will suffice here: 

 

“Deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) is a molecule that encodes the genetic instructions used in the development and 
functioning of all known living organisms and many viruses. Along with RNA and proteins, DNA is one of the 
three major macromolecules essential for all known forms of life. Genetic information is encoded as a 
sequence of nucleotides (Guanine, Adenine, Thymine, and Cytosine) recorded using the letters G, A, T, and C. 
Most DNA molecules are double-stranded helices, consisting of two long polymers of simple units called 
nucleotides, molecules with backbones made of alternating sugars (deoxyribose) and phosphate groups 
(related to phosphoric acid), with the nucleobases (G, A, T, C) attached to the sugars. DNA is well-suited for 
biological information storage, since the DNA backbone is resistant to cleavage and the double-stranded 
structure provides the molecule with a built-in duplicate of the encoded information.” 
 
“These two strands run in opposite directions to each other and are therefore anti-parallel, one backbone 
being 3ǋ (three prime) and the other 5ǋ (five prime). This refers to the direction the 3rd and 5th carbon on the 
sugar molecule is facing. Attached to each sugar is one of four types of molecules called nucleobases 
(informally, bases). It is the sequence of these four nucleobases along the backbone that encodes information. 
This information is read using the genetic code, which specifies the sequence of the amino acids within 
proteins. The code is read by copying stretches of DNA into the related nucleic acid RNA in a process called 
transcription. Within cells, DNA is organised into long structures called chromosomes. During cell division 
these chromosomes are duplicated in the process of DNA replication, providing each cell its own complete set 
of chromosomes.” 

 
It is not necessary to understand fully all that is written here to grasp the basic concepts. What is known is that DNA 
and cell function is very complex. DNA stores encoded information in a very stable series of chemical bonds and 

                                                           
30 Adaption and micro-evolution are seen everywhere in nature. No one denies this fact, whether creationist or evolutionist.  
“An organism thus has the built-in ability to adapt to a new environment heritably by altering its DNA. These adaptations occur just when they 
are needed, because they are triggered by an input from the new environment. Since they are triggered by the environment, their occurrence in 
a population is not rare. They will occur in a large fraction of the population, leading to rapid evolutionary changes -- possibly even in one 
generation!” - The Evolution Revolution: Why Thinking People Are Rethinking The Theory Of Evolution. (2015) by Dr Lee Spetner, 



controls most aspects in the development and operation of all known forms of life (NB: Viruses lack many features of 
living things, and some lack full DNA while others have recognizable DNA. For this reason most scientists do not 
consider viruses as living creatures, and they are often considered as a class of their own). 
 
DNA as an information source  

The full function of DNA and other parts of the cell are still the subject of intense study. As stated earlier, it is 
commonly understood that DNA carries within its specific arrangement complex code or information. The specific 
information is stored chemically by the arrangement of four chemicals—G, A, T, C—which are arranged in pairs, then 
in sets of three pairs called ‘codons’, and then in larger strings of information along the spine of the helix. DNA is 
considered a true code that not only is a complex information database, but also transmits information by RNA, 
which is then subsequently decoded and used in the construction of proteins, and for other functions within the cell. 
31The information storage system is somewhat similar to that of a modern computer system. However, one of the 
main differences is that computers use binary code (sets of 2 options, 1 or 0) while DNA is far more complex. 

 
Some codons arranged together are genes, which are, in effect, information repositories. These segments of DNA 

code for the transfer of genetic information and protein construction. With each base pair having four possible 
combinations, the codons (sets of three nucleotides) have 43

 = 64 different possible outcomes, and when arranged in 
strings of information (genes) are used to specify the twenty different amino acids used by living organisms. 

 
As noted earlier, all life forms have this basic information storage function called DNA. It controls most functions 

that occur within the cell and in life generally. Much as the operating system of a computer will direct different 
functions, so DNA fulfils a similar role. Moreover, it has the added power of actually controlling the manufacture of 
proteins, including many other functions and of finally reproducing itself. Its function has been likened to a modern 
CAD-CAM (computer-aided design and computer-aided manufacturing) system, where designs can be programmed 
into a computer and the finished product is shaped and produced in one coordinated operation. 

 
32Different organisms have different amounts of code depending on the degree of complexity of the information, 

the types of organisms that exist, and perhaps how the information is coded. Some simpler organisms have less 
code, and some more complex ones have more code. There are a number of exceptions to this (salamander, onion, 
etc), where simpler organisms have vast amounts of repeated code. However, this is still a field of investigation as 
recent discoveries show that some DNA codes for multiple functions, some seems to exist as spare & genome repair 
information, some only functions in 33different environmental conditions, which partly explains why a strictly direct 
comparison between apparent code and gene size between types may be misleading. See the following Table. 

                                                           
31 “DNA is like a computer program but far, far more advanced than any software ever created.” Bill Gates (Microsoft), The Road Ahead (1995). 
See also the PNAS paper - “Comparing genomes to computer operating systems in terms of the topology and evolution of their regulatory 
control networks” –  PNAS   yang et al - 107 (20) 9186-9191 2010  See here. 
32 Repeated DNA Sequences: In a 2011 PhyOrg paper titled “Safeguarding genome integrity through extraordinary DNA repair.” The authors go 
on to speak about the vital regulatory functions of what was once believed to be junk DNA. “DNA is under constant attack, from internal factors 
like free radicals and external ones like ionizing radiation.” In the article they comment of the repair functions of repeated sequences, whose job 
is to maintain DNA code integrity; “Unlike euchromatin, where most of an organism’s genes reside and where most DNA consists of long, 
unrepetitive sequences of base pairs, DNA in heterochromatin consists mostly of short repeated sequences that don’t code for proteins; indeed, 
heterochromatin was long regarded as containing mostly “junk” DNA. 
Heterochromatin is now known to be anything but junk, playing a crucial role in organizing chromosomes and maintaining their integrity during 
cell division. It is concentrated near centromeres, where chromatids are in closest contact, which are required to transmit chromosomes from 
one generation to the next. Maintaining heterochromatin structure is necessary to the normal growth and functions of cells and organisms.” 
In an article in the Huffington post, professor of Biochemistry and Molecular Biology James Shapiro comments on his earlier work on the 
repetitive nature of DNA. “In 2005, I published two articles on the functional importance of repetitive DNA with Rick von Sternberg. The major 
article was entitled “Why repetitive DNA is essential to genome function.” These articles with Rick are important to me (and to this blog) for 
two reasons. The first is that shortly after we submitted them, Rick became a momentary celebrity of the Intelligent Design movement. Critics 
have taken my co-authorship with Rick as an excuse for “guilt-by-association” claims that I have some ID or Creationist agenda, an allegation 
with no basis in anything I have written. 
The second reason the two articles with Rick are important is because they were, frankly, prescient, anticipating the recent ENCODE results. Our 
basic idea was that the genome is a highly sophisticated information storage organelle. Just like electronic data storage devices, the genome 
must be highly formatted by generic (i.e. repeated) signals that make it possible to access the stored information when and where it will be 
useful.” – quote from “Bob Dylan, ENCODE and Evolutionary Theory: The Times They Are A-Changin'” – Huffington Post, 13/09/2012 
 
33 Lee Spetner quotes studies that supports this conclusion. Here is one - “There is experimental evidence that there are DNA sequences that 
have no effect on the functioning of the organism under ordinary circumstances but which play a role under extraordinary conditions. An 
experiment was performed on yeast in which each of its 6,000 genes was deleted, one by one (Hillenmeyer et al. 2008). Of these 6,000 genes, 
34% were found to be necessary for the proper functioning of the cells under normal conditions because their deletion was either lethal or led 
to growth defects. The remaining 66% of the deletions showed no effect under normal conditions! Almost all of these (63% of the total), 

http://www.pnas.org/content/107/20/9186.full


Organism Cell type Base pairs of code (approx.) Genes (approx.) 

E. coli K12 bacterium Single 4.6 million 4,300 

Brewer’s yeast Single 12.1 million 6,000 

Roundworm Multiple 97 million 19,000 

Fruit fly (Drosophila) Multiple 122.6 million 17,000 

Mouse Multiple 2,800 million 23,000 

Man Multiple 3,300 million 21,000 

 
 
DNA and mutations 
As stated previously, it is now understood that without mutations biological evolution in the fullest extent could not 
occur. Mutations occur at random, and in essence are simple or minor changes in DNA. In order to understand how 
mutations work, we will need to understand how DNA does its job. 

DNA contains a set of instructions for ‘building’ an organism, whether a simple organism like a bacterium or a 
complex one like a human being. These instructions are inscribed in the structure of the DNA molecule through a 
genetic code. DNA looks and works like this: 

 

 

Mutations  
Various types of DNA mutations exist. These include, but are not limited to: substitution, duplication, inversion, 

insertion and deletion of whole sections of genetic code. Some are known, and some are postulated in evolutionary 
theory as contributing to the evolutionary process. The known mutations are mostly small changes in themselves, 
which may be caused by either an internal influence such as a DNA molecule not copying itself correctly, or through 
an external environmental influence, such as a chemical or radioactive affect that interferes with the copying 
process. Mutations regularly occur and are purely random. Mutations in an organism are not sufficient of themselves 
to ensure that the modification is reproduced in future generations. The mutation itself must be located in 
reproductive cells like eggs or sperm. These are called ‘germ-line mutations’. Somatic mutations, those that do not 
produce gametes (that is, do not affect reproduction), cannot be passed on to future generations. 

 
It is often stated in scientific presentations that mutations may have a beneficial, neutral or negative effect on an 

organism. However, it is an undisputed fact that the overwhelming majority of mutations actually have a 34negative 
or a neutral effect on an organism, and some of those mutations that are considered ‘beneficial’ may be of 
questionable value. For example, people with sickle-cell anaemia (a mutation), due to a quirk in the cell’s shape, 
have the benefit of immunity to malaria. However, the downsides of the disorder outweighs its benefits. Red hair in 
                                                           
however, showed growth defects under various environmental changes! The remaining 3% showed no effects in this experiment. It is possible, 
though, they would have shown some growth defects under some other environmental conditions that were not tested. Thus, some two-thirds 
of the genes studied are likely to be the part of the genome containing the yeast cell’s built-in ability to adapt to environmental changes. There 
is thus good evidence that a significant fraction of the genome is dedicated to adapting the organism to changing environmental conditions.” - 
The Evolution Revolution: Why Thinking People are Rethinking the Theory of Evolution, (2015) by Lee Spetner 
34 Dr John Sanford makes this the point of his book, “Genetic Entropy and the Mystery of the Genome.” – He speaks about the relentless net 
effect of random mutations (which evolutionists suppose to be the ‘engine’ of evolution) is actually degradation or complete destruction of 
function. In his book, Dr Sanford bluntly warns that “there is no realistic method to halt degeneration”. The problem of genetic entropy and 
degradation is well known to geneticists, whether they are Darwinists or not. 

Figure 6: DNA molecule. 
DNA is made of a long sequence of smaller units strung together. 
There are four basic types of unit: G, A, T and C. These letters 
represents the four types of base molecules that each unit carries: 
guanine, adenine, thymine and cytosine. The sequence of these bases 
encodes instructions. Some parts of DNA are control centres for 
turning genes on and off; some parts have a function that are not 
currently fully understood; and other parts appear as yet to have no 
function. Other parts of DNA are genes that carry the instructions for 
making proteins—long chains of amino acids. These proteins help 
build an organism. 
 



humans is also said to be a recessive genetic trait caused by a series of mutations, however it has a relative neutral 
side effect in humans. On the other hand, colour variation due to mutations in many species certainly can affect 
survivability, particularly if it provides enhanced camouflage from predators or prey, or even reproduction 
advantages in attracting the opposite sex.  

 
Neo-Darwinian evolutionary theory argues that it is the accumulation of numerous random DNA mutations, each 

having a small effect that allows one phenotype to evolve into another (a phenotype is the composite of an 
organism’s observable characteristics or traits). It is here that the theory faces its greatest challenge, as it must 
overcome the natural limitations of genetic capacity. That is, that although it is certainly clear that mutations can, at 
times, affect colour and simple functionality to enhance survivability and reproduction, there appear to be genetic 
limitations hard wired into the genome of each species that are at work to default it back to the original type.  

 
For example, cattle, horse and bird breeders have selectively bred hundreds and thousands of generations of 

creatures, yet they remain true to their basic phenotype. In other words, cattle remain cattle, horses remain horses, 
and birds remain birds. Scientists also have bred, in some instances, hundreds of thousands of generations of 
bacteria and fruit fly to generate millions of mutations, yet each species remains true to its general type. Controlled 
and selective breeding has never been able to create a new phenotype.  
 
35 Macroevolution. This leaves the theory of macro-evolution due to the accumulation of numerous small mutations 
unproven in real life situations, and in the opinion of some scientists it is unable to account for all the variations that 
exist. This has prompted scientists to develop other theories to explain the mechanism of macro-evolution. 

 
36Epigenetics 
Interestingly, biologists have discovered that DNA-based genetic mutations do not generate all the information 
needed in an organism’s development, including embryonic development in building a body plan (that is, the 
location of major parts). Research has found that some of the key information is epigenetic—that is, ‘upon’ or ‘in 
excess’ of the genetic code or instructions in DNA. Epigenetic information is thought to reside in the structure of the 
maternal egg, and is inherited directly from membrane to membrane independently of DNA. 

 
Many biologists now believe, therefore, that epigenetic information is responsible for embryonic development 

involving the shape, layout (body plan) of an organism and for its morphology during the history of life, and that DNA 
works in a coordinated way with this higher order information. Research has so far shown that mutations that affect 
body plans, which are expressed at a very early stage of embryonic development, 37always seem to fail. 

                                                           
35 Some Neo-Darwinists don’t like the term macro-evolution and some deny that macro-evolution exists, and/or that macro-evolution is nothing 
more than extended rounds of micro-evolution. However, many scientists are troubled by the scientific proof for macro-evolution.  
As Spetner sums up in his book's Epilogue - “THE RELEVANCE OF EVOLUTION HAS BEEN EXAGGERATED FAR beyond what could be supported 
by theory and data. I have shown in this book that evolution is limited by the evolutionary capabilities built into organisms. Science has so far 
not shed any light on where those capabilities came from. The Darwinian theory of random variation and natural selection is unable to account 
for them. From all I have said here, one must conclude that the claim of Common Descent, and consequently macroevolution, is not supported 
by evidence and is therefore not believable. Yet the Darwinists have been calling it a fact (Gould 1981, Lewontin 1981, Futuyma 1986, 15). I 
have shown it has no theoretical backing and there are no data that can be said to support it. Add to this that it is counterintuitive, and it is 
impossible to understand how it can be called a “fact.” - The Evolution Revolution: Why Thinking People are Rethinking the Theory of Evolution 
Michael Denton makes the same distinction with the following comment - “In the same vein, Douglas Erwin entitled one of his papers “Macro-
evolution Is More than Repeated Rounds of Microevolution.”” – Evolution, Still a Theory in Crisis, 2016. 
Professor James M. Tour makes the following comment – “I simply do not understand, chemically, how macroevolution could have happened. 
…… Furthermore, when I, a non-conformist, ask proponents for clarification, they get flustered in public and confessional in private wherein 
they sheepishly confess that they really don’t understand either. Well, that is all I am saying: I do not understand. But I am saying it publicly as 
opposed to privately. Does anyone understand the chemical details behind macroevolution? If so, I would like to sit with that person and be 
taught, so I invite them to meet with me.” Link here. 
Andrew M Simons - ”A persistent debate in evolutionary biology is one over the continuity of microevolution and macroevolution — whether 
macroevolutionary trends are governed by the principles of microevolution.” - “The Continuity of Microevolution and Macroevolution,” Journal 
of Evolutionary Biology 2002, 15, 688-701. 
36 See Stephen Meyer, Darwin’s Doubt (2013), HarperCollins, New York, pp. 271-286 for basic treatment of this issue. I like Meyer’s general 
approach, which attempts to use the scientific method to evaluate different evolutionary theories, even though he limits his method to science 
and does not use revelation as a means to interpret the past. Meyer believes that the evidence of science proves the existence of a mind at 
work, yet he remains committed to the scientific method. 
 Epigenetics.  See - The Mysterious Epigenome. What lies beyond DNA. There is a very interesting article and video presentation on the 
Epigenetic Revolution currently taking place in science, by Dr Woodward and Dr Gills, located here and here. Also see this EN&V article – 
“Epigenetic Change: Lamarck, Wake Up, You're Wanted in the Conference Room!” Denyse O'Leary August 25, 2015 - located here. 
37 Body Plan Mutations. See the following articles. 1/2) Refuting Evolution 2—Chapter 5, by Jonathan Sarfati, PhD - “Ed Lewis investigated and 
won a Nobel Prize in 1995 for discovering a small set of genes that affect different body parts (Hox or Homeobox). They act like ‘architects of 

http://www.jmtour.com/personal-topics/the-scientist-and-his-%E2%80%9Ctheory%E2%80%9D-and-the-christian-creationist-and-his-%E2%80%9Cscience%E2%80%9D/
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/04/tom_woodward_an102799.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RpXs8uShFMo
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2015/08/epigenetic_chan098671.html


 
38What is significant here is that mutations within DNA are not sufficient of themselves to bring about 

morphological change (a major change in shape and appearance). What is needed for a major change in morphology 
is a coordinated event, involving both DNA and epigenetic information. This magnifies the challenge that neo-
Darwinian theory must overcome to establish the likelihood of macro changes occurring as a result of mutations. 

 
It is noteworthy that although small changes as a result of DNA mutations are certainly observable, macro 

changes that move an organism from one phenotype to another, or that change significant functionality, have never 
been duplicated or observed. 

 
39In summary: there is a lack of clear evidence of any significant information-gaining DNA mutations. Likewise, 

there is no clear evidence of any natural process that causes a net increase in significant functional genetic 
information, although there certainly is evidence that mutations can and do create changes to functionality by 
narrowing the gene pool for environmental specialization, by a 40loss of genetic information. The burden of proof is 

                                                           
the body.’ Mutations in these can cause ‘dramatic’ changes. Many experiments have been performed on fruit flies (Drosophila), where poisons 
and radiation induced mutations. The problem is that they are always harmful … Also, the embryo develops into its basic body plan before these 
genes start switching—obviously they can’t be the cause of the plan before they are activated!” Link is here.  
2/2) Evolution News & Views Oct 1, 2010. Response to John Wise. “Mutations to "genetic switches" involved in body plan formation …. disrupt 
the normal development of animals. With the possible exception of the loss of structures (not a promising avenue for novelty-building 
evolution, in any case), these mutations either destroy the embryo in which they occur or render it gravely unfit as an adult. What the 
mutations do not provide are "many different variations in body plans.” ….  But there are solid empirical grounds for arguing that changes in 
DNA alone cannot produce new organs or body plans. A technique called "saturation mutagenesis"1,2 has been used to produce every possible 
developmental mutation in fruit flies (Drosophila melanogaster),3,4,5 roundworms (Caenorhabditis elegans),6,7 and zebrafish (Danio 
rerio),8,9,10 and the same technique is now being applied to mice (Mus musculus).11,12. None of the evidence from these and numerous other 
studies of developmental mutations supports the neo-Darwinian dogma that DNA mutations can lead to new organs or body plans--because 
none of the observed developmental mutations benefit the organism. Indeed, the evidence justifies only one conclusion, which Wells 
summarized in his last slide at SMU: We can modify the DNA of a fruit fly embryo in any way we want, and there are only three possible 
outcomes: A normal fruit fly; A defective fruit fly; or A dead fruit fly." Link is here. 
38 Darwin’s Doubt, Page 11, Stephen Meyer. “In 2003, MIT Press published a groundbreaking collection of scientific essays titled Origination of 
Organismal Form: Beyond the Gene in Developmental and Evolutionary Biology, edited by two distinguished developmental and evolutionary 
biologists, Gerd Müller, of the University of Vienna, and Stuart Newman, of New York Medical College. In their volume, Müller and Newman 
included a number of scientific articles describing recent discoveries in genetics and developmental biology—discoveries suggesting that genes 
alone do not determine the three-dimensional form and structure of an animal. Instead, many of the scientists in their volume reported that so-
called epigenetic information—information stored in cell structures, but not in DNA sequences—plays a crucial role. The Greek prefix epi means 
“above” or “beyond,” so epigenetics refers to a source of information that lies beyond the genes. As Müller and Newman explain in their 
introduction, “Detailed information at the level of the gene does not serve to explain form.” Instead, as Newman explains, “epigenetic” or 
“contextual information” plays a crucial role in the formation of animal “body assemblies” during embryological development. Müller and 
Newman not only highlighted the importance of epigenetic information to the formation of body plans during development; they also argued 
that it must have played a similarly important role in the origin and evolution of animal body plans in the first place. They concluded that recent 
discoveries about the role of epigenetic information in animal development pose a formidable challenge to the standard neo-Darwinian 
account of the origin of these body plans—perhaps the most formidable of all,,,”  
Jonathan Wells. In Embryo Development, Non-DNA Information Is at Least as Important as DNA – Jonathan Wells – May 2012. Excerpt: 
Evidence shows that non-DNA developmental information can be inherited in several ways. For example, it can be inherited through chromatin 
modifications, which affect gene expression without altering underlying DNA sequences. Another example is cytoplasmic inheritance, which 
involves cytoskeletal patterns and localization of intracellular molecules. Still another example is cortical inheritance, which involves membrane 
patterns.” Link to the article is here. 
Jonathan Wells published a peer-reviewed scientific paper in the journal BIO-Complexity, “Membrane Patterns Carry Ontogenetic Information 
That Is Specified Independently of DNA.” With over 400 citations to the technical literature, this well-researched and well-documented article 
shows that embryogenesis depends on crucial sources of information that exist outside of the DNA. This ontogenetic information guides the 
development of an organism, but because it is derived from sources outside of the DNA, it cannot be produced by mutations in DNA. Wells 
concludes that because the neo-Darwinian model of evolution claims that variation is produced by DNA mutations, neo-Darwinism cannot 
account for the origin of epigenetic and ontogenetic information that exists outside of DNA. Read the article here. 
39 John Stanford (BSc in horticulture, an MSc and a PHD in plant breeding/plant genetics) has an interesting interview that is worth listening to. 
He is the inventor of the gene gun. He was originally an atheist, then a theistic evolutionists, but changed his mind due to the science and 
eventually became an advocate of intelligent design, rejecting Darwinian evolution and common descent. He focusses upon genetic entropy 
(degeneration) due to mutations, and speaks about the weakening of the genome over every generation. This is the opposite of the Darwinian 
model. He wrote the, “Genetic Entropy & the Mystery of the Genome.” Youtube Link here. The following is a summary of his view on how 
evolutionary theory has corrupted science. It is well worth listening to. His talk runs for about 50 minutes, and is located here. 
40 Genetic Information Loss. Interestingly, it is becoming apparent to science that information loss is a core driver of genetic diversity. “The 
recent increase in genomic data is revealing an unexpected perspective of gene loss as a pervasive source of genetic variation that can cause 
adaptive phenotypic diversity. This novel perspective of gene loss is raising new fundamental questions. How relevant has gene loss been in the 
divergence of phyla? How do genes change from being essential to dispensable and finally to being lost? Is gene loss mostly neutral, or can it be 
an effective way of adaptation? These questions are addressed, and insights are discussed from genomic studies of gene loss in populations and 
their relevance in evolutionary biology and biomedicine.” See the summary article in “Uncommon Descent” dated 19th June, 2016, Link is here  
and it’s quoted source reference paper – Nature Review, Genetics 18 April 2016, “Evolution by Gene Loss.” Link is here. 

http://creation.com/refuting-evolution-2-chapter-5-argument-some-mutations-are-beneficial
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2010/10/response_to_john_wise038811.html
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2012/05/in_embryo_devel060031.html
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2014/06/peer-reviewed_p_2086201.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eY98io7JH-c
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P-H4X2b7x7Q
http://www.uncommondescent.com/intelligent-design/the-war-is-over-we-won/
http://www.nature.com/nrg/journal/v17/n7/full/nrg.2016.39.html


on neo-Darwinian evolutionists to prove that significant positive functional changes can happen and, consequently, 
that macro-evolution has occurred in the past on a massive scale that has produced all the variations of life we see in 
the world today. To date, this theory remains substantially unproven, relying on theoretic extrapolations and 
multiple implausible stories of genetic revolution.  

 
At this point it is appropriate to repeat an earlier observation that puts this whole question into clear perspective: 

it is not important whether evolution is theoretically or even practically possible; what is important is whether it is a 
responsible explanation for the origin of all the variations in life that we see in the world today. 

 
41The question of ‘junk’ DNA 
Neo-Darwinists hold that new biological information arises as a result of a process of purely random process of 
mutational trial and error. The theory itself predicts that non-functional DNA would tend to accumulate in the 
genomes of organisms. Until recently, most evolutionary biologists therefore concluded that the non-protein-coding 
DNA that has been discovered is ‘junk’, left over from this evolutionary process. The incorrect claim that the genome 
of most organisms is full of this junk DNA has continued until very recent times.  
 
Contrary to Darwinists, those scientists who advocate specific design have postulated that non-protein-coding DNA 
in the genome should perform some biological function, even if it does not direct protein synthesis. Degradation of 
some previously functional DNA resulting from the mutational process is not denied, but there should be overall 
purpose found in non-coding DNA. 

In recent years it has been discovered that non-protein-coding DNA actually performs a diversity of important 
biological functions. Scientists have shown that the non-protein-coding regions of the genome direct the production 
of RNA molecules that regulate the use of protein-coding regions of DNA. Cell and genome biologists have also 
discovered that these supposedly ‘useless’ non-protein-coding regions of the genome: 

 
1. Regulate DNA replication 
2. Regulate transcription 
3. Mark sites for programmed rearrangements of genetic material 
4. Influence the proper folding and maintenance of chromosomes 
5. Control the interactions of chromosomes with the nuclear membrane 
6. Control RNA processing, editing and splicing 
7. Modulate translation 
8. Regulate embryological development 
9. Repair DNA 
10. Aid in immunodefence for fighting disease. 

 
42Overall, the non-protein-coding regions of the genome function much like the operating system in a computer that 
can direct multiple operations simultaneously. Indeed, far from being ‘junk’, they direct the use of other information 

                                                           
41 Some of this information is adapted from Stephen Meyer, “Signature in the Cell” & “Darwin’s Doubt.”   
The scientific position on non-coding DNA has changed in recent times. Scientists are regularly discovering new co-ordinated functions, and now 
openly stating that “This non-coding DNA was often referred to as "junk" DNA because it seemed unnecessary. But in retrospect, we did not 
yet understand the function of these seemingly unnecessary DNA sequences.” - “New Functions for Junk DNA” 31st March 2014, American 
Society of Plant Biologists – Link is here.  
Also, see the article “Shedding light on the 'dark matter' of the genome” – Science Daily May 19, 2016 – “What used to be dismissed by many 
as 'junk DNA' is back with a vengeance as growing data points to the importance of non-coding RNAs (ncRNAs) -- genome's messages that 
do not code for proteins -- in development and disease.” - Link is here. 
John Mattick is the director of the Garvan Institute of Medical Research as of January 2012. His research led to the discovery of the function of 
Non-coding DNA, for which he earned a top award for genetics (Wikipedia). He made the following comment on Junk DNA. “The failure to 
recognize the implications of the non-coding DNA will go down I think as the biggest mistakes in the history of molecular biology.” - ABC 
Catalyst: GENIUS OF JUNK (DNA) - 10th July, 2003 
42 Dr Craig Venter is a leading expert in the field of the human genome and biotechnology, and he summed up the question of DNA this way. He 
stated that the cell is a "biological machine," full of "protein robots" which are "not simple robots." DNA is "software" that contains "digital 
information" or "digital code." He pointedly stated, that "Life is a DNA software system," ….. Furthermore, when Venter was asked about "junk 
DNA" he made some fascinating comments in reply. He said people have "arrogantly called parts of the human genome that don't code for 
protein 'junk DNA.'" But then he said that today junk DNA is "where all the discoveries are happening" and we know that junk DNA is crucial for 
gene regulation. He also said we already know that bacterial genomes are extremely streamlined, though we still don't know what even 10 
percent of bacterial proteins do. But he admitted that we "only have minimal understanding" of how junk DNA works, and so we have a lot to 
discover in that area. This information is borrowed from the following site, and is a summary of a talk Venter gave. Link is here 

http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2014-03/asop-nff033114.php
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2016/05/160519120935.htm
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2013/10/craig_venter_in078301.html


in the genome. The recently-published results of the 2012 43ENCODE project, which are now widely accepted by 
many scientists, has concluded that at least eighty per cent of the human genome performs significant biological 
functions, “dispatching the widely held view that the human genome is mostly composed of junk DNA.” Another 
outcome of this project has been the discovery that a second code is hidden within human DNA and some suggest 
that the body uses the same alphabet (code) to speak different languages. This intriguing discovery shows even 
further just how complex the genome really is. The further scientists investigate these things, the further from the 
previously held simplistic ideas about cell structure and functionality they seem to go. 

 
44Common ancestry and DNA: man and chimps 
45Since many functions in similar organisms exist, it is to be expected that DNA-code similarities should exist. The 
coding to meet similar functional and biochemical needs in different organisms may be simply the product of 
common design in accord with common functional needs and considerations. Also, 46researchers have found that 
DNA is also poly-functional—meaning that, just like components in an electrical control circuit, they may each 
perform multiple functions rather than a singular function as previously thought. This may also account for similar 
DNA and gene structures in different organisms even though some of their precise functions are different. 

                                                           
43 “When announced in 2007, the ENCODE results generated quite a bit of Internet chatter. Many skeptics asserted that the media and design 
proponents overhyped and misconstrued the project’s discoveries. Shortly thereafter, several papers appeared in the scientific literature 
highlighting ENCODE’s “flaws.” Many evolutionary biologists hope these critiques will undermine the project’s conclusion that 80 percent of the 
human genome, at minimum, contains functional DNA elements.” Link is here. 
“… One of the chief criticisms levelled at ENCODE relates to its use of a causal definition of function to determine functionality within the human 
genome. That is, a sequence element in the genome possesses function if it performs an observationally or experimentally identified role. 
ENCODE skeptics argue that this definition is faulty; instead, the project should have relied on sequence conservation (the so-called selected 
effect definition) as a way to measure function. ..…...” 
“ENCODE skeptics also complain that the results of the project don’t make sense in light of the C-value paradox. This paradox states that most 
of an organism’s genome consists of DNA that doesn’t code for proteins or regulate gene expression. Researchers have long held that the non-
coding DNA serves no real purpose—they view it as useless junk, vestiges of evolutionary processes. The concern among ENCODE skeptics is 
that if the project’s conclusion is valid, then most, if not all, of the human genome contains functional DNA. Thus, the human genome contains 
very little junk DNA, which would constitute an absurdity in light of the C-value paradox. Therefore, the project’s results cannot be correct 
according to ENCODE skeptics. .. The C-value paradox also explains why organisms less sophisticated than humans have larger genomes. That 
is, genome size is due to junk DNA and has no relationship to an organism’s complexity. Again, if the ENCODE results are correct, then this 
phenomenon has no explanation. But as Mattick and Dinger point out, the large genome sizes of relatively simple organisms appear to stem 
from duplications of extensive genome regions (a phenomenon referred to as polyploidy). To put it differently, the ENCODE conclusions are fully 
compatible with the C-value paradox. Also, Mattick and Dinger rightly point out that the ENCODE skeptics appear to be motivated by non-
scientific factors.  ……  In other words, there are many in the scientific community who are concerned that the results of the ENCODE Project 
play right into the hands of creationists and intelligent design proponents—and that’s a reason for dismissing the ENCODE conclusions.“ - Taken 
from an interesting article that discusses the objection from Darwinian Evolutionists. Link is here 
 
44 On Human Evolution, see the authors summary essay, “Human Evolution – Examining the Evidence”, located here. 
 
45 Some of this information adapted from Stephen Meyer, Darwin’s Doubt.  
In an interview, Dr Stephen Meyers commented – “Readers have probably heard that the 98 percent similarity of human DNA to chimp DNA 
establishes that humans and chimps had a common ancestor. Recent studies show that number dropping significantly. More important, it turns 
out that previous measures of human and chimp genetic similarity were based upon an analysis of only 2 to 3 percent of the genome, the small 
portion that codes for proteins. This limited comparison was justified based upon the assumption that the rest of the genome was non-
functional “junk.” Since the publication of the results of something called the “Encode Project,” however, it has become clear that the 
noncoding regions of the genome perform many important functions and that, overall, the non-coding regions of the genome function much 
like an operating system in a computer by regulating the timing and expression of the information stored in the “data files” or coding regions of 
the genome.  Significantly, it has become increasingly clear that the non-coding regions, the crucial operating systems in effect, of the chimp 
and human genomes are species specific. That is, they are strikingly different in the two species. Yet, if alleged genetic similarity suggests 
common ancestry, then, by the same logic, this new evidence of significant genetic disparity suggests independent separate origins. For this 
reason, I see nothing from a genetic point of view that challenges the idea that humans originated independently from primates, possibly even 
from a single breeding pair.” - Scripture and Science in Conflict? An Interview with Stephen C. Meyer. March 1st, 2012 – Link is here. 
 
See the series of articles on this subject on the CITB sites, including quotes from Nature. - “Could researchers combine all of what's known and 
come up with a precise percentage difference between humans and chimpanzees? “I don't think there's any way to calculate a number,” says 
geneticist Svante Pääbo, a chimp consortium member based at the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology in Leipzig, Germany. “In 
the end, it's a political and social and cultural thing about how we see our differences.””     Located here. 
 
46 “Multiple Overlapping Genetic Codes Profoundly Reduce the Probability of Beneficial Mutation  ” -  Abstract: “There is growing evidence 
that much of the DNA in higher genomes is poly-functional, with the same nucleotide contributing to more than one type of code.” Link is here. 
“Scientists discover double meaning in genetic code” – Dec 12, 2013. UW Today. “Scientists have discovered a second code hiding within DNA” 
…. “One language is written on top of the other, which is why the second language remained hidden for so long.” Link is here. 
“What does our genome encode?” – Stamatoyannopoulos. Genome Research, Sep 2012 1602-1611 – “Together, these observations suggest 
that the genome may, in fact, be extensively multiple encoded—i.e., that the same DNA element gives rise to different activities in different cell 
types.” Link to the NCBI article is here. 

http://www.reasons.org/articles/do-scientists-accept-the-results-of-the-encode-project
http://www.reasons.org/articles/do-scientists-accept-the-results-of-the-encode-project
http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Human%20Evolution%20-%20The%20Evidence.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&PHPSESSID=kdl49glsvirae2gsrcgfh25mf7
http://www.ligonier.org/learn/articles/scripture-and-science-in-conflict/
https://www.facebook.com/groups/964700863556969/permalink/1188750184485368/
http://www.worldscientific.com/doi/pdf/10.1142/9789814508728_0006
http://www.washington.edu/news/2013/12/12/scientists-discover-double-meaning-in-genetic-code/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3431477/


47It is commonly asserted that we humans share ninety-six to ninety-eight per cent of our DNA with chimpanzees. 
These assertions have been around for a long time, and were based on estimates taken from DNA samples before 
the genomes of humans and chimps were fully mapped, and on the existing assumption that, according to 
evolutionary theory, we share common ancestry. These assertions are not without challenge, as others put the 
number closer to seventy per cent, although the higher number is the one commonly seen in the media. We are 
unsure which is the more correct number and will need to wait until more research is completed. However, what is 
not usually voiced is the fact that humans have around 5,000 different genes from chimps, and a different number of 
chromosomes (46 for humans and 47 for Chimps). 

 
Similarity of code does not in itself prove common ancestry. Standard methods of phylogenetic reconstruction 

presuppose, rather than demonstrate, that biological similarities result from shared ancestry. They are based on the 
assumption that biological evolution has the power to affect one phenotype by adding thousands of genes, and 
millions of items of correctly arranged code, to produce another phenotype. This is circular reasoning, where the 
evidence is arranged and used in such a way to support a pre-existing opinion, which is often based on the needs of 
scientific naturalism and its philosophical cousin, materialism.  

 
This same bias is often apparent when evolutionists see similar DNA and genes in organisms that they believe are 

not closely related, when they then extoll the wonders of convergent evolution. (Convergent evolution is the alleged 
process whereby organisms not closely related, independently evolve similar traits as a result of having to adapt to 
similar environments etc). When these same evolutionists see similar genes in organisms they believe are closely 
related—like chimpanzees and humans—they claim that this is the evidence of common ancestry.  In other words, 
the same evidence can be used to prove both common and non-common descent. This leads to the observation that 
one critic of evolutionary theory made: that "biological similarity implies common ancestry, except when it doesn't." 

 
48A sizeable problem 
Genes are specific sections of DNA code (stored chemically as nucleotide base pairs) that control the assembly of 
proteins essential for existence. The complexity of the information in genes is apparent when we recognise that a 
single gene of even modest length may contain 1,000 nucleotide bases, with the possibility of any one of the 4 DNA 
letter in each site. For a gene to be fully functional, all the DNA letters should be in the correct order for the genetic 
instructions to operate at full function. The probability of this combination randomly creating itself in the beginning 
is very slight, and corresponds to 41,000

 possible combinations (that is, 4 multiplied by itself 1,000 times), an 
unimaginably large number. Multiply this number again by the number of different genes in allegedly related species 
and one begins to grasp the enormity of the problem of genes evolving de-novo.  

                                                           
47 It seems incredible to this writer that the often quoted number of 96-98% DNA similarity between man and chimps was only an estimate, 
made on a tiny piece of selective sampling before the genomes were fully mapped. The size of the genome makes it an extremely complex 
process to compare DNA between different species. The question of which parts to compare is vital.  
There has been significant backtracking on the 96-98% claim of recent times. See the series of articles on this subject, located here. 
 
Relative Differences: “The Myth of 1%,” Jon Cohen, Science 29 June 2007: Vol. 316 no. 5833 p. 1836 - “Genomewise, humans and chimpanzees 
are quite similar, but studies are showing that they are not as similar as many tend to believe. In a ground-breaking 1975 paper published in 
Science, evolutionary biologist Allan Wilson of the University of California (UC), Berkeley, and his erstwhile graduate student Mary-Claire King 
made a convincing argument for a 1% genetic difference between humans and chimpanzees. “At the time, that was heretical,” says King, now a 
medical geneticist at the University of Washington, Seattle. Subsequent studies bore their conclusion out, and today we take as a given that the 
two species are genetically 99% the same. But truth be told, Wilson and King also noted that the 1% difference wasn't the whole story. They 
predicted that there must be profound differences outside genes—they focused on gene regulation—to account for the anatomical and 
behavioral disparities between our knuckle-dragging cousins and us. Several recent studies have proven them perspicacious again, raising the 
question of whether the 1% truism should be retired.” …. “For many, many years, the 1% difference served us well because it was 
underappreciated how similar we were,” says Pascal Gagneux, a zoologist at UC San Diego. “Now it's totally clear that it's more a hindrance for 
understanding than a help.” …. and now on the real situation …. “Could researchers combine all of what's known and come up with a precise 
percentage difference between humans and chimpanzees? “I don't think there's any way to calculate a number,” says geneticist Svante 
Pääbo, a chimp consortium member based at the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology in Leipzig, Germany. “In the end, it's a 
political and social and cultural thing about how we see our differences.””  
Also see the article “Chimpanzee?” in “Reformatorisch Dagblad” 10-10-08 by Dr Richard Buggs, research geneticist at the University of Florida, 
who concludes – “Therefore the total similarity of the genomes could be below 70%.” Link to the article is here. 

 
48 The discovery of DNA persuaded Anthony Flew of the existence of God. Flew was one of the foremost Atheistic Philosophers of the 20th 
century. He commented – “What I think the DNA material has done is that it has shown, by the almost unbelievable complexity of the 
arrangements which are needed to produce (life), that intelligence must have been involved in getting these extraordinarily diverse elements to 
work together. It’s the enormous complexity of the number of elements and the enormous subtlety of the ways they work together. The 
meeting of these two parts at the right time by chance is simply minute. It is all a matter of the enormous complexity by which the results were 
achieved, which looked to me like the work of intelligence.” – There is a God, (2007) Pg.75 Anthony Flew. Link is here. 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/964700863556969/permalink/1188750184485368/
http://www.refdag.nl/chimpanzee_1_282611
http://islamicblessings.com/upload/There-is-a-God.pdf


To answer such challenges, Neo-Darwinism argues that new genes are produced, not by the creation of totally 
new genes de-novo, but through gene duplication and subsequent mutations in the duplicated gene over a very long 
period of time. According to the theory, the production of new information is a purely random process occurring as a 
result of mutations, with those mutations that provide some benefit are fixed in the genome by the co-ordinated 
activity of natural selection. However, it needs to be understood that these suggested mutations would need to 
occur in a way that provides some immediate benefit in each step of their evolution from one type to the next. 

 
49In recent calculations performed by scientists, they have tested the limits of this hypothesis (gene evolution) 

and now suggest that it would take more than 216 million years to generate and fix just two coordinated mutations 
in the hominid line (human/ape/chimp group) using random mutations and natural selection as the mechanism. 
Given that many more than two mutational changes are necessary for this alleged evolutionary change, the time 
constraints necessary to facilitate common ancestry are found to be seriously challenged. 

 
Challenges to neo-Darwinian evolutionary theory have been known and voiced by prominent scientists and 

mathematicians ever since Darwin’s theory was first proposed. In more recent times, since the basic structure of 
DNA has been understood, many have voiced their concerns about the inadequacy of the neo-Darwinian theory—for 
instance, the 1966 50Wistar Conference ‘Mathematical challenges to the neo-Darwinian interpretation of evolution’, 
and, infamously, the influential group of evolutionary biologists, dubbed the ‘Altenberg sixteen’, who met in 2008 to 
discuss the inadequacies of the current Neo-Darwinian theory and the need for a new theory. 
 
DNA—a summary 
In summary, the argument for common ancestry in humans and chimps based upon DNA similarity stands on the 
presupposition that the theory of 51common descent is a fact and that a common ancestor existed in the past—even 
though such a creature is postulated rather than clearly evidenced in the fossil record. Quite clearly, these 
arguments employ a form of circular reasoning. The assumption is incapable of being established by evidence, or of 
being demonstrated, repeated, or observed by experiment. It also faces the challenge of the unrealistic time frame 
needed for the many thousands of coordinated mutational changes needed to occur.  

                                                           
49 For the evidence supporting the 216 million year claim, see the summary article titled “The Real Barrier to Unguided Human Evolution” by 
Ann Gauger, located here. Gauger summarizes the findings of various published papers, including that by - Rick Durrett, Deena Schmidt 
GENETICS November 1, 2008 vol. 180 no. 3, 1501-1509; DOI: 10.1534/genetics.107.082610 -  titled – “Waiting for Two Mutations: With 
Applications to Regulatory Sequence Evolution and the Limits of Darwinian Evolution” – The original paper is located here. 
 
See also “Enzyme Families--Shared Evolutionary History or Shared Design? A Study of the GABA-Aminotransferase Family” - Mariclair A. Reeves, 
Ann K. Gauger, Douglas D. Axe [BIO-Complexity, Vol 2014] – Link is here.  
See also “Biologic Institute's Groundbreaking Peer-Reviewed Science Has Now Demonstrated the Implausibility of Evolving New Proteins – Link 
to the article is here. Also consider Behe’s summary of the critiques of his own work on this question, ENV December 1, 2016 – Link is here. 
See also “New Article in BIO-Complexity Addresses the Problem of Biological Innovation” by Ann Gauger Jan 4, 2016 – Link is here. 

 
The theoretical waiting time for Genetic changes is too long. Dr. John Sanford likewise has raised significant questions about the time needed 

to produce new information ï that it is so astoundingly long that it is all but impossible.  

ñStated most succinctly, the waiting time problem is simply ï there is not enough time for evolution to establish even the most trivial amount 

of new information. ñ é ñThis waiting time problem was illustrated in the book Genetic Entropy using some simple calculations. The 

calculations were based upon the known human mutation rate (per nucleotide per generation), assuming a generation time of 20 years, a 

population size of 10,000 individuals, a 1% fitness benefit for all individuals that carry the newly created target "word" (i.e., a specific string of 

nucleotides), within a specific genomic location (context). These calculations showed that for such a population to establish even a single-

letter word, on average, required about 18 million years. It was argued that as the word size increases linearly, the waiting time would 

increase exponentially.ò 

ñThis waiting time problem is so profound that even given the most generously feasible timeframes, evolution fails. The mutation/selection 

process completely fails to reproducibly and systematically create meaningful strings of genetic letters (comparable to simple English words). 

While this problem is universal, it is most clearly demonstrated for small mammalian populations, such as the hypothetical hominin (ape-man) 

population that is thought to have given rise to modern man.  

While most authors who have published on the waiting time problem have acknowledged the reality of the waiting time problem, as discussed in 

the recent paper, some authors have tried to dismiss the problem (see table below). In every such case the dismissive authors have first shown 

the waiting time problem is as serious (or more serious), than the recent paper shows, but then invoke special atypical conditions to try and 

reduce waiting times as much as possible. When these "special conditions" are carefully examined, in every case they are far-fetched and ad 

hoc, and amount to grasping at straws.ò These quotations are from Sanfordôs web site ï ñGenetic Entropy.ò The link is here.  

See also the very interesting EN&V article by John Sanford, 10 Aug 2016 ï The Origin of Man and the ñWaiting Timeò Problem. Link is here. 
 
50 See the articles at EN&V on the Wistar Conference. “Wistar and DNA Day: A 50-Year Fuse under Neo-Darwinism” April 25, 2016. Link here. 
Also see “For Darwin Advocates, Wistar Conference Remains a Pain in the Master Narrative” April 25, 2016. Link here. See the interesting 
Youtube Video “50 Years of Scientific Challenges to Evolution: Remembering The Wistar Symposium”, located here. 
51 See the very interesting summary of the issue in the EN&V article, “Toward a Consensus: An Open Letter to BioLogos on the Genetic Evidence” 
by Dr Cornelius Hunter May 27, 2016. It is found here. 

http://www.biologicinstitute.org/post/21671562026/the-real-barrier-to-unguided-human-evolution
http://www.genetics.org/content/180/3/1501.full
http://bio-complexity.org/ojs/index.php/main/article/view/BIO-C.2014.4
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2015/01/biologic_instit_1092941.html
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/12/best_of_behe_wa103330.html
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/01/new_article_in102051.html
http://www.geneticentropy.org/latest-development
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/08/the_origin_of_m103062.html
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/04/wistar_and_dna102795.html
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/04/for_darwin_advo102798.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VQy12X_Sm2k
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/05/toward_a_consen102879.html


 
52When we understand that DNA is primarily a form of coded language that holds the information that controls living 
cells, we should not be too surprised to see commonality of code between either similar or even dissimilar species. 
53Other evidences of alleged commonality, such as the residual evidence of past insertions of viral genetic material 
into branches of the hominid line, are like all other forms of evidence where abductive reasoning is used to establish 
causation. They are all likewise subject to various interpretation, with varying degrees of certainty in the outcome.  
 
54There is a famous experiment, where a man dressed in a gorilla suit wandered unnoticed, by 50% of the players, 
into the midst of a competitive basket-ball game. Those who conducted the experiment concluded that; ‘When 
people devote their attention to a particular area or aspect of their visual world, they tend not to notice unexpected 
objects, even when those unexpected objects are salient, potentially important, and appear right where they are 
looking. In other words, in the experiment the subjects were concentrating so hard on counting the passes that they 
were “blind” to the gorilla right in front of their eyes.’ What we can learn from such experiments in human nature is 
that, Irrespective of our best intentions, we are often subject to various forms of situational blindness. As only God 
has true and clear vision of the past, we should trust his words rather than those of man. 

 
For the Bible believer, the assumptions of human/chimp commonality are contrary to God’s revelation in the 

Scriptures. Only by creatively massaging the words of Scripture and selectively quoting a handful of alleged 
anomalies can this theory be supported in any way, shape or form. No plain reading of the words, themes or ideas 
presented in the Bible will naturally bring us to this conclusion. Believers need to be aware of the assumptions 
commonly involved in evolutionary theory, the methodology and philosophy behind those assumptions, and the 
dangers of embracing this position. We will explore the scriptural position of this matter at the end of this series. 

 
 

6. 55Specific design 

The theory of design detection 
Neo-Darwinists and Materialists often say of living organisms that they have 56‘the appearance of design’ but are the 
product of a purely natural process. William Dembski’s theory of ‘design detection’ provides a recognised method 
that can assist us in determining whether the things we observe are the product of design or random chance. 
Basically, Dembski’s theory says that when we detect events that are both improbable and specified, we have 
identified the work of design. This is a method we all employ daily, almost automatically and subconsciously, when 
we decide whether what we are observing is an expected outcome, a chance happening or the product of design. 
Essentially, the ability to recognise known patterns plays an important part in the elimination of chance. 

 
The information coding recognised in DNA is a clear indication of specific design or pattern with which we are 

very familiar. It is seen in language and in information technology, and specifically in modern computing and design 
techniques. When we hear or read language, or consider complex computer code, naturally we recognise it as the 
product of an intelligent source. Yet Materialism assures us that when we see even more complex 57code in DNA—

                                                           
52 DNA is but one information code in our genome.  See the article “How Many Codes in Life?” Nov 2, 2015. Jonathan Wells listed six codes used 
by cells: the genetic code, the epigenetic code, the membrane code, the sugar code, the RNA splicing code, and the bioelectric code. Geoffrey 
North at Current Biology, on the other hand, contends that there is only one code, because all the others ultimately derive from DNA. The article 
examines the question of who is right. Link is here. 
53 For a fuller examination of the fossil and biological evidence, see – “Human Evolution – Examining the Evidence”. It is located here.  
54 Christopher Chabris and Daniel Simons, 1999 – See the article “'Invisible Gorilla' Test Shows How Little We Notice” – found here. 
55 Some of the Information in this section adapted from Stephen Meyer’s book, “Signature in the Cell.” See also the published article – “The 
Design Inference from Specified Complexity Defended by Scholars Outside of the Intelligent Design Movement” – A Critical Review, Philosphia 
Christi Vol.9, No.2 (2007). This article defends the work of William Dembski from those who disparaged his work. Link is here. 
                              
56 Quote from the Atheist Richard Dawkins – “I think that when you consider the beauty of the world and you wonder how it came to be what it 
is, you are naturally overwhelmed with a feeling of awe, a feeling of admiration and you almost feel a desire to worship something. I feel this, I 
recognise that other scientists such as Carl Sagan feel this, Einstein felt it. We, all of us, share a kind of religious reverence for the beauties of 
the universe, for the complexity of life. For the sheer magnitude of the cosmos, the sheer magnitude of geological time. And it’s tempting to 
translate that feeling of awe and worship into a desire to worship some particular thing, a person, an agent. You want to attribute it to a 
maker, to a creator. What science has now achieved is an emancipation from that impulse to attribute these things to a creator.” -- God 
Delusion debate Professor Richard Dawkins vs John Lennox” 
 
57 Dr Craig Venter is a leading expert in the field of the human genome and biotechnology, and he summed up the question of DNA this way. 
DNA is "software" that contains "digital information" or "digital code." He pointedly stated, that "Life is a DNA software system." Venter has no 
stated religious position, he is most likely agnostic or atheist. Link is here. 

http://www.evolutionnews.org/2015/11/how_many_codes100551.html
http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Human%20Evolution%20-%20The%20Evidence.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&
http://www.livescience.com/6727-invisible-gorilla-test-shows-notice.html
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/filesDB-download.php?command=download&id=1491
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2013/10/craig_venter_in078301.html


millions of pieces of highly complex and specific code, all in precisely the right sequence—we are to conclude that it 
‘self-organised’ by a blind process of chance happenings (random mutations), and that those chance happenings 
having advantages (natural selection) were kept. This is beyond reason.  

 
Now this is where the argument gets more complex and we must not be distracted by the side arguments, for we 

have no argument with the fact that the reproduction of DNA in living creatures is the product of natural processes 
and laws, or that the whole creation itself is designed to run by natural laws. However, the argument we wish to 
focus upon centres on the question of the origin of the complexity in DNA. Did it self-organize or was it created?  

 
Evolutionists often respond to the ‘design’ hypothesis by noting the natural geometric shapes or repetitive order 

arising from purely physical or chemical processes. Examples advanced from nature include the order apparent in 
crystals and vortices. It is important here to differentiate between ‘order’, ‘complexity’ and ‘specified complexity’. 
The specified complexity of DNA is seen in its thousands of pieces of precisely sequenced, non-repetitive code or 
instructions, sequences which are not determined by natural forces of attraction or organisation. We are familiar 
with this principle when we note that the sequences of letters and words in sentences are not due to natural laws, 
but are the direct result of intelligent thought and design—of a mind at work. 

 
 
58Complexity or specified complexity? 

                                                           
58 See the information found on this Intelligent Design website – “COMPLEX SPECIFIED INFORMATION (CSI) – An Explanation of Specified 
Complexity” Posted on January 2, 2013. Link is here. See also the explanation offered in this tutorial – Link is here. 
See also how this subject is rarely dealt with fairly by evolutionists. See the related article on probability by Kirk Durston, “Probability Mistakes 
Darwinists Make” April 5, 2016. Link is here.  
See also the interesting presentation on intelligent design, located here. 
 
See also the comments by Sir Fred Hoyle; “The big problem in biology, as I see it, is to understand the origin of the information carried by the 
explicit structures of biomolecules. The issue isn’t so much the rather crude fact that a protein consists of a chain of amino acids linked 
together in a certain way, but that the explicit ordering of the amino acids endows the chain with remarkable properties, which other orderings 
wouldn’t give. The case of the enzymes is well known . . . If amino acids were linked at random, there would be a vast number of arrangements 
that would be useless in serving the purposes of a living cell. When you consider that a typical enzyme has a chain of perhaps 200 links and that 
there are 20 possibilities for each link, it’s easy to see that the number of useless arrangements is enormous, more than the number of atoms in 
all the galaxies visible in the largest telescopes. [ –> 20^200 = 1.6 * 10^260] This is for one enzyme, and there are upwards of 2000 of them, 
mainly serving very different purposes. So how did the situation get to where we find it to be? This is, as I see it, the biological problem – the 
information problem . . . .  
 
I was constantly plagued by the thought that the number of ways in which even a single enzyme could be wrongly constructed was greater than 
the number of all the atoms in the universe. So try as I would, I couldn’t convince myself that even the whole universe would be sufficient to find 
life by random processes – by what are called the blind forces of nature . . . . By far the simplest way to arrive at the correct sequences of amino 
acids in the enzymes would be by thought, not by random processes . . . . 
 
Now imagine yourself as a superintellect working through possibilities in polymer chemistry. Would you not be astonished that polymers based 
on the carbon atom turned out in your calculations to have the remarkable properties of the enzymes and other biomolecules? Would you not 
be bowled over in surprise to find that a living cell was a feasible construct? Would you not say to yourself, in whatever language 
supercalculating intellects use: Some supercalculating intellect must have designed the properties of the carbon atom, otherwise the chance of 
my finding such an atom through the blind forces of nature would be utterly minuscule. Of course you would, and if you were a sensible 
superintellect you would conclude that the carbon atom is a fix.” Sir Fred Hoyle, In a talk at Caltech c 1981 
 
 
 

 
 

DNA Code is similar to the letters and words in sentences that communicate information and instructions.  
 

https://dennisdjones.wordpress.com/2013/01/02/complex-specified-information-csi-an-explanation-of-specified-complexity/
http://www.uncommondescent.com/intelligent-design/a-tutorial-on-specified-complexity/
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2016/04/probability_mis102748.html
http://www.discovery.org/v/1971


The following example demonstrates the simple difference between complexity and specified complexity. 
 
Complexity: ‘ItnbheegGnnincodgreatetdheveahendanhthethear’ (forty-four letters). For this order of letters to 
occur, the chances are 2644

 (twenty-six possible letters, and forty-four places in the sequence). This is a 
complex set of letters, yet it is gibberish as there is no specificity (meaning) in the sequence. 
 
Specified complexity: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth” (the same forty-four letters 
are specifically arranged). Here the letters contain meaning, yet the chance of this happening is still 2644

 (if we 
ignore spaces). Although also complex, the sequence contains specificity, which we can easily recognise. 

 
The principles of design detection are well known in gambling industry, where cheating is common. Casinos regularly 
identify cheats by the application of methods which analyse results to detect patterns that fall outside normally 
expected parameters. Pattern or design detection is the tool used, with specificity in results is one of the keys that 
triggers the alert that someone is cheating. 

 
Using similar methodology, when we can look at the unique characteristics of DNA as an information source using 

unique code that is (1) complex, (2) specified, (3) of small probability, and (4) of a type we readily recognise, we can 
confidently conclude that it is the product of design and purpose. 

 
 

59Evolution or specific/special creation? 
As stated earlier in this series, the fathers of science recognised in the universe the operation of three vital 
principles: mind, matter and energy. The discovery of specific complexity in the DNA code testifies to the correctness 
of their position. Bible believers need to be aware of the dangers of following the philosophical trend of materialism 
and its acceptance of only matter and energy as the relevant forces at work. Adopting naturalistic methodology, or 
the associated philosophy of materialism, as a mode of thinking and interpreting the past in its light, means that the 
available evidence will inevitably be filtered, interpreted and arranged in a way that supports the prevailing model or 
construct. To the naturalist, nothing beyond the recognised laws of physics and science and the constraints of 
materialist thinking is contemplated as even possible, for either the past, present or future. 

 
If we truly believe the testimony of the witnesses who spoke and recorded God’s message in the Bible, which is 

the basis of a Christian’s faith in God, what are we to think of a system of reasoning that declares numerous 
miraculous events it records as being imaginary and simply impossible? 

 
 
Theistic evolution (Evolutionary Creationism) 
The temptation for many well-meaning believers is to follow the middle course of theistic evolution. 60Most Theistic 
Evolutionists hold to a very strict form of Neo-Darwinism, and its belief in random mutations and natural selection. A 
smaller number believe that rather than evolution being a process of total blind action or chance, its progress has 
been ‘directed’ by God at times in the past, to control the evolutionary outcomes. To some of the theory’s 
advocates, this eliminates both the challenge of mathematical probability and the constraint of time faced by a 
purely random process of mutations and natural selection. 

 
The path of theistic evolution begins with a 61synthesis, on equal terms, of (1) belief in God and His Word and (2) 

complete faith in the validity of methodological naturalism as a reliable tool with which to interpret the past. Both 
                                                           
59 There is also an interesting Youtube video relevant to this subject that is titled – “Documentary Unlocking the Mystery of Life Intelligent 
Design” Link is here. 
60 Well known Theistic Evolutionist, Biologist Kenneth Miller, makes a number of comments on evolution and the Bible. Quoting from the book 
“Shadow of Oz” by Rossiter - “Miller seems content to keep his naturalism, maintaining that, “The book of Genesis tells us that we humans 
were formed out of the dust of the earth, and evolution says pretty much the same thing—the difference is in the details.” As flippant as Miller 
seems to be, I would argue that perhaps the devil is really in those details. Most would agree that there is a substantial difference between 
being created directly by God in his image, and being produced over 3.5 billion years as one of millions of possible (but not guaranteed) 
outcomes, with a God who isn’t directing anything. Miller doubles down on placing us within the aimless contingencies of cosmic evolution 
saying, “mankind’s appearance on this planet was not pre-ordained,” and that we are, “an afterthought, a minor detail, a happenstance in a 
history that might just as well have left us out.” Later in the book, he says “At the “Shifting Ground: Religion and Civic Life in America” 
conference in 2007, Miller suggested that, rather than humans, it could have been a hyper-intelligent mollusk or a big-brained dinosaur that 
evolved to the spiritual plane to meet God.” - Such is one of the anomalies found among some Theistic Evolutionists.  
61 A synthesis is how the folks at Biologos, one of the leading advocates of Theistic Evolution, describe their approach. This is how they describe 
their approach in this introductory video. Link is here. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tzj8iXiVDT8
http://biologos.org/about-us/


the Bible and the record of nature are considered 62‘books’ of equal weight written by one Author, God. Yet 
inevitably the theistic-evolutionary position ends up having to reject or 63re-interpret the intent of God’s Word, for 
many parts of evolutionary theory are quite contrary to the Bible’s narrative. The early chapters of the Genesis 
record, and other chapters commenting and relying on them, are usually the sections that are rejected, regarded as 
suspect or re-interpreted because they do not conform to this theory’s requirements and conclusions. 

 
The outcome is that the Genesis text is sometimes spiritualised or at times reinterpreted as an adoption of 

64commonly held local myths which present a plausible story, suitable for their times, to impress on unlearned men 
and women the importance and power of a singular supreme deity. To support this hypothesis alleged 
inconsistencies are emphasised, and the record is either reinterpreted or rejected in a fashion not altogether 
different from those holding an atheistic or sceptical position. Such an approach is contrary to 65scripturally based 
teachings and methodology, which generally follows the pattern of allowing scripture to interpret itself. This 
ultimately undermines trust in God and in the veracity of His Word. 

 
The consensus view among the vast majority of scientists supports 66macro evolution in the fullest sense. The 

theory is accepted as fact, even though the means of proving the theory have changed and been challenged since its 
inception. Even today the mechanism of proving and explaining the theory continues to undergo change. Besides 
original Darwinism and later Neo-Darwinism, prominent scientists have also advanced a host of other theories to 
explain macro evolution, including: punctuated equilibrium; self-organisation; evolutionary-development biology; 
neutral evolution; epigenetic inheritance; and natural genetic engineering. Ironically, it might be observed that the 
theory of evolution is the thing that is evolving most.  
 
What is of significance here is that the theory of macro evolution is accepted as fact even though there are various 
ways that are postulated to explain how the mechanism is alleged to have operated. For example, as noted earlier in 
this essay, the basis of Darwin’s original theory was shown to be founded upon an incorrect understanding of genetic 
inheritance, yet his general conclusion of common descent was accepted without a known or proven scientific 
mechanism.  
 
The same may be said of many of the other (evolutionary) theories that have been advocated by many well qualified 
scientists, which are often contrary to one another. This causes us to ask, if the evidence for macro evolution is so 
overwhelming why is there no universal acceptance of the mechanism? How can a theory be accepted as fact, when 

                                                           
62 The two book theory was firstly postulated by Francis Bacon (1561-1626) – “God has, in fact, written two books, not just one. Of course, we 
are all familiar with the first book he wrote, namely Scripture. But he has written a second book called creation.” Yet, it’s not the Bible or 
physical world that is the problem. It’s the worldly philosophy and theology that is the problem – our world view and where we place authority - 
this is where complications come from. 
63 We see this spirit of re-interpretation on the Biologos site.  [Ted Davis. “Science and the Bible: Theistic Evolution, Part 1” Retrieved on May 14, 
2014 from - Link here. In an introductory article by Ted Davis of BioLogos explains TE and defines it as: “The belief that God used the process of 
evolution to create living things, including humans.” He lists the core tenets of TE as - 
1) The Bible is NOT a reliable source of scientific knowledge about the origin of the earth and the universe, including living things—because it 
was never intended to teach us about science.  
2) The Bible IS a reliable source of knowledge about God and spiritual things. 
3) Scientific evidence is IRRELEVANT to the Bible—it is simply not a science book. 
4) The creation story in Genesis 1 is a confession of faith in the true creator, intended to refute pantheism and polytheism, not to tell us how 
God actually created the world. 
5) The Bible tells us THAT God created, not how God created. 
64 Regarding this approach to scripture and quoting again from Wayne Rossiter’s book “The Shadow of Oz” (2015), “The problem is that theistic 
evolutionists like the Genesis account sometimes (like the claim that “In the beginning, God created . . .”), and seem to stick their heads in the 
sand on others (like the claim that “God made the wild animals according to their kinds”). Miller’s statement that “Genesis was written in a 
prescientific age” and only attempts to “communicate great truths to the people of that age” clearly conveys the idea that Genesis really has 
little to teach anyone outside of the Middle-eastern cultures of antiquity.” 
65 Jesus certainly relied upon what was written as authentic – He often referred to the OT scripture by saying “As it is written”, he declared his 
ultimate trust in the scriptures during his temptation in the wilderness (Matt.4:4). He later quoted from Genesis 1 & 2 when he referred to the 
sanctity of marriage and its purpose to join man and woman, Matt.19:3-6. The Apostles likewise relied upon the early chapters of Genesis and 
treated the record as authentic – its narrative was the foundation of many of their teachings (Rom.5:12, 1.Tim.2:13-14, 2.Cor.11:3 & etc).  
66 Micro-evolution or intra-species adaption is an observable fact, however macro-evolution is a far more speculative affair. The distinction 
between micro and macro-evolution is recognized by scientists and quite commonly used in scientific writings, although Darwinists sometimes 
pretend otherwise. For example, Michael Denton makes the following comment in his book “Evolution: Still a Theory in Crisis” (2016) -  “In the 
same vein, Douglas Erwin entitled one of his papers “Macro-evolution Is More than Repeated Rounds of Microevolution.”” Denton, an agnostic 
scientist himself, frequently distinguishes between the terms micro-evolution and macro-evolution, and also provides many similar quotations 
that use these terms. 
 

http://biologos.org/blog/science-and-the-bible-theistic-evolution-part-I


the means by which it is proved differs amongst its most qualified advocates? Is this acceptance of the theory of 
macro evolution, without sufficient or compelling evidence of the mechanism, telling us something? Is it not rather 
telling us that a naturalist world-view can only accept natural explanations using natural forces, whatever they may 
be? Anything and everything else, especially the involvement of a Supernatural God in any way, must be labelled as 
unscientific and therefore unacceptable. This in itself witnesses to the circular and predetermined reasoning being 
advocated and utilized by many scientific expositors.  
 
Contrary to the commonly held scientific method of interpreting the past, in Rom.1:19-20 (ESV) Paul tells us that 
God’s “invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived, ever since 
the creation of the world, in the things that have been made. So they are without excuse.” In other words, Paul is 
telling us that the creation itself stands as a 67witness to the power of the creator-God, and that this fact is designed 
to direct men to seek out and find God, for the evidence is so overwhelming that they are without excuse. When 
men seek to know God, they will find that he has plainly declared in the Scriptures that he made the things that are.  
Where does the believer stand? 
As noted earlier, the believer ought to have no problem accepting parts of the theory of evolution (that is, type-1, 
type-2 and limited type-3 evolution), and can readily accept that those creatures we see today are the descendants 
of those that went before. The believer should have no problem either with the general concept of methodological 
naturalism as a way of understanding the world, except where the approach contradicts what God has revealed. 

 
68Evolutionary theory, however, stands on four basic principles: 

1. Change over a very long time 
2. Universal common descent 
3. The creative power of natural selection acting on random mutations. 
4. The application of methodological naturalism to interpret all past events. 

 
While not rejecting all of these principles, we should however reject those assumptions that are highly interpretive 
and in opposition to God’s revelation, that cannot be reconciled to the word of God. Specifically that is, the theory of 
69Universal Common descent and the application of methodological naturalism to interpret ALL past events. We 
furthermore believe that Neo-Darwinian theory is established and proved by the weakest of all reasoning processes, 
i.e. by abductive reasoning, and that it is heavily reliant upon a naturalistic approach and a materialist philosophy. 

 
70Proponents of theistic evolution sometimes imply that if the evidence that science has collated to ‘prove’ 

evolutionary theory using methodological naturalism is incorrect, then God is somehow responsible for deception. 
This is hardly a valid argument, or even a fair one, if God has clearly and plainly declared what He did in the past.  

 
Although given in the context of trusting in men, the principles of 1 Corinthians 3:18-20 are appropriate here: 

“Let no man deceive himself. If any among you seemeth to be wise in this world, let him become a fool, that 
he may be wise. For the wisdom of this world is foolishness God. For it is written, He taketh the wise in their 
own craftiness. And again, The Lord knoweth the thoughts of the wise, that they are vain.” 

 
Perhaps the evidence would be interpreted very differently if God’s Word were fully believed. The real question is: 
Whom do we believe—evolutionary theory, which is based upon a specific methodology and a related philosophy 
that allows for only natural causes to explain origins; theistic evolutionary theory, which blends the natural and 
supernatural together to explain origins; or God’s plain testimony as clearly recorded in His Word?  

 

                                                           
67 Paul uses this same rationale in Acts.14:14:15-17 ““And saying, Sirs, why do ye these things? We also are men of like passions with you, and 
preach unto you that ye should turn from these vanities unto the living God, which made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and all things that are 
therein: Who in times past suffered all nations to walk in their own ways. Nevertheless he left not himself without witness, in that he did good, 
and gave us rain from heaven, and fruitful seasons, filling our hearts with food and gladness.”   
68 There is a very interesting essay that challenges the deceptive approach used by the popular website Talks Origin (TO) located here.  
69 An interesting book in the question of Universal Common Descent is “The Evolution Revolution: Why Thinking People are Rethinking the 
Theory of Evolution” by Lee Spetner. 
70 Kenneth Miller, a prominent Theistic Evolutionist and Biology Professor, uses this argument by turning it around the other way. He says - “In 
order to defend God against the challenge they see from evolution, they have had to make him into a schemer, a trickster, even a charlatan. 
Their version of God is one who intentionally plants misleading clues beneath our feet and in the heavens themselves. Their version of God is 
one who has filled the universe with so much bogus evidence that the tools of science can give us nothing more than a phony version of reality. 
In other words, their God has negated science by rigging the universe with fiction and deception. To embrace God, we must reject science and 
worship deception itself.” – Finding Darwin’s God, 2007, 80. 

https://www.trueorigin.org/to_deception.php


Let us hear what God says about the matter: 
 
“And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying . . . the children of Israel shall keep the sabbath, to observe the sabbath 

throughout their generations, for a perpetual covenant. It is a sign between Me and the children of Israel for ever: 
for in six days the LORD made heaven and earth, and on the seventh day He rested, and was refreshed” (Ex. 
31:12,16,17). 
 
Of special note too, in the current climate, is the warning of the Apostle Peter: 

 
“. . . be mindful of the words which were spoken before by the holy prophets, and of the commandment of us 
the apostles of the Lord and Saviour: knowing this first, that there shall come in the last days scoffers, walking 
after their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise of his coming? for since the fathers fell asleep, all 
things continue as they were from the beginning of the creation. For this they are willingly ignorant of, that by 
the word of the God the heavens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water and in the water [the 
Creation]: whereby the world that then was, being overflowed with water, perished [the Flood]. . .” (2 Pet. 
3:2-6). 
 
 

7. Biblical revelation and the Genesis account 

71Genesis 1:1 
Genesis 1 and 2 speak clearly of the creative work of God, as He fashioned and filled the heavens and the earth. 
Along with other Scriptures, the things recorded here are part of God’s revelation of past events. When God speaks 
directly to Israel at Mount Sinai He says: “. . . in six days the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in 
them is” (Ex. 20:11; see also 31:17). Irrespective of whom one considers to be the author of the Genesis account, 
there is no avoiding the clarity of God’s first-hand testimony. Added to this endorsement is the testimony of many 
other scriptural references which we shall note shortly.  

 
The opening statement of Genesis 1:1—“In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth”—is a type of 

‘executive overview’ that many of us see commonly used in the workplace. It is a summary of what occurred in the 
creative acts within the six days of creation, and not a summary of what happened in the distant past as some assert 
(‘gap theory’).   

 
Please carefully consider the ideas presented in the following references -  

 

¶ “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1). 

¶ “Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host of them” (Gen.2:1). 

¶ “These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth when they were created, in the day that the LORD 
God made the earth and the heavens . . .” (Gen.2:4). 

¶ “For in six days the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is . . .” (Ex. 20:11). 

¶ “. . . for in six days the LORD made heaven and earth” (31:17). 

¶ “For this they willingly are ignorant of, that by the word of God the heavens were of old, and the earth 
standing out of water and in the water: whereby the world that then was, being overflowed with water, 
perished . . .” (2 Pet. 3:5,6). 

 
By comparing these references, and noting how the phrase ‘the beginning’ is connected to the creation week in 

Matthew 19:4,8, Mark 10:6; 13:19 and 2 Peter 3:4, we can see that the creation of ‘the heavens and the earth’ in the 
beginning refers to the sum of God’s work in the first week—that is, to the forming, fashioning and filling of the 
heaven and earth.  
 
Heaven and earth 
Also worthy of recognition is the danger that, when reading these words, we sometimes automatically and 
incorrectly force them into our own world view or model. For example, we may subconsciously interpret the word 
‘heaven’ as referring to the vast expanse of space, and ‘earth’ as referring to what we call planet earth—that is, the 
physical globe as we know it. This is a forced interpretation, as Genesis gives its own interpretation of what these 

                                                           
71 For a fuller exposition of the authors understand of Gen.1v1, see the essay, titled – “Genesis 1v1 re-examined.” It is located here. 

http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Genesis%201v1%20re-examined%20-%20Essay.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&


words refer to. A careful reading of the words of Gen.1:8, 10 tells us that ‘heaven’ refers to the area or ‘firmament’ 
between the separated waters and ‘earth’ to the emergent “dry” land.  

 
In this regard, the words of Rev.10:5-6 are of note. ‘And the angel which I saw stand upon the sea and upon the 

earth lifted up his hand to heaven, And sware by him that liveth for ever and ever, who created heaven, and the 
things that therein are, and the earth, and the things that therein are, and the sea, and the things which are therein, 
that there should be time no longer:’ We note here that ‘heaven’, ‘earth’ and ‘sea’ are all spoken of separately, and 
therefore the term “earth” cannot relate to the planet earth. We find similar language all through the scriptures, for 
example; Exod.20:11, Psalm.146:6, Acts.4:24, Acts.14:15, and Rev.14:7. Clearly in these the reference is to creation 
in the Genesis account, and the heaven, earth and sea are separately identified domains as they are in Genesis. 

 
Nothing more is implied in the record, and the words do not refer to the creation of planet earth, which is taken 

as already in existence prior to the first day of creation. We know this, for each of the six days of creation begin with 
the phrase, “And God said” and each ends with, “And the evening and the morning .. “ The planet is assumed to exist 
before day one. Just how long the planet may have existed prior to the first day is not communicated to us in the 
Genesis narrative, and further ideas on this are only speculation. The records of Genesis 1 and 2 quite clearly refer to 
the ‘formation and filling’ (not the original physical creation) of what we call the world and the creation of the life 
forms presently on it, as well as the appointment of those heavenly bodies that have some bearing on the earth. 

 
To go further than what the Scriptures reveal, and to speculate on past events that have not been revealed, may 

take us beyond our prime responsibility to witness to the Word. The same might be said of ‘interpreting’ the fossil 
and geological records. There is much that we simply do not know, as God has chosen not to reveal it to us. We 
might recall the words of Jesus to Peter in John 21:22: “. . . what is that to thee?” We should have full confidence 
that the details recorded in Genesis are both accurate and factual, and are to be understood literally, because their 
veracity has been testified to by God Himself and because the NT writers based their teachings upon them. 

 
We should note here the challenge that all the versions of theistic evolution encounter. They all endeavour to 

synthesise science and scripture but end up faithfully serving neither. If our interpretation of Gen.1v1 is correct, then 

the truth of the matter is that we just don’t know much of anything about the distant past, and evidently neither is it 

important for us to know, otherwise God would have revealed it to us. 

72Other ancient accounts of creation 
It is sometimes argued that the Genesis account is simply a creation story borrowed from some ancient (pagan) text, 
and therefore the words cannot be trusted and should not be taken literally. The Bible student does not deny that 
other records telling a similar story may exist, or have existed, in different cultures and at different times; but this is 
of no consequence. The issue is whether the scriptural record is a true account—whether it is verified by God and 
His chosen witnesses and therefore an integral part of the complete revelation given by God. 

 
Genesis endorsed in other Scriptures 
The diligent Bible student is well aware of the numerous references to the events of creation and the early chapters 
of Genesis throughout the scriptural record—whether they be God speaking directly of these things (Ex. 20:11; 
31:17), Jesus referring to them (Mt. 19:4-8), more oblique references (Lk. 3:38; Acts 17:26; 2 Cor. 11:1-4; Jas. 3:9), or 
the foundational use of Genesis by Paul and others to justify their teachings (Rom. 5:12,14,17-19; 1. Cor. 
15:21,22,45; Eph. 5:31; 1 Tim.2:13,14;, Jude v. 14). Besides this list of passages there are the numerous other 
references in Scripture to Noah and his times, as well as too many other people and events recorded in the early 
chapters of Genesis. 

 
The reasoning employed in these New Testament quotations and allusions is based fundamentally on the veracity 

of the words recorded in the early Genesis record. If this record is not true, then the conclusions drawn by these 
expositors are at best questionable. Furthermore how could we know where to stop, and which Scriptures can be 
trusted and which should be rejected? Ultimately the whole of the record of Scripture would be in significant doubt. 
Such is the unfortunate plight of many mainstream churches today who long ago abandoned faith and trust in the 
biblical record, and this ought to stand as a grave warning to the believer in revealed truth today. Great care should 

                                                           
72 The two main Babylonian documents that Genesis is regularly compared to are, 1) The Epic of Gilgamesh, and 2) The Enuma Elish (The 
Babylonian Epic of Creation) Link is here. Neither of these have a narrative that is even remotely similar to that found in Genesis. 

http://www.ancient.eu/article/225/


be taken and great caution exercised in these matters. Do we agree that we should “Trust in the LORD with all our 
heart; and lean not unto our own understanding”, or do we rather trust in another? 

 
In the record of man’s sin and fall, in Genesis 3, we have a powerful example of misplaced reasoning. The mind of 

the serpent was restricted to thinking and reasoning in only a carnal manner—he was limited by what his own 
senses could observe and feel, and by his environment. He rationalised away the Word of God and replaced it with 
reasoning based on his own flawed observations alone. In the serpent’s view, God’s Word held no more weight than 
the serpent’s own logic. This reasoning process replaced God’s revealed truth, and was accepted by the woman, who 
was deceived by the serpent’s logic (1 Tim. 2:14). The consequences were dire as the record goes on to show, and 
the Apostle Paul warns us not to be similarly deceived: “I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve 
through his subtilty, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ” (2 Cor. 11:3). 

 
 
 

8. Conclusion 

As stated in the opening words of this series, our objective has not been to deal with every aspect of the theory of 
evolution or even make a purely scientific examination of the theory. Rather, it has been to investigate the scientific 
method and the philosophical world-view that is associated with it, and to compare these with the Bible’s revelation. 
In the process we have also been able to consider the wonders of life and the hugely complex, yet very specific, 
coding in DNA as clear signs that all life is the product of intelligent design. 

 
The truth of God has always been challenged by contrary human philosophies. Yet Paul puts the matter very 

simply: “. . . faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God” (Rom. 10:17). Again the writer to the Hebrews 
says that “without faith it is impossible to please Him” (Heb. 11:6). In Scripture faith is best defined, in both word 
and example, as ‘believing God’—that is, believing in God and in what God reveals, says and promises.  

 
73Faith is certainly not blind, in the sense of based on ignorance, but it is also not to be confused with scientific 

naturalism. Like Abraham (Rom.4:21), we should each be personally persuaded to the faith and truth of God’s 
testimony by coming to know the mind and revelation of God found in his word. This is what the Word of God is 
primarily about. To this may be added the words of Job: “I know that that Thou canst do every thing” (Job 42:1). We 
each need to ask ourselves whether we think that the work of forming and filling His creation in six days, as stated by 
God personally on Mt Sinai (Exod.31:17), was too large a challenge for God. Do we really believe God? Perhaps our 
conception of God needs to grow, and stretch beyond the limits of our own sense of worldly knowledge.  

 
As has already been pointed out, the Genesis account is endorsed by numerous passages of Scripture as 

authentic and factual. The modern scientific approach to origins is governed by a limiting naturalistic approach that 
pits it against the Word of God, and consequently against faith in God. This is the choice that every believer must 
make. Believers of every age have had to face the challenge of disagreeing with the consensus view. How we deal 
with this challenge in our own time may well determine whether we are walking by faith or by some other way. 

 
 
 

9. Additional thoughts 

Immediately after observing that “the world by wisdom knew not God” (1 Cor. 1:21), Paul says of the Greeks of his 
day that they “[sought] after wisdom” (v. 22). He adds that “the foolishness of God is wiser than men; and the 
weakness of God is stronger than men” (v. 26), and asks, “. . . hath not God made foolish the wisdom of this world?” 
(v. 20). This is not to say that many things the Greeks sought after were not factual or even useful; their mathematics 
and geometry were certainly reliable enough. But their philosophy was not correctly founded. The point Paul makes 
is that their pursuits were of no consequence as regards the things that really matter in life. The things that do 
matter relate to questions concerning God’s purpose, will and ways, and how we can align ourselves with them. 

 

                                                           
73 The common assumption that faith is believing in something in the absence of evidence is not a correct summary of Bible based faith. Faith is 
not the opposite of reason. That is a false dichotomy. Faith is actually the opposite of unbelief, not reason. The Biblical definition of faith is of a 
well-placed and reasonable inference based on evidence. The evidence for faith is based upon the testimony of witnesses, not upon nature. 



In like manner, man’s ability today to know anything, particularly about origins, is severely limited. His 
understand of ‘science’, when speaking of origins, has been seen to be the application of questionable abductive 
reasoning based upon an unproven premise. Man’s wisdom is seldom able to provide anything of lasting value. 
Generally speaking, human wisdom has been suborned and used to advance man’s society and civilisation—the 
world that is, and those who benefit most from the status quo. 

 
It is important to remember what happened in the early centuries of Christianity, as its lessons for today are very 

telling. Shortly after the apostles’ time, men of classical learning came to appreciate the wisdom of Christianity and 
its huge potential. The apostles warned of the emergence of false teachers, and of the effect they would have on the 
truth of Christianity (Acts 20:28-32). 74By the middle of the second century, men of classical education had begun to 
use their skills, which were based on underlying principles and philosophy different from those taught by the gospel, 
to lead the church away from apostolic tradition. They weakened the basic concepts of the gospel and the 
importance of revelation. They reinterpreted the Godhead, the nature of man, the identity of Christ and the 
meaning of his sacrifice, and the plain and oft-declared purpose of God. To varying degrees, second-century converts 
such as Justin Martyr, Origen and Clement of Alexandria were proponents of these compromised ideals, who taught 
a blend of human philosophy and biblical Christianity. A few centuries later another prominent ex-philosopher, 
‘Saint’ Augustine of Hippo, brought significant refinement and consolidation to the central dogmas of a now 
thoroughly corrupted church, and eased its passage towards an increased role in human power and politics. 

 
The point here is that these men contributed to what appeared, at first, to be only a subtle change to the simple 

truths of God; yet the fruit of what they sowed was a monstrous church-state duopoly which gave birth to an age of 
darkness and suppression of truth. This warped pattern of thinking is shown throughout the Scriptures, starting with 
the serpent in the Garden, and it is a pattern of thinking that can place us in opposition to God, just as were the 
enemies of Jesus were in his day (Jno. 8:44). 

 
Today we need to be on guard to the influence of a new challenge—one which has eaten the heart out of many 

of the mainstream churches, commencing shortly after the Reformation, and blossoming over the last century or so. 
It is vitally important that we understand the real issues. It is not good enough to argue the peripherals, such as the 
‘accuracy’ of science, while disregarding their main philosophical thrust. It is the responsibility of every good steward 
to be honest about the issues, and to expose the real issues at stake, down to their foundations in the truths 
revealed in the Word of God. The core of the issue remains the challenge between science and revelation—whom 
we trust to provide us with a reliable explanation of origins, and consequently of the vital question of how to live. 

 

                                                           
74 See the summary of the attitudes of the post-apostolic Fathers in the essay, “Faith Philosophy and Science” where we briefly consider the 
early history of Christianity. Link is here. 

http://www.christadelphianvault.net/index.php?action=downloadfile&filename=Faith%20Philosophy%20and%20Science%20-%20Essay.pdf&directory=Kel%20Hammond&

