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Welcome to the Answers Course
Today many people have legitimate questions about religion. They
want to know such things as:
-

Does God Exist?
Is the Bible God’s Word?
Is Jesus the Son of God?
Is the resurrection true?
If there is a God, why do evil, suffering, and pain exist?
Has science disproved the Bible? Is evolution true?
How is Christianity different from other religions?
How does a person get to heaven?

People don’t want to believe things on blind faith; they want
reasonable answers. If you are honestly looking for answers, The
Answers Course is for you. It has been designed to give solid
answers to many of life’s important questions.
As you go through the course, hopefully many of your questions
will get answered, and you will see why believing in God is not a
blind leap of faith, but a reasonable step of faith.
In addition, as you go through the course there may be other
questions that come to mind. Bring them up and hopefully they,
too, can be answered in a reasonable fashion. The only bad
question is the one that is not asked.
I believe God gave us our minds so we could think and learn. Part
of the learning process is asking questions and seeking answers. In
this regard, I hope this material is helpful to you.
Sincerely,
Chris Losey
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1 Peter 3:15 (NASB)
but sanctify Christ as Lord in your hearts, always being ready to
make a defense to everyone who asks you to give an account for
the hope that is in you, yet with gentleness and reverence.
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Dedicated to those who want answers
to life’s important questions!
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Has science disproved the Bible?
Is evolution true?
Some people think science has long since disproved the Bible.
With the advent of evolution, they feel those who believe the Bible
must commit intellectual suicide and turn their backs on scientific
facts. But is this true? Must a person stick his head in the sands of
ignorance in order to embrace the teachings of Scripture? Check
the evidence and decide for yourself.
The purpose of this study is to shed light on the subject of science
and the Bible, and to take a close look at the evolution-creation
debate. Once a person looks honestly at the evidence, he can make
informed decisions about what to believe.
Science and the Bible
Although the Bible is not primarily a science book, when it speaks
about scientific things, it does so with amazing accuracy.
Throughout history, the scientific world has pointed an accusing
finger at the Bible, saying it contains scientific errors. Time has
shown science to be wrong and the Bible to be right.
One example is the number of
stars. Before the telescope was
invented in the 17th century,
astronomers believed there
were approximately 1000 stars.
Ptolemy put the number at
1,056. Tycho Brahe catalogued
777 stars. Kepler believed there
were 1,005.
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With the invention of the telescope, we now know there are more
than 100 billion stars in our own galaxy and billions of galaxies
besides our own. Jeremiah 33:22 states, "The host of heaven
cannot be counted." This statement refers to the number of stars in
the heavens. The Bible says the number is beyond our ability to
count. This is totally accurate since many of the other galaxies are
so far away that the stars in them cannot be individually
distinguished even with the best telescopes. The galaxies simply
look like a cloud of light. Indeed the farther we look into space, the
more galaxies we discover. It is interesting how long it took
science to catch up with the Bible.
Another example of the
scientific accuracy of the
Bible comes from Job 26:7
which states, "He hangs the
earth on nothing." The idea
the earth hangs in space by
itself sounds like scientific
talk from the 21st century.
Although scientists did not
believe this until more recent
times, the Bible has taught it
for thousands of years.
A third example of the Bible’s scientific accuracy is found in
Isaiah 40:22. It reads, "It is He who sits above the circle of the
earth..." The Hebrew word for circle is chuwg which can be
translated, sphericity or roundness. Until modern times, people
believed the world was flat. The Bible always has taught it is
round. Again, it took time for science to catch up.
A fourth example is found in Job 36:27,28 and Ecclesiastes 1:6-7.
These passages explain the winds and the hydrologic processes of
evaporation, condensation, and precipitation. This explanation is
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miraculous considering these facts were not clearly understood
until more recent times.
The sanitation and dietary laws of Moses recorded in Leviticus
also show the scientific accuracy of the Bible. Certain foods were
considered unclean, and the Jews were forbidden to eat them.
Other foods were considered clean and fit for human consumption.
We now know there were good reasons for obeying these laws.
Also, God commanded the Jews to follow a certain procedure for
disposing of human excrement (Deuteronomy 23:12-14). They
were to take it outside the camp and bury it. This procedure saved
the Jews from many diseases that plagued other cultures. If people
in Europe during the Middle Ages had obeyed this one sanitation
law, and not dumped human excrement out their windows into the
street, they might have saved themselves from various plagues that
were undoubtedly fueled by the presence of raw human feces.
In addition, Genesis 17:12 states, “And every male among you who
is eight days old shall be circumcised throughout your
generations.” In the last century, science has discovered that
circumcision is a valuable health practice. The Bible has
encouraged the circumcision of male children for thousands of
years. In addition, the Bible said males were to be circumcised on
the eighth day. It is now known that two important clotting
elements, vitamin K and prothrombin, are at their peak on day
eight, thus helping to prevent hemorrhaging and subsequent
infection. How did the ancient Jews know to circumcise their male
children at just the right time? God told them!
It is important to realize that science and the Bible are not
incompatible. In fact, there are many scientists today who believe
in God, and see no contradiction between science and Scripture.
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They have followed in the footsteps of countless others, including
Albert Einstein.

Is evolution true?
With the widespread belief in
evolution, many people think they
must believe it or be labeled
ignorant. They are under the
impression that evolution is a
scientific fact. The truth is, the
jury is still out. It is thus the
purpose of the rest of this study to
ask and answer many of the
questions surrounding the
evolution-creation debate, so that
people can make informed
decisions regarding which theory they should believe.
Is evolution a proven fact?
Evolution is not a proven fact. If it were, that would end the
debate. Today, the theory of evolution is under fire not only by
creation scientists, but also by some of its own advocates. After
over a century, and countless dollars spent trying to prove the
theory, evolutionists are still at a loss to present any compelling
evidence regarding its validity.
Not only are there many scientists who do not believe in evolution,
many of them have devoted their lives to showing its fallacies.
Some of these scientists are associated with organizations like The
Institute For Creation Research in California, or Answers In
Genesis in Kentucky.
Physicist Dr. Robert Millikan, a Nobel Prize winner said, “To me it
is unthinkable that a real atheist could be a scientist.”1 Why?
Because the whole universe is bulging with evidence that someone
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with great intelligence designed it. Many scientists believe that
someone is God.
There are even scientists who have been long-time advocates of
evolution, who now say the theory is bankrupt. Rather than further
research confirming the theory, it is undermining it.
Three of the best books written in the last few years showing the
lack of evidence for evolution are “Darwin’s Black Box” by
Michael Behe, “Evolution A Theory in Crisis” by Michael Denton,
and “Darwin on Trial” by Phillip Johnson. If a person wants to see
even more information, books, and videos on the subject, he
should go to www.icr.org (icr = The Institute for Creation
Research), www.explorationfilms.com, or
www.AnswersInGenesis.org on the internet.
Is evolution true science, and creation just religion?
Neither evolution nor creation can be proven scientifically. Why?
Because neither can be subjected to the scientific method of direct
observation and analysis. True science involves things that are
observable, measurable and repeatable for verification. Neither
evolution nor creation fit into this category. No human was there to
observe how the universe or life began. For that matter, no one in
the past or present has ever seen macroevolution take place (macro
and micro evolution will be defined later). Advocates of evolution
or creation believe their theories based on the available
circumstantial evidence or their own personal faith. That is why
many people say evolution and creation border on religion.
Creationists put their faith in God. Evolutionists put their faith in
chance. Both creationists and evolutionists have the same
evidence. They simply interpret it differently.
Christians, however, do claim to have one overwhelming line of
evidence, but this, too, requires faith. They believe God was there
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at the beginning of time, and shares in His Word, the Bible, how
the universe and the earth began.
It must be said that a person’s belief in evolution or creation is
often closely linked with his preconceived biases. In other words,
if a person does not believe in God, he has great difficulty
believing the creation theory no matter how strong the evidence.
On the flipside, people who believe in God have no difficulty
believing the creation theory, even if it cannot be proven
scientifically. A person’s bias, either for or against God, makes a
huge difference in the conclusions he draws.
Whether or not you believe in God, you are encouraged to look at
the following evidence with an open mind. If you are currently an
evolutionist, you may come away with a whole new appreciation
for the theory of creation. Before looking at the evidence let’s first
answer a few important questions.
If evolution is not a fact, why do so many people believe it?
Many people believe evolution because they were taught it in
school, heard it in the media (television, radio, or movies), read it
in a book or magazine, or
saw it depicted at a museum.
When asked to give reasons
why they believe, most
people are at a loss other
than to say, “Evolution must
be true because that is what
the majority of people
believe. If evolution wasn't
true, wouldn't someone tell
us?” The following material
will hopefully shed some
light on this question. People
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need to remember, the majority is not always right. For centuries
the majority of people believed the world was flat…
Are evolution or creation the only possibilities for origins?
Evolution and creation are the only two possibilities for origins.
Either a supernatural power created everything or it all evolved by
random chance. There are no other viable options. Some people
believe in theistic evolution (a combination of the two), but it will
be shown that the Bible does not leave room for this option.
Some scientists speculate that life came to earth via cosmic dust or
aliens, but this raises another question, “Where did these life-forms
originate? Were they created or did they evolve?”
Since both evolution and creation are theories. The question
becomes, “Which theory is best supported by the evidence?”
Although evolutionists say their theory carries the most weight,
many excellent scientists disagree. And the number of scientists
who reject evolution is growing.
Is the evolution-creation debate really that important?
The evolution-creation debate is vitally important! Many people
have turned away or stayed away from believing in God because
they think evolution has made the whole concept of God obsolete.
After all, if evolution is true, God did not create the universe as the
Bible claims. If this biblical claim is false, then the Bible cannot be
trusted and must be discarded as irrelevant.
If, on the other hand, creation is true, the Bible’s claim that God
created everything is also true. If this claim is true then it is likely
the rest of the Bible is true. If the whole Bible is true then it needs
to be embraced as the handbook for life and salvation.
With these thoughts in mind, let’s now define the various areas of
evolution and examine the evidence. When looked at with a
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discerning mind it is clear that the evidence supports the theory of
creation as well as, if not better than, the theory of evolution.

What are the various areas of evolution?
There are three basic areas of evolution. The first is cosmic
evolution which addresses the origin of the universe. Those who
believe in cosmic evolution believe the universe came into being
by natural means.
The second area is chemical evolution. It addresses the origin of
the first forms of life. Those who believe in chemical evolution
believe first-life on earth came into being by natural means.
The third area is biological
evolution. This theory
addresses the origin of new
life forms from existing
ones. Those who believe in
biological evolution believe
that all existing species of
plants and animals have
developed from previously
existing species through a
gradual process known as
natural selection.
Although each area will be addressed in this study, the greatest
emphasis will be given to biological evolution because it is the one
area most people think of when the subject of evolution is
mentioned.
Let’s begin with cosmic evolution.
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Is cosmic evolution true?
Again, cosmic evolution is the belief that the universe originated
through natural means. Does the evidence support this notion?
Decide for yourself.
The First Law of Thermodynamics & the Principle of Causality
Most scientists who
believe in cosmic
evolution believe
matter is eternal and
the universe has
always existed. They
base their belief on
the First Law of
Thermodynamics
known as the law of
energy conservation.
This law states,
“Energy can neither
be created nor
destroyed.” In other
words the total
amount of actual energy in the universe remains constant. Energy
can drift from one object to another – like when hot coffee warms
up a cold mug. Energy can be converted into mechanical work –
like when gasoline in a car engine is burned and converted into
power to drive the pistons. Energy can also be stored – like in a
piece of firewood. That energy is released when the wood is set on
fire. But, the energy cannot be destroyed. It simply changes form.
Although the First Law of Thermodynamics applies perfectly to
the physical universe, it does not address the ultimate question of
energy’s origin. Because the First Law of Thermodynamics fails to
answer the question of origins, it violates an equally valid physical
law, the Principle of Causality.
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The Principle of Causality states that every effect has a cause. In
other words, for energy to exist, it had to come from somewhere. It
could not have simply shown up.
Since both the First Law of Thermodynamics and the Principle of
Causality are equally true in the physical world, and yet the Law of
Causality contradicts the notion of an eternal universe, which
principle is actually true? They both are! In order to reconcile both,
a person is forced to the logical conclusion that both came into
existence after a power outside the universe created the universe.
Christians call that power, God.
Another way to explain the Law of Causality (cause and effect)
and how it connects to the supernatural realm is as follows. We
live in a time-space-matter continuum. In order for each of these to
exist in the present (the effect), they had to have a beginning (a
cause). For example, if matter did not have a beginning, then a
person would go back forever trying to find its origin. If he went
back forever, there would be no starting point from which to come
forward to the present. This would mean that matter could not exist
in the present. But, matter does exist in the present, thus making it
impossible for matter, as we know it to be eternal. Matter, then,
had to have a beginning. The same is true for time and space. Both
must have had a beginning in order to exist in the present. The
same is also true of energy. It might be said that energy can be
lumped in with matter in the time-space-matter continuum,
because energy is stored in matter.
Take a few moments to study Figure F-1 as you read the next few
paragraphs.
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There must have been an uncaused-cause
otherwise the present cannot exist
GOD

MAN

Timelessness
Spacelessness
Matterlessness

something (time, space and matter)

The Beginning

Out of nothing, God created

Time
Space
Matter

The supernatural realm
where God exists

The natural realm
where man exists
F-1

Based on the preceding evidence that time, space, and matter all
had to have a beginning, there had to be a timeless-spacelessmatterless state before they began. In F-1 the portion to the right of
the beginning might be termed The Natural State in which time,
space, and matter exist. The portion to left of the beginning might
be called The Supernatural State, super meaning above nature.
Although man exists in the natural state, only God and other
supernatural beings like angels could exist in the supernatural
realm. This agrees with the Bible, because Scripture teaches that
God and angels are spirits. A spirit does not have flesh and bones,
and is not bound by time, space, or matter.
In F-1, something (time, space and matter), comes out of nothing
(timelessness, spacelessness, and matterlessness). Interestingly,
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this is exactly what the Bible teaches, “In the beginning God
created the heavens and the earth” (Genesis 1:1). The word for
create is the Hebrew word bara (Hebrew is the original language
of the Old Testament). It means to create something out of nothing.
God said, “Let there be light, and there was light.” He spoke the
word and it was so.
Some people argue, “In order for God to exist, He, too, must have
had a beginning.” This is faulty reasoning, however, because when
the beginning line (Shown in F-1) is crossed from the natural to the
supernatural state, human logic and physical laws no longer apply.
Our finite minds cannot completely understand the infinite. The
Bible says God’s ways are higher than our ways and His thoughts
higher than our thoughts (Isaiah 55:8,9).
The preceding argument shows
the universe could not have come
about by natural means. In order
for the universe to exist in the
present, it must have been
created sometime in the past. If it
was created, only a supernatural,
all-powerful God could have
created it. This is huge evidence
for creation and against the theory of cosmic evolution.
The Second Law of Thermodynamics
Another evidence that the universe is not eternal is based on the
Second Law of Thermodynamics. This law is known as the law of
increasing entropy (disorder). The law states, “In a closed system
(our universe is a closed system) everything eventually goes to a
higher state of disorder (entropy). In other words, things run down
and wear out. For example, a cake set on a fence post will
eventually disintegrate. A car left out in the weather for 100 years
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will rust out and fall apart. Our sun with its limited fuel supply will
eventually burn up.
Put another way, “In a closed, isolated system, the amount of
usable energy decreases over time.” This means that our universe
is running down and will eventually experience heat death, when
all the available energy has been converted into unusable energy,
and dissipates into empty space. The energy will still be there, it
just won’t be useable.
Another way to understand this is to
picture a piece of firewood. Once it is
burned in the fireplace, it can’t be
burned again. The energy is dissipated
into the house or out the chimney. If a
person has a limited amount of
firewood, eventually all of it will be
used up and he will have nothing left
with which to heat his house. So it is
with our universe. Once all the useable
energy is burned up, our universe will
experience heat death.
These facts prove the universe cannot be eternal. If it was, the stars
would have already burned out since they have a limited amount of
fuel. Since the stars haven’t yet burned out, they can’t be infinitely
old.
In an attempt to show the universe is eternal and to overcome the
Second Law of Thermodynamics, Fred Hoyle, proposed what is
known as the Steady-State-Theory. The theory proposes that
hydrogen atoms are coming into existence in deep space keeping
the universe from running down. But there is one huge problem
with this theory. It goes against the Law of Causality. Hydrogen
atoms cannot come out of nothing, they have to come from
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somewhere. This brings the argument full circle – only a
supernatural God who transcends the laws of nature, could have
brought things into existence.
Without God, a person is faced with something (time, space,
matter, energy, hydrogen atoms, the universe, etc.) coming out of
nothing. This simply can’t happen.
What about the big bang theory?
Many cosmic evolutionists also believe there was a time when the
matter in the universe was clumped together and blew up in a “big
bang” causing the myriad of galaxies we see today. One reason
they believe this is because it appears the galaxies are expanding
outward from a central point. There also seems to be an energy
echo in the universe as if there was a huge explosion sometime in
the past.
Is it possible that God used a “big bang” to create the universe? It
is possible, but it must be understood He also would have had to
create the matter for the big bang. A clump of matter in the middle
of the universe doesn’t just show up. It has to come from
somewhere. In addition, God would have had to create the empty
space in which to place the clump of matter.
Rather than postulating a big bang, it seems more reasonable to
accept the Bible at face value. It simply states that God created
everything out of nothing (Gen 1:1), which agrees completely with
the physical Law of Causality. Amazingly, the Bible also states
that God spoke things into existence. For example, God said, “Let
there be light, and there was light” (Gen 1:3).
An all-powerful God living in a supernatural realm has the power
to create a material universe in a natural realm. Nothing is beyond
His ability. The only thing God cannot do is to violate His own
character. For example, since God is completely holy, He cannot
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lie. This gives us another reason to believe what He says in the
Bible is true.
Once everything was created, creationists believe God set in
motion all of the other laws like the laws of thermodynamics. The
fact there are so many perfect laws (gravity, centrifugal force, the
laws of thermodynamics, etc.) that govern the physical universe
goes completely against the idea of evolution, which is based on
the premise of random, non-intelligence. Everything in the
universe screams that an awesome intelligence, far greater than
man, created it all. That intelligence is God.
What about the rebound theory?
Some cosmic evolutionists believe in a rebound theory stating the
universe has been expanding and collapsing on itself over eons of
time. The theory also assumes the eternal nature of matter. Again,
this violates the Law of Causality because the initial matter for the
universe had to come from somewhere. The rebound theory also
violates the Second Law of Thermodynamics. If the universe were
contracting and expanding, it would, like a bouncing ball,
eventually slow down and stop bouncing. If it were infinitely old,
it would have run down and stopped by now. Since it hasn’t, it
can’t be eternal. Since it isn’t eternal, it had to have come into
existence sometime in the past. Christians call this event, creation.
Summary regarding cosmic evolution
In summary, based on the laws of science, the universe can’t be
infinitely old. If it is not infinitely old, then it came into existence
sometime in the past. When it came into existence in the past, it
had to come out of nothing. If it came out of nothing it had to be
created. If it was created, the only logical explanation is that God
created it. Simple logic says that something coming out of nothing
is a supernatural event. Supernatural events necessitate a
supernatural source. Creationists call that supernatural source,
God.
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It has been rightly said that believing in cosmic evolution takes
more faith than believing in creation. Simply put, not only is there
no compelling evidence for cosmic evolution, there is strong
evidence against it. Conversely, all the evidence against cosmic
evolution points toward special creation.

Is chemical evolution true?
Chemical evolution is the belief that first-life on earth developed
by natural means. Does the evidence support this theory? Decide
for yourself.
Evolutionary scientists
believe life developed in a
primordial pond sometime
after the earth was formed
and cooled. They base their
belief partly on the
experiments of Harold Urey
and Stanley Miller who
attempted to duplicate what
they thought the earth’s early atmosphere might have been like.
They set up experiments where they passed an electrical discharge
(simulating lightning) through various gases (hydrogen, nitrogen,
ammonia, and carbon dioxide) simulating earth’s early
atmosphere. Their experiments showed that amino acids (the basic
building blocks of life) could be formed in this way.
Their initial success sent euphoria through the evolutionist
community. People made claims they were on the brink of creating
life in the laboratory. Based on all the hype, many people
concluded they had created life. For many folks, these experiments
made evolution an open-and-shut case. Man had finally shown
how first-life had come about by totally natural means. This,
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however, was and still is a gross misunderstanding of what really
happened.
Even though Urey and Miller did create some basic amino acids,
they never created life itself, or anything close to it. The amino
acids never developed further into the things necessary for real life
– proteins, DNA chains or cells. Although the experiments created
a stir, those who know the whole story, realize the experiments
proved essentially nothing in regard to how life could have come
about by natural means. Similar experiments have shown no
greater success, either.
It is rarely mentioned
that the experiments of
Urey and Miller went
way beyond what could
have taken place in
nature. In essence the
scientists pulled out all
the stops. On the one
hand they said they
were trying to create
life through totally natural means. On the other hand they did
things not present in nature trying to make the experiment work.
For example they used concentrations of gases not found anywhere
on earth. They also left out oxygen because they knew it would
destroy the process they were trying to create. Now, scientists
believe oxygen was present in earth’s early atmosphere. This fact
alone invalidates any findings of these experiments. The scientists
also left out sunlight because they knew cosmic radiation would
undermine their results. In short, instead of using natural means,
these scientists injected as much intelligence as humanly possible.
Even so, the experiments failed.
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In all probability, the primordial pond proposed by these and other
scientists never existed, and even if it did, it offers only dead ends
in the search for any natural explanation for first-life.
There are also a number of other reasons why chemical evolution
is an invalid theory. For example, it has never been shown
anywhere on earth that life can spontaneously arise from non-life,
but that is precisely what the theory of evolution postulates.
There was a time when most people accepted the theory of
Spontaneous Generation. They believed that flies, worms, and
mice could develop directly from nonliving matter like mud and
decaying flesh. In 1668, Francesco Redi proved this idea to be
false when he demonstrated that maggots did not appear on meat if
other flies were kept away. Louis Pasteur (1822-1895) later
showed that microorganisms would grow in sterilized broth only if
the broth was first exposed to air that contained spores
(reproductive cells).
It is rather astonishing that many scientists today, by believing in
chemical evolution (that first-life came from non-life), are in
essence supporting a modern form of spontaneous generation.
In addition, evolutionist have never been able to show any nonliving mechanism that can select amino acids, sort them, and build
genes to form even a single living cell. Only previous living
material containing the code of life (DNA) can beget new living
material. This previously living material has built-in intelligence.
Life demands intelligence, not a non-directed process like
evolution.
Even with all the roadblocks, evolutionists continue to speculate
how life might have come from non-life. They have proposed such
theories as the “RNA first” and “protein first” hypotheses, but all
have proved inadequate.
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Evolutionists know that in
contemporary living organisms
– DNA, RNA, and proteins are
mutually dependent, but these
same scientists are at a total
loss as to how something as
complex as a DNA strand could
have developed by natural
means. Amazingly, even one
strand of DNA has as much
information as a volume of the
Encyclopedia Britannica, and it
is all perfectly coded.
The simplest organism capable of independent life, the
prokaryote bacterial cell, is a masterpiece of miniaturized
complexity which makes a spaceship seem rather low-tech.
Even if one assumes that something much simpler than a
bacterial cell might suffice to start Darwinist evolution on its
way – a DNA or RNA macromolecule, for example – the
possibility that such a complex entity could assemble itself
by chance is still fantastically unlikely, even if billions of
years had been available.2
In the last several years scientists have attempted to bypass
experimental difficulties using computer simulations, but these,
too, have resulted in no real progress in finding any natural origin
of first-life.
A general review of prebiological evolutionary theories in
1988 by Klaus Dose concluded that “At present all
discussions on principal theories and experiments in the field
either end in stalemate or in a confession of ignorance.”
Gerald Joyce’s 1989 review article ended with the somber
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observation that origin of life researchers have grown
accustomed to a “lack of relevant experimental data” and a
high level of frustration.3
The possibility of life coming together by chance is so incredibly
small that Fred Hoyle, who changed from being an evolutionist to
a creationist, said it would be the same odds as a tornado sweeping
through a junkyard and assembling a fully functional Boeing 747
from the parts therein.4
Biologist, Dr. Edwin Conklin, said, “The probability of life
originating from accident is comparable to the probability of the
unabridged dictionary resulting from an explosion in a printing
shop.”5
When faced with lack of evidence, and the statistical impossibility
of chemical evolution, evolutionists often rely on philosophical
arguments and rhetoric like,
Life obviously exists, and if a naturalistic process is the only
conceivable explanation for its existence, then the difficulties
must not be as insuperable as they appear… or… life seems
to have existed in cellular form nearly four billion years ago,
perhaps as soon as the earth had sufficiently cooled. That
means that the emergence of the first self-replicating
molecules, and the subsequent evolution of all the machinery
of the cell, had to occur within a brief period of geological
time… the spontaneous origin of life must be relatively easy,
since it happened so quickly on the early earth… or… (the
anthropic principle) if the circumstances required for life to
evolve had not existed we would not be here to comment
upon the matter. Those circumstances may seem very
unlikely given our limited knowledge, but we have no way of
knowing how many universes there are, or may have been. In
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an infinity of time and space even the most unlikely event
must happen at least once…6
Die-hard evolutionists like Richard Dawkins who realize they have
no real evidence for their theory, try to turn the tide by saying the
lack of evidence is actually a plus. In other words, if evolutionists
could somehow reproduce life from non-life that would prove just
how easy evolution is. Since it is obviously quite complicated, one
would expect that scientists couldn’t easily duplicate it in the
laboratory. In this regard, Dawkins said,
An apparently miraculous theory is exactly the kind of theory
we should be looking for in this particular matter of the
origin of life… because evolution has equipped our brains
with a subjective consciousness of risk and improbability
suitable for creatures with a lifetime of less than one
century.”7
When people like Richard Dawkins start using fanciful arguments,
it is clear that evolutionists have little if any evidence to support
their position. If they did have credible evidence they would shout
it from the rooftops.
If evolutionists agree they should be looking for a miraculous
theory, why don’t they look to God? The reason is clear – many
don’t want to.
Physiologist, Dr. T. N Tahmisian from the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission said, “Scientists who go about teaching that evolution
is a fact are great con men, and the story they are telling may be
the greatest hoax ever. In explaining evolution we do not have one
iota of fact.”8
From everything humans know, the only one who could make life
out of non-life is an intelligent, all-powerful, all-knowing God.
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Simply stated, there is no compelling support for chemical
evolution, but there is considerable evidence to refute it. And the
evidence against it is powerful evidence for creation, because if
evolution is false, the only other option is creation.

Is biological evolution true?
Biological evolution is the belief that all
existing species of plants and animals
have developed from previously existing
species through a gradual process known
as natural selection.
Before we consider the evidence, let’s
first gain a basic understanding of the
theory of biological evolution as set forth
by Charles Darwin.
Charles Darwin and the theory of biological evolution
Charles Robert Darwin was born in England in 1809. Although he
studied medicine, the only educational degree he received was in
theology from Cambridge University in 1831. He was the grandson
of Erasmus Darwin who himself had proposed a theory of
evolution in the 1790s.
From 1831 to 1836 Charles Darwin served as a British Naturalist
on board the H.M.S. Beagle as it sailed from England with the
mission of surveying the shores of Chile, Peru, and some islands in
the Pacific, as well as carrying a chain of chronometrical
measurements around the world. Part of the cruise was spent in the
Galapagos Islands, an archipelago of thirteen small volcanic
islands on the equator about 600 miles off the coast of South
America.
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While in those islands, Darwin
noticed variations in finches, lizards
and turtles. The finches on the
different islands had variations of
size, plumage, beak shape, and
behavior. Darwin surmised that these
variations were caused by a process
of change he called natural selection
which aided the various finches in
some way. Different beak shapes aided in eating different foods.
Some were for probing flowers while others were for boring into
wood. Different colors allowed the various finches to blend into
their surroundings thus increasing their chances of survival.
From these and other observations Darwin returned to England and
eventually published his book On the Origin of Species by Means
of Natural Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the
Struggle for Life in 1859.
Although Charles Darwin was not the first person to propose an
evolutionary theory, he was the first to show a mechanism by
which it could take place.
Darwin showed that living things commonly produce many
more offspring than are necessary to replace themselves. The
earth cannot possibly support all these organisms, and so they
must compete for such necessities as food and shelter. Their
lives also are threatened by animals that prey on them, by
unfavorable weather, and by other environmental conditions.
Darwin suggested that some members of a species have traits
that aid them in this struggle for life. Other members have
less favorable traits and therefore are less likely to survive or
reproduce. On the average, the members with favorable traits
live longer and produce more offspring than do the others.
They also pass on the favorable traits to their young. The
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unfavorable traits are eventually eliminated. When this
process occurs in two isolated populations of one species,
members of one species may become so genetically different
that they will be regarded as separate species.9
In summary, Darwin’s theory had three important premises. First,
organisms varied. Second, these variations could be inherited.
Third, all organisms were subject to an intense struggle for
survival which favored those with positive variations.
To illustrate how Darwin’s theory differed from previous theories,
consider the following. The Frenchman Lamark had a theory
supporting the idea that giraffes got longer necks by stretching
them to get higher leaves. The stretching caused inner forces in the
giraffe to pass the characteristic longer necks on to their offspring.
Although this sounded good, Lamark never could define what kind
of inner forces were involved.
Darwinian evolution, on the other hand, would say some giraffes
are born with slightly longer necks because in every species there
are variations. The giraffes with longer necks would have a greater
capacity to survive because they could reach leaves on higher tree
branches during times of food scarcity. They would thus be more
likely to survive and reproduce offspring with this same advantage
or even greater advantages.
This process of natural selection, later called the survival of the
fittest was the first time a logical and totally natural theory for
evolution had been set forth.
Although the theory could not be proved, and initially caused
heated debate, scientists eventually accepted it, and evolution
permeated the fabric of society.
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The question arises, however, “Does the evidence really support
the theory of biological evolution?” To answer this question, let’s
take a closer look.
The difference between micro and macroevolution
Within the context of biology there are supposedly two types of
evolution: microevolution and macroevolution. Micro means very
small. Macro means very large.
Microevolution involves changes within one kind of plant or
animal. For example, cows can be bred to produce varying
characteristics of color, size, or milk production, etc. Flowers can
be raised to get different colors... Not only can things be purposely
bred to produce change, but God has programmed the ability to
change within every creature or plant in order to help it adapt to its
environment. Even after these changes take place it is important to
note that cattle are still cattle, and flowers are still flowers.
Macroevolution on the other hand purports that one kind of plant
or animal can change into another kind if given enough time. If
cattle are bred long enough they might gradually change into
horses, for example. Simply stated, there is a huge problem with
macroevolution; not only has no one seen it happen, there is no
credible evidence that it has ever happened.
What Darwin discovered in the Galapagos Islands was nothing
more than microevolution which is better called hybridization. In
other words, in the genetic makeup of all animals (finches
included) is the capacity for change. When finches breed,
especially in isolated areas like the various islands in the
Galapagos chain, the results can be amazing. They will adapt to
their environment. Such breeding can produce big finches, small
finches, finches with various sized beaks, and various colors of
plumage, but those finches will never become hawks. There is a
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limit to the change that can take place in each kind of plant or
animal.
One classic example that
evolutionists tried to use to
support their theory is the
peppered moth. Peppered moths
have both white and black on there
wings. When the predominantly
white moths began to disappear in
an area of England and the
predominantly black moths
thrived, scientists said, “Hurrah! Clear evidence of evolution.”
They believed the moths were adapting to their environment. Later
the real reason for the change became apparent. The towns where
this was happening were coal-burning towns. Soot accumulation
on the trees made the predominantly white moths much easier
targets for birds. The darker moths blended in and thus survived. In
towns that switched from coal to other fuels, the predominantly
white moths reappeared. This was not a case of evolutionary
change, but of birds spotting contrasting colors. Unfortunately
there are still publications that teach the peppered moth story as
clear evidence for evolution. The 1997 World Book Multimedia
Encyclopedia is one of them.
Evolutionists say it is possible to get whole new species by cross
breeding. They define a species as a group of animals that can
effectively breed with each other. Although it is possible to cross
breed pigeons so the pigeons at either end of the spectrum can no
longer effectively breed (and are thus categorized by evolutionists
as different species), they still have similar characteristics and are
part of the pigeon kind. They never become anything more or less
than pigeons.
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Today when people refer to biological evolution, they are almost
always referring to macroevolution. They believe the various array
of plants and animals alive today somehow evolved from the firstlife form. In essence they claim we have gone from microbe to
man through a gradual process of change. Although this sounds
plausible, there is not one shred of evidence to support
macroevolution. Evolutionists will argue that change happens so
slowly we can’t see it, but the fact is, there is no evidence to
support such changes ever happened at all.
No one debates that hybridization takes place (microevolution).
God programmed into all creatures the ability to change within
certain limits. Creationists, however, strongly oppose the notion of
macroevolution because no one has ever seen it happen in the past
or present. It is strictly conjecture.
The Bible even says everything God created reproduces after its
own kind. For example Genesis 1:24-25 states, “Then God said,
"Let the earth bring forth living creatures after their kind: cattle
and creeping things and beasts of the earth after their kind"; and it
was so. And God made the beasts of the earth after their kind, and
the cattle after their kind, and everything that creeps on the ground
after its kind; and God saw that it was good.”
Creationists believe that God created all the various kinds of
animals, and that those animals have been reproducing after their
kind ever since. This is precisely what we see in the real world.
Macroevolution, on the other hand, has no support, and is nothing
more than wishful thinking.
Evidence from the fossil record
If macroevolution were true, the place to find
any real evidence would be in the fossil record.
If indeed we have gone from microbe to man,
as evolutionists claim, the fossil record should
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be pregnant with intermediate species between all of the various
different kinds of plants and animals we see today. The simple
truth is, the intermediate species are not there. The missing links
have remained missing. Even the so-called missing links between
ape and man have never been conclusively shown to be anything
more than either fully human or fully ape. Creationists believe the
missing links will remain missing because they never existed.
Darwin himself recognized the problem in the fossil record. He
said,
Why 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.10
Darwin hoped the area of paleontology (the study of fossils) would
provide support for his theory in the years following the initial
publication of his book. It has now been nearly 150 years since
Darwin’s book was first published, and the support for evolution in
the fossil record has only gotten worse. No truly intermediate
species have been found. Even Stephen Jay Gould the noted
Harvard paleontologist who is an ardent evolutionist had to admit,
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 tops and
nodes of their branches; the rest is inference, however
reasonable, not the evidence of fossils.11
Some evolutionists will argue that
archaeopteryx is a transitional form between
bird and reptile, but in more recent days it has
been shown that archaeopteryx had normal
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flight feathers and was nothing more than a bird. Other supposed
transitional forms have all essentially led to the same dead end.
The amazing thing is, if macroevolution was true, the fossil record
would be full of such forms, but it is not.
If the fossil record does not have transitional forms, what does it
show? It shows that species do not arise gradually, but all at once
and fully formed. This is exactly what the theory of creation
predicts. The fossil record also shows stasis, which means species
appear in the fossil record looking much the same was when they
disappear. Any changes are limited and directionless. In other
words we don’t see any species moving up an evolutionary ladder.
Evolutionists argue that the deepest rock
layers (and thus the oldest) contain
fossils of simple creatures, while the
most shallow rock layers (and thus the
youngest) contain the more complex
creatures. They say this is what
evolution predicts. The fact is, there are
areas where the simplest fossils are
closer to the surface and the more
advanced fossils in deeper strata,
contradicting the evolutionary model.
Creationists say a large part of the fossil record is a result of the
Biblical flood. The areas where the simple fossils are deeper in the
strata is evidence of a sifting action that occurred as dead creatures
settled to the bottom of water-filled areas. The larger creatures
were able to survive and fight for life longer than the smaller,
simpler creatures and thus are be closer to the top.
Because the evidence in the fossil record does not support
macroevolution, some evolutionists have proposed such theories as
punctuated equilibrium. Punctuated equilibrium postulates that
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there were sudden catastrophic jumps in the fossil record followed
by long periods of stability. The problem with such theories is,
there is no evidence to support them. On the contrary, Darwin
admitted the suddenness in the fossil record was evidence in favor
of creation.
Such theories as punctuated equilibrium almost sound like
creationism. Perhaps some evolutionists don’t realize what they are
saying.
Evidence from mutations
Evolutionists say mutations help account for biological evolution.
They believe if a mutation gives a creature some kind of advantage
it will aid in the creatures survival and be passed on to the next
generation.
Although mutations do occur, there are two insurmountable
difficulties associated with the mutation theory. The first is all
actually observed mutations fit into the category of micromutations. In other words they are relatively small and
insignificant. An accumulation of millions of mutations would be
necessary to change one basic kind into another, or to develop a
major organ. A second grave difficulty is that practically all
observed mutations are harmful and usually fatal to the creature
experiencing them. Beneficial mutations are so rare and
questionable, their existence is still in doubt.12
In regard to mutations, consider the possible
formation of a human eye. An eye needs a lens,
muscles, retina, optic nerve, cones, cornea, blood
supply, eyelid, eyelashes, depth perception (two
eyes are needed for this) and tear ducts. This
would take literally millions, if not billions, of
small mutations each one having to be passed on to
the next generation. Also, a center in the brain
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would need to develop to interpret the information received
through the optic nerve, and make sense of it integrating it into the
motor function of the body. Considering that 99.9 percent of
mutations are negative, the statistical possibility of forming
something as complex as an eye is essentially zero. In addition,
until an eye is fully formed it is of no advantage to the creature that
possesses it. In fact, it would be a hindrance and lessen a creature’s
chance of survival. This totally undermines the idea of natural
selection and macroevolution.
To overcome the problem of micro-mutations, some evolutionists
have postulated macro-mutations. A macro-mutation would be an
eye suddenly appearing, fully functional. This is beyond the realm
of reason. Macro-mutations have never been observed
experimentally or in the natural world. In addition, there is no
known mechanism that could ever make them occur.13 The only
one who could perform such a feat is God.
Some evolutionists point to such things as penicillin-resistant
bacteria or pesticide-resistant insects as examples of effective
evolution. At best these are examples of micro-mutations and
support microevolution – change within a kind.
Mutations provide no compelling evidence for the theory of
macroevolution, but rather strong evidence against it.
Evidence from genetics and complexity
One of the greatest problems for evolutionists besides the missing
links in the fossil record is the problem of explaining the origin of
complex new systems. Every living creature has its own extremely
complex genetic code. The code for a man is different than that of
an ape. The code for a horse is different than that of a cow. Not
only are these codes unbelievably complex, they are perfect.
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Not only was the first living cell exceedingly complex, but
higher forms of life are even more complex. If the genetic
information in a one-cell animal exceeds that in a volume of
the Encyclopedia Britannica, the information in the human
brain is greater than that in the Library of Congress. If it
takes an intelligent cause to produce the simple first life
form, no less is needed for human life.14
To think that something as complex as the genetic code could
happen by gradual processes is like trying to change the sentence,
“She likes ice cream” into the book “War and Peace” one letter at a
time, each change taking a generation. The first change might be
“She likes mice cream.” The second change might be “She likes
mice scream.” The third change might be “Shed likes mice
scream.” Subsequent
changes might yield “Shedl.
Zlikes: bmicet xscrheaml.”
Obviously not only do
changes change the meaning
of the sentence, but after
several changes, the words
become nonsense. In the
case of living things,
nonsense means extinction.
The book “War and Peace” could never be produced this way by
random chance, no matter how much time was given. In the same
way, the genetic code of even the simplest creature could never
change into the code of another creature randomly.
In more mundane terms, consider the human body. It has a
circulatory system, digestive system, nervous system, immune
system, reproductive system, respiratory system, heating and
cooling systems, balance system… brain, heart, eyes, sense of
smell, touch, hearing, hormones, skin, and speech, to name a few.
All work in amazing harmony. Indeed, we do not realize how
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incredibly complex our bodies are until something goes wrong. For
anyone to believe this intricate myriad of interrelated complex
systems evolved, requires much more faith than believing in God.
In addition, the fact that creatures appear in the fossil record,
suddenly and fully formed with these immense genetic codes in
perfect working order is strong evidence for creation.
Evidence from vestigial organs
Evolutionists claim that such organs as the human appendix, ear
muscles, and the third eyelid are vestiges of the past. In other
words they were useful during some previous evolutionary age, but
not now. The problem with this line of reasoning is that the list of
over 100 of these organs (when the idea was first proposed) has
shrunk to about a half dozen today. For example, the endocrine
glands, which were once thought to be vestigial, are now known to
help with the production of hormones. As scientific thought
advances, more and more uses become apparent.
Just because a use is not known for a particular organ does not
mean one does not exist. And just because organs can be removed
without apparent harm to the body does not mean they had no
function. Other organs may compensate once certain other organs
are gone.15
In reality, if any organs in humans or other creatures are truly
vestigial, it would not show the advance of evolution but the
decline from a perfect creation. Vestigial organs would mean we
had organs that once had a purpose, but now no longer function
according to a perfect original design.
Evidence from systemic change
Macroevolution requires large-scale change as one type of
organism evolves into another. Macroevolution also says it
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happens over a long period of time. This, however, is impossible
when the need for simultaneous change is seen. For example,
One can make small changes in a car gradually over a period
of time, without changing its basic type. One can change the
shape of the fenders, its color, and its trim gradually. But if a
change is in the size of the pistons, this will involve
simultaneous changes in the camshaft, block, and cooling
system. Otherwise, the new engine will not function.
Likewise, changing from a fish to a reptile or a reptile to a
bird, calls for major changes throughout the system of the
animal. All these changes must occur simultaneously or
blood oxygenation will not go with the lung development,
will not match nasal passage and throat changes, autonomic
breathing reflexes in the brain, thoracic musculature and
membranes. Gradual evolution cannot account for this.16
There is no way the theory of macroevolution can account for
systemic changes in any creature.
Other circumstantial evidences
Evolutionists have said the following are also evidence for
evolution:
Classification – It is possible to arrange the various kinds of plants
and animals into categories of species, genera, families, orders, etc.
Comparative Anatomy – There are similarities in skeletal structure,
such as between apes and men, or horses and elephants.
Embryology – There are similarities in embryos of different kinds
of animals.
Biochemistry – All living organisms are composed of certain basic
chemical substances such as amino acids, proteins, DNA, etc.
Physiology – There are similarities in things like blood
precipitates, and behavior characteristics.
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It is a simple fact that all of the above-mentioned areas support the
theory of creation as well as evolution. If God created everything,
it would seem logical that His creation could be classified. If
creatures needed to walk or run it makes sense that God would
give them legs. It is reasonable to conclude that the embryology,
biochemistry and physiology of certain animals would also be
closely connected. None of these supposed evidences for evolution
add any credibility to the theory.
What about theistic evolution?
Because some Christians don’t know the true evidence against
evolution, they have postulated that God used evolution as His
means of creating the world. This idea has at least four major
flaws.
First, Romans 5:12 clearly states there was no death before the sin
of man entered the world. The whole process of evolution involves
struggle and death over millions of years, long before organisms
could have evolved into man. If evolution is correct, then death is
not the result of sin, and there is no need for a Savior. This totally
goes against the teaching of Scripture.
Second, theistic evolution postulates a completely random, nondirected, natural process. Since God is an intelligent creature,
theistic evolution is a contradiction in terms. It would mean that
God, the epitome of intelligence, used evolution, the epitome of
non-directed ignorance. Theism and evolution don’t mix.
The third reason why theistic evolution is flawed is because it goes
completely contrary to God’s nature. It is inconceivable that a
loving God would use such an inefficient, gruesome method as
macroevolution for creating new life forms. Evolution involves
struggle and death over millions of years. In addition, racism,
abortion, Naziism, euthanasia, and other evils are supported by
evolutionary thinking. If man evolved, there is no ultimate right or
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wrong. Why not get rid of unwanted babies, old people, and other
less-than-desirable people groups? That is precisely what Hitler
and other evolutionists have tried to do.
There is no way a loving God would utilize a system like evolution
to accomplish His plans.
The fourth major flaw in theistic evolution is found in Genesis 1:1
which states, “In the beginning, God created the heavens and the
earth.” The Hebrew word for create is bara. It means to create
something out of nothing. Creating something out of nothing is
supernatural. Evolution on the other hand is naturalistic.
If cosmic and chemical evolution are false, the logical conclusion
is, any form of evolution is false including theistic evolution. God
did not need a process like evolution to do anything. God spoke
things into existence, and this is what logic and evidence indicate
actually happened.
Evidence from the created world
Perhaps one of the greatest evidences for creation is the world
around us. Romans 1:20 states, “For since the creation of the
world His (God’s) invisible attributes, His eternal power and
divine nature, have been clearly seen, being understood through
what has been made, so that they are without excuse.” Simply
stated, people who look at the world around them and still reject
God, will be without excuse when they stand before Him at
judgment. God says His created world is enough to make anyone
believe.
The birth of a baby, and its change from living in a water
environment to living in an air environment – the changing of a
caterpillar into a butterfly – the migratory habits of birds – the love
of two people for each other – the emotions of joy and sorrow –
and a thousand other things not explained by evolution, should be
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enough to make a person wake up and say, “Wow, God created it
all!”
Concluding remarks
King David was correct when he said in Psalms 139:14, “I will
give thanks to Thee, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made;
wonderful are Thy works, and my soul knows it very well.”
The verdict is in. The
evidence for evolution
simply is not there – not
for cosmic evolution,
chemical evolution,
biological evolution, or
theistic evolution.
Dr. Louis Bounoure,
Director of Research at
the National Center of
Scientific Research in France said, “Evolutionism is a fairy tale for
grown-ups. This theory has helped nothing in the progress of
science. It is useless.”17
On the other hand, all the evidence indicates that an incredible
intelligence, far above man, created the universe and everything in
it. His name is God. And the great news is, He wants to have a
personal relationship with you and me through His Son, Jesus
Christ, who died for our sins and rose from the dead. All we need
to do is to put our faith in Him. Now that’s amazing!
If you are interested in knowing how to have a personal
relationship with God, please see the short explanation that follows
the section of discussion questions.
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Has Science Disproved the Bible? – Discussion Questions
1. How has this study affected your view of Science and the
Bible?

2. How has this study affected your view of the theory of
evolution?

3. What are some of the scientific things in the Bible that
indicate it is scientifically accurate?

4. What is the difference between cosmic, chemical and
biological evolution?
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5. What evidence against the theory of evolution stood out most
in your mind?

6. What evidence for creation stood out most in your mind?

7. What is the difference between micro and macroevolution?

8. Briefly summarize the evidence against biological evolution
in the following areas:

- the fossil record

- mutations
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- genetics and complexity

- vestigial organs

- systemic change

- circumstantial evidences

- the created world

9. Why is theistic evolution a contradiction?

Write down any questions you have for the next Answers Course
session in the space below.
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At this point, you may be interested in knowing what it takes to have a
personal relationship with God. If so, here is what you should know.
- God created humans as His finest creation. He created them with
the ability to make moral choices (Genesis 1-3)
- Mankind chose to disobey God (to sin) – Genesis 3
- Sin separates mankind from God – Isaiah 59:2
- All humans have sinned – Romans 3:23
- The penalty for sin is death – Romans 6:23 (All men will die
physically. Their sin also causes them to be spiritually dead. If they
die without having their sin forgiven, they will be eternally
separated from God.)
- After physical death comes judgment – Hebrews 9:27 (Men will
stand before God and be judged. Those whose sins are not forgiven
will be eternally separated from Him in Hell.)
- No amount of good works, or any other human effort can pay the
penalty for a person’s sin & get him into heaven – Ephesians 2:8,9
- Only Christ can/did pay the penalty for man’s sin – 1 Peter 3:18
- A person’s salvation is not automatic. Instead it comes when a
person believes in God by placing his faith in Him – John 3:16
(This is not just head belief, it is wholehearted commitment.)
- A person can place his trust in Christ by receiving Him as Lord
(the One who now calls the shots in a person’s life), and Savior
(the One who saves him from sin). – John 1:12, Romans 10:9,10
If you would like to place your faith in Christ today, here is a prayer you can
pray. As you pray, remember that God is more concerned with the attitude of
your heart than the exact words you use. He loves you.
Salvation Prayer - Lord, I admit to You that I am a sinner. I have sinned in
thought, word, and deed. I repent of my sin and ask You to forgive me, and
to come into my life through the power of the Holy Spirit to be my Lord and
Savior. I give myself to You. Make me the person You want me to be.
If you sincerely prayed this prayer you are saved. Your salvation is not
based on any good thing you have done, but on Christ’s death for you on the
cross. In order to grow as a Christian you are encouraged to get a Bible and
to begin reading and studying it. You are also encouraged to get involved in
a good church and to pray. If you have Christian friends, tell them about
your decision and allow them to help you grow in your faith. Blessings…
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