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Evolution: Fact or Fiction?

Introduction

In museums around the world you will be amazed at the wonderful kinds of
life that you can see. Museums display beautiful butterflies and ugly beetles,
awesome dinosaurs and man-eating lions. The amount of scientific data found in
museums is truly amazing.

However, museums also interpret scientific data. They assume a materialist
worldview which says all things can be explained by evolution. It says that our
Earth formed about 4.5 billion years ago and all life originated and descended
from random, natural processes without the help of any god. Most museums
claim this interpretation is proven.

The Bible provides an alternative worldview that contrasts with materialism.
In the creationist worldview, God exists and is active in the world. We will fol-
low a straightforward reading of the Bible that states that God created the
universe very recently (less than ten thousand years ago) in six days. Evil, disease
and death entered the world when the first pair of people, Adam and Eve, delibe-
rately disobeyed God. The worldwide Flood of Noah explains the world’s
geological formations as well as or better than evolutionary views do. Mankind
was divided into races at Babel where God confused the languages of the families
and caused them to spread across the surface of the Earth.

Notice that the scientific data is the same in a creationist worldview as in a
materialist worldview. The only difference is the way the data is interpreted. The
way the data is interpreted is determined by the assumptions the scientists and
museum display artists make.

This booklet will help you see some of the problems in the evolution story. It
Is written to be helpful as a stand-alone booklet to give an overview of the prob-
lems of the evolutionary theory and how it can be answered with a Biblical
worldview. It is also written with the Field Museum of Natural History in Chica-
go in mind. The section titles of the booklet that are in quotes relate directly to
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displays in the Field’s “Evolving Planet” permanent exhibit. Reading the booklet
as you walk through the exhibit will help you understand the displays from a Bi-
ble-based worldview.

Things to look for in a museum

As you walk through a museum, read the display descriptions carefully. Keep
track of how many times you see the following:

Story: a statement with no justification.
Smog: a statement with uncertain words like “might have” or “could have.”
Substance: a statement with data that is said to clearly support the statement.

Also, look for evidence of violent turbulence in the fossils. This kind of data is
what you would expect from Noah’s worldwide Flood.

Now, suppose you enter the Field Museum’s “Evolving Planet” exhibit. Let’s
look at the displays in the order they occur in the exhibit.

“Evolution is one of science’s best supported theories”

In the entry to the “Evolving Planet” exhibit at the Field Museum is a plagque
that states: “All available evidence, which includes fossils, comparative anato-
my, and DNA, supports the theory of evolution as the scientific explanation for
the rich diversity of life on Earth.” This is an assumption that is common to other
evolution exhibits and books. We will examine data and assertions commonly
used to see if this assumption is true. We will also interpret data in a way that is
consistent with a creationist worldview.



“Life Evolves”

The display goes on to assert, “Everything on Earth that has ever lived is con-
nected through, and the result of, evolution. It’s a process that’s been happening
since the first tiny life forms appeared some four billion years ago.”

How much uncertainty does this statement express? Would you call it a story
(no evidence), smog (uncertain words like “could have” or “might have”) or a
statement with substance (provides solid evidence)?

Science has never proven that life can appear from nonliving things; this is as-
sumed since no one was present at the beginning of life to observe it. From a
Biblical perspective, God created all the various kinds of life. We’ll see more on
this later.

Scientific logic
Before we proceed, we should differentiate between "physically testable”
(empirical) and "non-physically testable” (historical) forms of "science.”

Empirical science involves study of the physical world and its phenomena that
are observable and can be repeatedly tested. This includes, for example, the study
of gravity. Historical science involves the study of events that happened in the
past, e.g., evolution and creation. Since neither evolution nor creation is observa-
ble or repeatable, both assume hypotheses (e.g., evolution is true) and make
predictions (e.g., there should be similarity between arms/wings/fins if evolution
is true). If the predictions are verified, the hypotheses tend to be supported. But
note carefully, it is impossible to prove a hypothesis by verifying predictions.

For example, if someone were to say, “If it rained last night, the grass will be
wet. The grass is wet. Therefore, it rained last night.” This is a logical fallacy
since the lawn sprinklers could have been on. Saying the prediction proves the
assumption is a logical fallacy, the fallacy of “affirming the consequence.”

Actually, both evolution and creation use the same logical form — assume the
truth of the assumption, make predictions and test the predictions. If many pre-
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dictions are proven true, the assumption tends to be believed. However, neither
evolution nor creation can be proven in a scientific, logical sense.

“Welcome to Earth four billion years ago”

Evolutionists make three major assumptions. We’ll introduce the first here
and the other two later. All are from Evolution and Creationism: A Guide for
Museum Docents® of the Museum of the Earth, in Ithaca, NY."

Evolution Assumption #1: The universe, the solar system and the Earth are
very old.

Scientists rely on radiometric dating to prove old ages. How reliable are these
dating techniques?

Let’s look at carbon-14 dating. (For more detailed information see the refe-
renced material in endnote on Carbon 14 dating by Carl Wieland.")

Carbon-14 is absorbed by all living bodies; after an organism dies the carbon-
14 decays to nitrogen-14. It can be shown that after about one hundred thousand
years there should be no Carbon 14 remaining in the organism."

The book Thousands . . . not Billions" documents studies of ten coal samples
which would originally contain Carbon 14 since coal is made from once living
plants. The coal samples were from locations conventionally dated at (depending
on location) 34 million to 311 million years old. Because of the assumed very old
age of the coal, there should be no Carbon 14 in the samples. However, signifi-
cant amounts of Carbon 14 were found in all ten samples. So, since Carbon 14 is
found in coal, it is impossible for the coal to be more than about 100,000 years
old. This contradicts the old age assumption of the evolutionists.

! A docent is a lecturer or tour guide in a museum.




In addition, radiometric dating techniques claim to be able to determine the
age of certain rocks. Only rocks once in a hot, molten condition, such as granite
or volcanic rocks, are candidates for radiometric dating.

Scientists claim that radiometric dating gives accurate dating results. But dat-
ing rocks of known age shows that this is not true.

For example, the
lava dome at Mount
St. Helens in Wash-
ington State was
74 created between 1980
and 1986. Yet, Steve

%% Austin, PhD in geolo-
-4 gy, notes that samples
#% from the dome dated
J using the potassium-

argon method give

ages of up to 2.8 mil-

lion years." Clearly,

the age estimates are

much too old. Dr Aus-
tin’s article also gives results of radiometric dating of recent Hualalai basalt (Ha-
waii, laid down in AD 1800-1801); the lava was said to be laid down 1.4 billion
to 1.6 billion years ago. This again illustrates the inaccuracy of radiometric dat-
ing: it does not give real dates.

Figure 1 Lava dome
in Mt. St. Helens crater

Since the Carbon 14 and other radiometric dating methods give unreliable re-
sults, the statement that the Earth is old is a materialist worldview assumption,
not a scientific statement.

It seems more reasonable to use the dating of the Bible whose events were ob-
served and recorded by people. Using the chronologies in the Bible, one arrives
at an age of the Earth of less than ten thousand years.
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“Did organic compounds come from.... Earth [or]....

extraterrestial sources?”

This display describes two possibilities which are commonly given by evolu-
tionists for the origin of the first components of life: (1) from hydrothermal vents
in the ocean (where hot water escapes into the ocean) and (2) from space. Both
options tend to be described in ways that show they are both speculations (“might
have,” “may have” and “may well have”). Would you call this a story (no evi-
dence), smog (uncertain words like “could have” or “might have”) or a statement
with substance (provides solid evidence)?

Note that this display suggests there are only two possibilities for the origin of
the components of life. The third possibility is that God created not only the
components of life, but also life itself.

For discussion’s sake, let’s assume organic compounds did arise on their own
from a hydrothermal vent or from space. There remains the huge problem of as-
sembling these compounds into proteins and organizing them into cells. Putting
organic compounds together randomly to produce life is like randomly combin-
ing alphabet soup letters to produce a Bible.

Even some evolutionists know that generating life from nonlife is impossible.
Francis Crick, Nobel Prize co-winner for the discovery of the structure of DNA,
computes the probability of randomly combining amino acids to produce a single
protein as one chance in 10%° "

This is a big number that we cannot get our minds around. Let’s look at it this
way. There have been less than 10*" seconds (1 followed by 17 zeroes) since the
Earth formed supposedly 4.5 billion years ago. If nature were to randomly try all
combinations of amino acids to produce one small protein of 200 amino acids, it
would need to attempt 10?*° divided by 10" = 10** (1 followed by 243 zeroes)
combinations every second for 4.5 billion years!

Consequently, Crick says, "It is very clear that evolution simply cannot hap-
pen, no matter how long one is prepared to wait. Evolution is statistically
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impossible."™" Instead, Crick proposes panspermia, the arrival of actual life (not
life components) on Earth from space! Scientists look for evidence of life in
space, but panspermia remains only an unprovable speculation.

Additional assumptions
Before discussing the origin of life, let’s look at the second assumption made

viii,

by evolutionists (also from the docent guide referenced earlier™:

Evolution Assumption #2: continuity of present and past processes.

This assumption means that the present is the key to the past. Everything hap-
pened in the past just like it does today. (In particular, it excludes the possibility
of creation and Noah’s worldwide Flood.)

However, today we do not see non-living substances becoming living; this
contradicts the evolutionists’ second assumption. What we do see is described by
the law of biogenesis — life comes from life.* Biogenesis is what the Bible in Ge-
nesis 1 suggests when it says animals and plants will reproduce “after their
kinds”.

The third assumption made by evolutionists is:

Evolution Assumption #3: physical law is the same at all times and every-
where in space.

This assumption suggests that evolution is as scientific as the empirical
sciences. But, consistent with the law of biogenesis (living cells come from only
living cells), biochemistry has shown that life cannot be created from nonliving
materials in a test tube. The assumption that life comes from nonliving chemicals
IS not supported by biochemistry.

Because of these three assumptions, evolutionists believe they can extrapolate
the present into the past. They study the present and use it to draw conclusions
about the past. They call this process extrapolation and say it is the same as what
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Is used in other sciences. For example, the Museum of the Earth’s docent guide
explains this process:

A fundamental tool of all science is extrapolation. For example, if we drop a
ball, we can measure how fast it falls. We can then use this result to apply to oth-
er falling objects. . . . the essence of science is to make an observation or
experiment, and then use the results to predict what we will see in another in-
stance [emphasis theirs].

Darwin used this technigue when he observed the varieties of finches in the
Galapagos Islands. He assumed (perhaps correctly) that an original finch pair mi-
grated from the mainland to the islands and then diversified into the varieties of
finches there today. From this he extrapolated backward in time and concluded
that all finches (and all other life) came from an original single-celled animal.

The difficulty with this extrapolation is that although today we see adaptation
of species to different environments, we do not see, for example, fish turning into
four-footed animals (tetrapods). This extrapolation is not valid.

“First Life was Single-Celled”

The Field Museum gives this explanation for how the first cell evolved:
“There is much we don’t understand about how these living cells first formed
from organic compounds. But we do know that life had begun.” This explanation
simply assumes evolution is true. Would you call this a story (no evidence), smog
(uncertain words like “could have” or “might have”) or a statement with sub-
stance (provides solid evidence)?

When Darwin proposed the theory of evolution, scientists thought the cell was
very simple, containing little more than protoplasm, a cell wall and a nucleus. We
now know that the cell is very complex, consisting of factories, energy plants,
waste disposal plants, transportation systems, etc.

In addition, we noted earlier that the chance for a single protein to form from
random combinations of amino acids is only one in 10%, To form the simplest
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cell, it has been estimated that 60,000 proteins shaped in 100 different ways
would be needed. The odds of this happening are about one in 10*4°*®® or one in
1 followed by 4,400,000 zeroes!™ This is clearly mathematically impossible.

“How do we know there was life on Earth 3.5 billion years ago?”

Scientists say we know there was life on Earth 3.5 billion years ago because
of fossil evidence in rocks which are that old. However, we saw earlier that radi-
ometric dating cannot be trusted. A Biblical worldview would say that the fossils
were deposited about 4,400years ago during Noah’s Flood. The waters of the
Flood sorted the life, depositing smaller organisms in lower layers and larger
ones in higher layers, as we see in floods and streams today. Also, some forms of
life were more mobile and agile than others, so were able to escape being buried
early in the Flood. Since they would have been destroyed later in the Flood, they
would appear in higher sedimentary layers.

“Oxygen from photosynthesis transformed the Earth”

Evolutionists know that amino acids, the building blocks of proteins, cannot
form in the presence of oxygen, so they assume the early Earth had no oxygen in
the air. Over time, evolutionists speculate, forms of life not dependent on oxygen
(like bacteria) became established. Using photosynthesis, these forms gave off
oxygen into the atmosphere. Over time enough oxygen accumulated so that oxy-
gen-dependent forms of life-like animals could evolve.

Evolutionists point to layers of iron rust deep in the earth as evidence that
oxygen was created by bacteria. They suppose that by photosynthesis the bacteria
gave off oxygen which combined with iron to form rust. Rust settled and formed
the layers we see in the rocks.

However, Earth scientists have shown that there is no period in the history of
Earth when there was no free oxygen.” The photosynthesis of oxygen is a story
invented to support the assumption that there was no oxygen in the early Earth.
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In addition, the process of photosynthesis is a very complicated biochemical
reaction. The display glosses over this complexity with a simple description and
assertion that it occurred. The complexity of photosynthesis suggests an intelli-
gent designer!

“Cells joining forces formed a new type of life”

Scientists assume that prokaryotes, single-celled animals with no nucleus
(e.g., bacteria), evolved into eukaryotes, life consisting of cells with a nucleus.
The process was supposed to have occurred when some prokaryote cells began to
engulf others to form the first eukaryote cells. Is this a reasonable assumption?
What is the proof that this happened? Consider what B. D. Dyer and R. A. Obar
write:

In tracking the emergence of the eukaryotic cell one enters a kind of won-
derland where scientific pursuit leads almost to fantasy. Cell and molecular
biologists must construct cellular worlds in their own imaginations.*"

In other words, the evolution of prokaryotes into eukaryotes is seen only in the
Imagination of the evolutionists! In the creationist worldview, God created both
prokaryotes and eukaryotes during creation week.

“Evolution of Sex”

Scientists note that the first organisms were asexual, that is, offspring had only
one parent. This Field Museum display explains some of the advantages of hav-
ing two parents, but it does not tell how sexuality evolved. Richard Dawkins says
in Climbing Mount Improbable:

To say, as | have, that good genes can benefit from the existence of sex
whereas bad genes can benefit from its absence is not the same thing as ex-
plaining why sex is there at all. There are many theories of why sex exists,
and none of them is knock-down convincing.”™"
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The Bible states that in the beginning God created male and female and told
the creatures to have offspring after their own kind. This explanation is consistent
with what we see in the real world.

“Why is GENETIC VARIATION important?”

Scientists state that variations in the genes of organisms lead to natural selec-
tion. They then assert that natural selection is proof for evolution. Since each
generation may be different in some small way from previous generations, the
display claims that “Over time, these small changes can add up to bigger
changes. This is evolution.” (Emphasis theirs.)

Many people are surprised to know that creationists believe in natural selec-
tion. The creationist view of natural selection sounds very much like the
. . evolutionist view but with a key
Canine Feline . o )
difference: Evolutionists believe

\/ natural selection (with genetic

. . mutations) caused all life to de-
Animals Fungi Plant ) cau
velop from a single common

ancestor This is seen in the evolu-
tionary tree diagrams showing all
life originating from one original
life form (see Figure 2). (Note
canines are animals like dogs and
foxes; felines are animals like

Original Life Form cats and lions.)

Creation scientists believe that
God created a variety of “kinds”
of life. For example, God created
both canines and felines. Through
natural selection, the descendents of the original canine kind diversified into spe-
cies such as dogs, foxes, wolves, jackals, coyotes and so on. Similarly, the
descendents of the original feline kind diversified into species such as lions,

13
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cheetahs, domestic
Dogs Foxes lions  Cats cats and so on."
Each kind can be
considered a tree of
life and the collec-
tion of all kinds can
be called the forest
Created Canine Created Feline of life (see Figure
Pair Pair 3). What we see is
variations within
created kinds, not
Figure 3 Creationist forest of life descent from an
original life form.

Creationists study these ancestral relationships in a science called baraminol-
ogy, the study of the created kinds.

“The first animals were like nothing ever before on Earth”
Scientists assert that about 600 million years ago many individual cells with
separate functions began working together as single organisms. The Field Mu-
seum says, “Earth’s first animals had evolved.” But Niles Eldridge says

(Darwin’s Enigma: Fossils and other Problems).

"There is still a tremendous problem with the sudden diversifica-
tion of multi-cellular life. There is no question about that. That's a real
phenomenon."xv

Where is the evidence that single-celled creatures combined to form these or-
ganisms? Consider what Walter Brown says (In the Beginning) about multi-
celled life:

Many single-celled forms of life exist, but no known forms of animal
life have 2, 3, 4, or 5 cells. The forms of life with 6-20 cells are parasites,
so they must live inside a complex animal to obtain such functions as di-
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gestion and respiration. If macroevolution happened, one should find many
forms of life with 2-20 cells as transitional forms between one-celled and
many-celled organisms.™"!

The creationist worldview understands that God created both single-celled and
multi-celled animals using the appropriate number of cells for each form of life.

“Welcome to the world of water”

Except possibly for some microscopic fossils and an exception we’ll discuss
below, there are no fossils of life from prior to the Cambrian period (said to be
543 million years ago until 490 million years ago). But, scientists say there was
an “explosion” of life that happened during the Cambrian and Ordovician periods
(supposedly 543 million years ago to 443 million years ago). This Field display
asserts that in “less than 30 million years . . . nearly all the major animal groups
living today first appeared.”

The display says the fossil record goes from no fossils in the pre-Cambrian
period to fossils of “nearly all the major animal groups living today.” Yet, there
are no transitional fossils. If evolution were true, there should be literally billions
of transitional fossils, but there are none. Since we believe God created various
kinds of animals, there is no need for transitional fossils. The lack of transitional
fossils is what a creationist would expect

The primary example of pre-Cambrian fossils is the Ediacaran “explosion”
seen only in southern Australia. The Ediacaran period is immediately before the
Cambrian. Shaun Doyle of Creation Ministry International notes:

The Ediacaran biota is a group of fossils of multi-cellular organisms that
are found directly below the Cambrian (‘dated’ 542-488 Ma), and they consist
of a wide range of morphologies [body forms]. However, both their origin and
relationship to Cambrian animals is a complete mystery to evolutionists. . . .
All these assemblages display an incredibly wide array of morphology, and
there is no trace of them in the fossil record above the Ediacaran period.*"
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In other words, there are no fossil
ancestors to or descendents from
those fossils found in the Ediacaran
period.

Evolutionists claim that life
evolved from simple to complex, but
the earliest forms of life are complex.
For example, the trilobite has two

Figure 4 Trilobite compound eyes (see Figure 4). The
Field display says, “Trilobites were
among the first animals with eyes.... Some eyes are so well preserved that scien-
tists can study the individual lenses.” There is no fossil record of any near
ancestor from which the trilobite eye
could have evolved.

Evolution cannot explain how forms
of life can suddenly come into existence,
remain unchanged, and then become ex-
~ tinct. For example, consider Figure 5.
The fossil on the right is said to have
lived between 543 and 490 million years
ago in the Cambrian period. But, the fos-
sil on the left, which looks very similar to
#1, is said to date from the Permian pe-
riod between 290 and 248 million years
ago. Evolutionists want us to believe that
Fossil #1 evolved from single-celled animals in 30 million years, then remained
virtually unchanged (a condition called stasis) for the next approximately 250
million years! Then, the trilobites all became extinct.

Figure 5 “Recent”
and “old” trilobites.

Sudden appearance, stasis and extinction are a problem for the evolutionists.
The worldwide Flood explanation suggests the trilobites were “simply another
grouping of organisms that were overwhelmed and fossilized by the Flood.”™""
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Why do evolutionists continue to believe evolution? See what Richard Daw-
Kins, an evolutionary biologist and popular science author, says:

[All evolutionists] despise so-called scientific creationists equally, and [all]
agree that the major gaps are real, that they are true imperfections in the fossil
record. The only alternative explanation of the sudden appearance of so many
complex animal types in the Cambrian era is divine creation and (we) both re-
ject this alternative."™

Dawkins, speaking for all kinds of evolutionists, says the reason evolutionists
continue to believe evolution is that they reject the only alternative, which is di-
vine creation!

“Hard skeletons have solid benefits”

This exhibit describes a number of benefits of skeletons, benefits accepted by
evolutionists and creationists. For example, the Field Museum says that exoskele-
tons (e.g., those of trilobites) can provide protection from predators and a
framework for attaching muscles. However, simply citing benefits of skeletons
does not prove that evolution actually occurred.

It is as reasonable to assume that the designer God created some animals with
skeletons designed to meet various needs.

“Here’s a step-by-step guide to becoming a fossil”
The “Evolving Planet” has a video that says the steps to form a fossil are:

1. An animal must die.

2. It must survive scavengers.

3. It needs to be buried fast (in a river, lake or ocean).
4. It must soak in ground water a long time.

However, if you examine many fish fossils, you will notice that almost all
have dorsal fins (the ones on the top) that are erect. This indicates that the fish
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were alive when they were buried, since only liv-
ing muscles can hold the fins upright. In addition,
almost all clams open when they die, but many
fossil clams are found closed [Figure 6]. This indi-
cates that the clams were alive when they were
buried. This contradicts the assumption that an an-  Figure 6: Fossil clam
imal must die first before it can be fossilized.

Creationists describe fossil formation as:

1. An animal is buried quickly — it may be dead or alive. This protects it
from scavengers.

2. It must be buried deeply — to protect it from oxygen which can decom-
pose the remains.

3. It must soak in ground water so minerals can fossilize the bones. This
process need not take a long time.

Noah’s Flood explains how the fish and clams were buried alive, deeply and
quickly. It provides a logical explanation for how fish and other life fossilized.

“Mass Extinction #1”

Numerous mass extinctions have been identified by scientists. The Field Mu-
seum identifies six mass extinctions. Creationists believe there was only one, and
that it occurred during the Flood of Noah. At the time of Noah all people and
land-dwelling animals were killed except for those on the Ark.

The Field Museum gives various reasons for the different extinctions, includ-
ing climate change due to volcanoes and meteor impacts. These extinctions are
said to have each destroyed up to 90 percent of Earth’s life. In each case, evolu-
tionists believe sufficient life remained to repopulate the Earth with more
advanced life forms.

18



Emil Silvestru, a PhD geologist, researcher, speaker and writer, says in Crea-
tion magazine:

There is need for a clear distinction at this point. Unlike evolutionary geol-
0gists, creationists do not need sophisticated scenarios to explain
[catastrophes], or any other extinction. The Flood can wrap the whole nine ex-
tinctions in one 400-day event.™

“The Greening of the Earth”
This Field Museum display says “It took around 50 million years, but from the

first tiny vascular plants near the water’s edge arose a remarkable diversity of
plant life.”

What evi-
dence is there
% for plant evo-

{ lution?
8 Consider what
E.J.H. Corner,
professor of
botany at
Figure 7 Frog in Cambridge
duckweed University,
has to say in
Figure 8 Orchid Evolution in Contemporary Biological Thought:
“Much evidence can be advanced in favour of the
theory of evolution from biology, biogeography and paleontology, but I still
think that to the unprejudiced, the fossil record of plants is in favour of special
creation. Can you imagine how an orchid, a duckweed, and a palm have come
from the same ancestry, and have we any evidence for this assumption? The
evolutionist must be prepared with an answer, but I think that most would
break down before an inquisition."
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Professor Corner is concerned that if forced to give evidence for plant evolu-
tion, evolutionists would not be able to do so.

“Limbs were made for walking”
This Field Museum display asserts that:

Over time, some . . . fishes may have begun using their muscular, lobed
fins to “walk” in shallow, swampy waters, pushing their way through dense
plant growth. From one type . . . evolved the first “tetrapods” vertebrates with
four paired limbs and digits (fingers and toes).

Tetrapods took their first steps around 370 million years ago. Eventually
they would move from shallow waters to land. Today, tetrapods include
reptiles, birds, and mammals, like you [emphasis theirs].

What proof is given that limbs and digits evolved? The first paragraph says
these fish “may have begun” using their fins as limbs. From this assumption the
display boldly moves to the absolute conclusion that all tetrapods have evolved
from fish. Would you call this a story (no evidence), smog (uncertain words like
“could have” or “might have”) or a statement with substance (provides solid evi-
dence)?

The display talks about the evolution of limbs. But an equally difficult prob-
lem involves the change from gills to lungs. The display does not describe how
this change might have occurred.

“How do we know where mammals came from?”

The Field Museum has an extensive collection of reptile and synapsid (mam-
mal-like) fossils from which the mammals are said to have evolved. In the
mammal area there is a video that says scientists learn where mammals came
from by studying phylogeny, the evolutionary history of organisms. A nearby
display states:
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“By looking at features organisms share, scientists can tell how closely re-
lated the organisms are. Knowing these relationships, we can trace
evolutionary history — phylogeny — and figure out where mammals came

from.

songbird  falcon

o,

2 ;’

Cladogram

Figure 9 Tree of life
based on appearances

songbird falcon hawk
n)" -

DNA Tree

Figure 10 Tree of life
based on DNA

“The tree that shows relation-
ships is called a cladogram.”

Interestingly enough, the DNA
researchers at the Field Museum de-
termine their own tree of life by
looking at similarity of the DNA.
The DNA trees are very different
from the cladograms.

For example, a cladogram would
show hawks and falcons as having
common ancestors and as being
more distantly related to parrots and
songbirds. However, DNA studies

show that falcons are closely related to parrots
and songbirds and distantly related to hawks.
The two approaches give conflicting results!

One evening | was talking with two Field
Museum scientists who study cladograms. |
asked them which | should believe — the cla-
dograms or the DNA trees. They laughed and
one of them said that at this time | should not
believe either of them. They simply don’t
know the relationships between organisms.

Evolutionists assume similar features or

21



Evolution: Fact or Fiction?

similar DNA implies common ancestors. As creationists we would say that simi-
larity suggests a common designer.

“Dinos of a feather”
Evolutionists believe dinosaurs evolved into birds. The Field Museum has a
dinosaurs-to-birds display that shows the two possible explanations of how this
could have happened. In the first explanation,
dinosaurs began leaping from trees and glid-

s ing to catch their prey. Those who had the
1 gt w right features survived their falls and passed

those features on to their descendents. Even-
tually, the right inherited changes caused
L——-—-—‘/ dinosaurs to become birds.

The second explanation is that dinosaurs
ran along the ground and jumped into the air,
by jumping from a tree flapping their forelimbs to catch flying prey.

Again, over time, these dinosaurs are said to

Figure 11 Bird evolution

become birds..

What proof is given that dinosaurs
learned to fly by one of these two me-
thods? The story assumes that by \,ﬂf
jumping, dinosaurs grew feathers from A e PRI
scales and wings from legs. In addi-
tion, what we are not told is that the
respiratory systems of birds are com-

pletely different from their supposed
ancestors.

Figure 12 Bird evolution
by jumping from the ground.

Dinosaurs probably had a trachea and lungs as do humans. They would
breathe in and out (two cycles) like humans do. However, air in a bird flows
through the trachea to rear air sacks, then into the lungs, then into front air sacks
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and then out the trachea (a four-cycle system). The two-stage breathing of the di-
nosaur would have to be replaced by a four-stage breathing system for the
dinosaur to become a bird®".How did this happen by dinosaurs jumping out of
trees or leaping from the ground?

Some evolutionists, evidently aware of this problem, state that dinosaurs may
have had bird-like respiratory systems.™" This assumption only moves the prob-
lem to how the bird-like dinosaur respiratory system evolved from the mammal-
like reptile respiratory system by the reptile’s crawling? Creationists believe God
created dinosaurs and birds with their unique features for crawling, walking, fly-
ing and breathing.

“Archaeopteryx”
The Archaeopteryx is shown as an evolutionary link between dinosaurs and
birds since it seems to have had some characteristics of both. Does this prove the

Figure 14 Duckbilled Platypus
Figure 13Artist representa-

) dinosaurs-to-birds hypothesis? We have
tion of Archaeopteryx /P

creatures today which have characteris-
tics of multiple kinds of animals. For
example, the duckbilled platypus is a mammal that lays eggs. It is venomous like
a snake, has a bill like a duck, a tail like a beaver and feet like an otter. Is the pla-
typus a transitional species between snakes, ducks, beavers and otters? Of course
not!
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A docent (lecturer or tour guide) at the Field Museum told me that the Arc-
haeopteryx is a transitional species because it shares common characteristics with
dinos and birds. When | pointed out the multiple features of the platypus to him,
he said that maybe the Archaeopteryx is not a transitional species after all!

Alan Feduccia (University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, quoted in Refuting
Evolution) says:

Paleontologists have tried to turn Archaeopteryx into an Earth-bound, fea-
thered dinosaur. But it’s not. It is a bird, a perching bird.*"

“Coevolution”

The Field Museum has a video that discusses how flowering plants diversified
quickly. It observes that flowers are dependent on bees for pollination and bees
depend on flowers for food. This type of relationship is called co-dependence: a
situation that occurs when two kinds of life are dependent on each other.

The video assumes that co-dependence forces rapid changes. It says that
changes in one co-dependent species quickly induce changes in the other, thus
causing evolution to occur more rapidly.

But evolution does not explain how co-dependence began in the first place.
The relationship is better explained as the work of a Creative Designer. Once the
Designer has done his job, the flowers and bees can adapt to changing environ-
ments together as the Designer intended.

“Take an underwater journey through the Mesozoic Era”

The west end of the Field Museum’s dinosaur hall has a wall of aquatic crea-
tures’ fossils that are said to have lived during the Mesozoic Era. The display
states that in many cases life from that era still exists today in much the same
form. The Mesozoic Era is said to span from 251 million to 65 million years ago.
Evolution suggests that in the last 65 million years and more, man and other
mammals evolved but that these Mesozoic forms of life remained essentially un-
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changed. Creationists suggest that God created all these life forms recently.
Which explanation do you think is more likely?

“Horse History: from little to leggy”

This display depicts the evolution of the horse proceeding from a dog-sized,
four-toed “dawn horse” or Eohippus (50 million years ago) through a series of
progressively larger horses with fewer toes to today’s one-toed horse. This se-
guence is commonly shown in school textbooks, as well.

But biologist Heribert-Nilsson says (quoted in The Non-Evolution of the
Horse): “The family tree of the horse is beautiful and continuous only in the
textbooks.” In other words, the evolution of the horse is not actually seen in the
real world! And the famous paleontologist Niles Eldredge calls the pictures of

99 XXV

horse evolution found in textbooks “lamentable”.

“The Human Story Begins”

The Field Museum states that humans are part of an animal group called ho-
minids. It states that the hominids include other species that at one time inhabited
the earth, species like the Neanderthals. The display admits that “There are gaps
in the fossil record, and many fossils are fragmentary.”

There is very little evidence for human evolution. Note that the fragmentary
fossil evidence can be interpreted from a creationist perspective as well as from
an evolutionary one. During the Flood, people would have been more mobile
than other species, climbing to higher ground or hanging onto floating debris.
Since people were generally able to avoid being buried, they would not have fos-
silized. Hence, the human fossils are sparse and fragmentary .
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“Meet Lucy, one of the earliest hominids”

Scientists have searched for fossils of creatures which look like they are partly
human and partly ape. Some such creatures are called australopithecines. Lucy is
supposed to be an australopithecine who lived 3.2 million years ago. She has
been shown on TV, in museums and in
magazines as proof that people and
apes descended from a common ances-
tor.

As you can see in Figure 15, few
head or hand bones were found for Lu-
cy, but the Field’s model of her hand is
very human-like while her face is very
ape-like (Figure 16). How much
science is reflected in the reconstruc-
tion? What do you think the Field
wants you to think about Lucy?

Lucy’s own head and missing hand
bones do not give a strong indication of
whether Lucy is human-like or ape-
like. But other specimens of this spe-

Figure 15 Lucy’s fossil

cies have been found with long, curved fin-
gers™' typical of tree-dwelling apes,
unlike the Lucy reconstructions usually
seen in museums. The rest of the skeleton

appears ape-like. For example, the jaw

Figure 16 Reconstruction
26 Of Lucy’s hand and head



bone “was very ape-like, and certainly nothing like that of a human.” *“" The
human-like hand and ape-like head are reconstructions not based on the fossil but
the evolutionists preconceptions to fit an evolutionary agenda. In addition, while
Lucy is usually described as walking erect, as do humans, the TV program NOVA
documented that her pelvis was altered by a scientist to appear more “correctly”
human.xxviii

“First hominids out of Africa”

An early human-like (hominid) fossil is called the Turkana Boy is presented
as an early form of humans. However, scientists have shown him to be fully hu-
man; for example, his brain capacity, height and weight are comparable to
humans today. A. W. Mehlert of the Creation Research Society says in Homo
Erectus to Modern Man:*™

The growing creationist (and evolutionist) view is gathering strength - that
H. erectus and all H. sapiens forms should be considered not as separate spe-
cies but as a single human species encompassing a range of genetic and
phenotypic diversity. In the creationist view there was no evolution from the
apes, nor was there any phylogenetic ‘ascent' from an inferior type of human
to a more advanced type.

In other words, all examples like Turkana Boy are completely human, not
transitional species.

This conclusion should not be a surprise. People around the world today look
different from each other, so fossils of people from around the world should look
different, too!

Giant Ground Sloth

In pre-Flood times some animals, insects and plants grew very large by to-
day’s standards. The Field Museum has an example of gigantism: a ground sloth
that stands approximately twelve feet tall.
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A similar ground sloth, the megatheriid ground sloth, was more than five tons
in weight, six meters in length, and able to reach as high as seventeen feet. It was
taller than an African Bush Elephant bull.™

lan Juby, geologist of Creation Science Museum of Canada, provides further

XXXi.

illustrations of relative sizes of some pre-Flood creatures:™: Juby’s drawings
give an idea of how much life has changed since the Flood completely changed
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Figure 17 Examples of giant, pre-flood life forms

the Earth’s environment. Evolution typically shows life changing from smaller to
larger; what we actually find is that some pre-Flood life was much larger than
what we see today.
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The bottom line

Theodore Roszak is a professor emeritus of history at California State Univer-
sity (East Bay) and a social thinker, writer and critic. He states in Unfinished
Animal: "

"The irony is devastating. The main purpose of Darwinism was to drive
every last trace of an incredible God from biology. But the theory replaces
God with an even more incredible deity--omnipotent chance."

Do you want to believe in the evolutionary god of “omnipotent chance” or the
designer God of the Bible?

Going forward

How will you look at evolutionary statements in the future? Albert Einstein
once said, “A theory informs you of what you are permitted to see.” " The
theory of evolution tells you that you can only see the world from its viewpoint.
Yet, the theory clearly makes bold, non-provable statements. Its assumption that
God did not create the world is false.

We need to listen critically to what we are told. When told why you should
believe in evolution, ask if the reasons are story (no evidence), smog (uncertain
words like “could have” or “might have”) or a statement with substance (provides
solid evidence).

We need to know the Bible and understand the world in terms of the Bible,
not vice versa. When there seems to be a conflict between the Bible and science,
we can be confident that if we wait long enough, science will eventually confirm
the Bible.

Here’s the good news

The purpose of this booklet is to show you that the Bible is historically accu-
rate and can be trusted to tell the real origin and history of the world and
mankind.
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Part of this real history is the bad news that the rebellion of the first man,
Adam, against God’s command brought death, suffering and separation from
God into this world. We see the results all around us. All of Adams descendants
are sinful from conception (Psalm 51:5) and have themselves entered into this re-
bellion (sin). They therefore cannot live with a holy God, but are condemned to
separation from God. The Bible says that “all have sinned, and come short of the
glory of God” (Romans 3:23) and that all are therefore subject to everlasting de-
struction from the presence of the Lord (2 Thessalonians 1:9)

But the good news is that God has done something about it. “For God so
loved the world, that He gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believes in
Him should not perish, but have everlasting life”” (John 3:15).

Jesus Christ, the Creator, though totally sinless, suffered, on behalf of man-
kind, the penalty of mankind’s sin, which is death and separation from God. He
did this to satisfy the righteous demands of the holiness and justice of God, His
Father. Jesus was the perfect sacrifice; He died on a cross, but on the third day,
He rose up from the dead, conquering death, so that all who truly believe in Him,
repent of their sin and trust in Him (rather than their own merit), are able to come
back to God and live for eternity with their Creator.

Therefore: “He who believes on Him 1s not condemned, but he who does not
believe is condemned already, because he has not believed in the name of the on-
ly begotten Son of God” (John 3:18).

What a wonderful Savior — and what a wonderful salvation in Christ our Crea-
tor!

30



References for figures

Error! Reference source not found.: http://www.topnews.in/files/Mt-St-Helens-
Crater.jpg

Figures 7: http://www.mobot.org/jwcross/duckweed/graphics/frog_in_duckweed.gif

Error! Reference source not found.
http://gardening.resourcesforattorneys.com/images/summertime-orchids.jpg

Figures 9 and 10:

songbird: http://imagecache.allposters.com/images/pic/ PM/PM_2688677~Gilded-

Songbird-111-Posters.jpg,

falcon: http://animals.nationalgeographic.com/staticfilessNGS/Shared/StaticFiles/ ani-

mals/images/primary/peregrine-

hawk.jpg: hawk: http://z.about.com/d/healing/1/0/4/N/gtotem_hawk.jpg

Error! Reference source not found.: Duckbilled platypus, (Shaw, 1799), COPY-
RIGHT: Some rights reserved http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/

Figure 15:
http://www.mmp.planetary.org/programs/projects/setiathome/setiathome_20080115.html

Error! Reference source not found.: http://ianjuby.org/feb2002.html
Figures not listed above contain pictures taken by the author or an editor.

References

"Warren D. Allmon, Evolution and Creationism: A Guide for Museum Docents [Ithaca
NY, Museum of the Earth, 2005].

" Carl Wieland, Carbon-14 dating — explained in everyday terms
[http://creationontheweb.com/content/view/1053/], first published: Ex Nihilo 2(2):14-18 April
1979 [0009]

" Thomas Higham, Radiocarbon web-info [http://www.c14dating.com/agecalc.html].

' Don DeYoung, Thousands . . . Not Billions (Green Forest: Master Books, 2005), 45-62.

¥ Steven A. Austin, “Excess argon within mineral concentrates from the new dactite lava
dome at Mount St Helens volcano,” [http://www.answersingenesis.org/tj/ v10/i3/argon.asp],
first published TJ 10(3):335-343, December 1996. [0001].

¥ Sir Francis Crick, Life Itself ,(New York, Simon & Schuster, 1981) 51.

31



Evolution: Fact or Fiction?

Vit |bid.

Vi Allmon, op cit.

 Kenneth Miller and Joseph Levine, Biology (Boston, Massachusetts, Prentice Hall) 170.

* Joseph Mastropaolo, “Evolution is Biologically Impossible”
[http://www.icr.org/i/pdf/imp/imp-317.pdf].

X Andrew Snelling, “The First atmosphere — geological evidences and their implications,”
[http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v3/i4/atmosphere.asp], first published in Creation
3(4): 46-52 [0002].

i B.D. Dyer and R.A. Obar, Tracing the History of Eukaryotic Cells, [New York, Colum-
bia University Press, 1994] 2-3.

'R, Dawkins, Climbing Mt. Improbable [Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin
Books Ltd., 1997], 75, quoted in Refuting Evolution 2 by Jonathan Sarfati [Green Forest, Ar-
kensas: Master Books, 2002) 179.

“¥\Wayne Friar, What are the Genesis Kinds? (Creation Research Society Quarterly, Vol.
37, No. 2) 82-91.

* Luther D. Sunderland, Darwin's Enigma: Fossils and Other Problems (Santee, Master
Book Publishers, 1988) 45.

“ Walt Brown, In the Beginning: Compelling Evidence for Creation and the Flood (Phoe-
nix, AZ: Center for Scientific Creation, Seventh Edition 2001) 9.

i Shawn Doyle, Ediacaran ‘explosion’: Another thumping headache for evolutionists
[http://creationontheweb.com/content/view/5654] [0015].

" Shawn Doyle, Ediacaran explosion: Another thumping headache for evolutionists.

X Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (New York, W. W. Norton & Co., 1996) 229-
230 .

* Emil Silvestru, The Permian extinction: National Geographic comes close to the truth
[http://creation.com/images/pdfs/tj/j15_1/j15 1 06-08.pdf].

» E J.H. Corne, Evolution in Contemporary Botanical Thought, (Quadrangle Books, Chi-
cago). 97.

32



*i Holly Nash, Respiratory System of Birds: Anatomy and Function
[http://www.peteducation.com/article.cfm?c=15+1829&aid=2721].

it Eastern Kentucky University, Ornithology: Avian Respiration
[http://people.eku.edu/ritchisong/birdrespiration.html].

»¥ Cited in Jonathan Sarfati, Refuting Evolution 2 (above).

¥ Quoted in Jonathan Sarfati, The non-evolution of the horse.
[http://creation.com/the-non-evolution-of-the-horse].

X Malcolm Ritter, Baby fossil adds to debate over our origins, [http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/14922303]

i David Menton, Farewell to “Lucy”
[www.answersingenesis.org/articles/2007/04/18/farewell-lucy] [0005].

Vil | Search of Human Origins, Part One, NOVA transcript:
[http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/transcripts/2106hum21.htmi]

AW, Mehlert, Homo erectus ‘to’ modern man: evolution or human variability?
[http://www.answersingenesis.org/tj/v8/il/erectus.asp], originally published in TJ 8(1):105-
116.

**Wikipedia [http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ground_sloth].
* Jan Juby, Creation Science Notes [http://ianjuby.org/feb2002.html] [0008].
i Theodore Roszak, Unfinished Animal (1975) 101-102.

»it Erich von Fange, In Search of the Genesis World: Debunking the Evolution Myth, p.
16.

33



Evolution: Fact or Fiction?

Spiritual help
Billy Graham Evangelistic Association:

www.billygraham.org/SpiritualHelp_Index.asp.

Technical help

Web sites:

Answersingenesis.org — popular and technical
Creation.com — more technical

icr.org — more technical

Magazines

Answers —popular, and some technical articles, www.answersingenesis.org

Creation —somewhat technical articles, www.creation.com

Books
Ken Ham, Answers Book 1 & 2

Jonathan Sarfati: Refuting Evolution (response to National Academy of Science
book on evolution)

Jonathan Sarfati: Refuting Evolution 2 (response to PBS NOVA Evolution pro-
gram)

Don DeYoung: Thousands . . . Not billions (report on radiometric dating)

Russ Humphreys: Starlight and Time (how earth appears young and stars ap-
pear old)
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