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I. General Science Background:

Remember that “science” evidence cannot be the strongest, because truly scientific hypotheses cannot be proven.  They can only be supported by finite, physical tests, and many are eventually falsified.  “Scripture”, in contrast, is the strongest evidence because it is supported by the unique reality of hundreds of fulfilled prophecies that demonstrate the Bible’s author to be the Creator who transcends time, foretelling the future with 100% accuracy.  We will examine the Scripture’s evidence in the next section.
Hypothesis = Greek term literally meaning an underlying belief (hypo – thesis), formally stated as an “if / then” testable prediction.
Theory = a hypothesis that has been tested many times and not yet falsified.
Law = a theory that has been further tested and not yet falsified.
The Big Question: “Which model does the scientific evidence best fit  (Evolution or Creation)?”
Science and Scripture are Complementary

Science and Evolution are Contradictory

Evolution Violates Laws of Science (Example):
Scripture says life comes only from life (the living God), yet atheistic evolution says non-living chemicals somehow, spontaneously became the first living cell.  So, evolutionist still teach spontaneous generation of life, which violates the Law of Biogenesis.
Hypotheses based on the Bible’s Creation Message:

· If the global flood is true, then we will find billions of dead things buried in rock layers laid down by water all over the earth.

· If God created each of the original kinds of creatures, then natural and artificial selection should be limited to minor changes within each kind.

* Both of these and many other hypotheses are supported by the evidence.


Samples of Scientific Questions to Ask and Answer by the Evidence
· Ex Nihilo/Bara (Did Nobody + Nothing = Everything?)

· 2nd Law of Thermodynamics – Are disorder, dysfunction, disease, and death, God’s Way?

· Biogenesis – Isn’t spontaneous generation wrong?

· Macroevolution – Are mutations a source of new genetic information?

· Earth’s Age – Is there evidence for a young earth?

· Global Flood – What evidence supports this idea?

· Fossil Record – What produced fossils and rock layers?

· Noah’s Ark – How big was it?  What kind of animals were taken? How could those animals fit?


Types of “Sciences” (Not all “Sciences” are equal)
Direct vs. Indirect Science - Be sure to study this explanation about direct vs. indirect science!

Direct science is able to manipulate & measure the crucial variables in the present directly.

Indirect science is less able to directly do this. The variables are often intangible or gone in the past.
- No science is perfectly direct or totally indirect.

- The more indirect or inaccessible are the crucial variables, the more assumptions must be made toward conclusions.

- The more assumptions that must be made, the LESS reliable & less trustworthy are the conclusions.

- Psychology, for example, is very indirect since the mind, will, & emotions are not directly measurable in the present.

* Only "behavior" (words, body language, tone, etc) are directly observable.

- Historical (origins) science is also very indirect since it's most crucial variables are gone in the past.

* Only the remains of the past events & things exist in the present, requiring many assumptions about the past.

- Physics, chemistry,  biology, etc are very direct since they examine tangible variables observable right now.

· Observational Science: (Direct)
· Experimental Sciences – when scientists formulate testable hypotheses about PRESENT processes and perform controlled experiments

· Operational Sciences (Medical) – when scientists apply the results of experimental science in the PRESENT to improve technology, etc . . .
· Origin = Historical Indirect Sciences (Origins) – when scientists make educated guesses (beliefs) about when & how PAST processes (biological or physical) occurred, based on old evidence (fossils, rock layers)



 “Biblical” vs. Non-biblical Views
· Biblical Creationism:  six 24-hour days, about 6,000 years ago, no death before sin, a global flood with earthquakes that formed most fossils, rock layers, etc. Science and Scripture are in harmony. 
(ICR, CRS, AIG)


· Pseudo-Creationism; the six “days” = long periods; 
no global flood, death before sin (“Pseudo” = “false”)




· Theistic Evolution - God designed evolution’s process of suffering, death, and survival to create man from microbes.  This includes the  “ID” Movement (Intelligent Design)

· Atheistic Evolution - No God is necessary  (All by chance)



	CREATIONISM
	MACRO-EVOLUTION

	- Universe about 6,000 yrs old
- Life from the Creator
	- Universe billions (earth 4.5)
- Life from natural processes 

- Life from inanimate matter

	- First plant and animal types (“kinds”) were complete when first created.
- Animals & humans (nephesh life) ate only plants (non-nephesh organic machines), thus no death before sin.
	- All life evolved from same living source

- Each type produced by

change from ancestor

	- Limited variation and natural selection within a type is real- Never any new genetic information added.  Mutations are always a loss of information
	- Unlimited variation and natural selection with new information theoretically produced by mutations.

	- Sudden appearance of

types in fossil record
	- Gradual change in fossil record

	- No transitional forms

between higher categories
	- Transitional forms between

all categories




Interpretation of Scientific Data
(All humans are biased, even scientists)

Evolutionists begin with a bias toward Evolution 
Creationists begin with a bias toward Creation

Scientific Data (especially historical sciences) are always interpreted with a measure of faith.
Evolution is a belief system, not experimental science. 

Creation is a belief system, not experimental science.



Scripture Speaks About “Earthly Things” (John 3:12)
Physical Science

· Geology

· Chemistry

· Hydrodynamics

· Physics

· Astronomy

Biological Science

· Botany

· Zoology
· Anthropology
II. Physical Science:


Radiometric Dating of Fossils and Rocks?

Radiometric Dating Flaws
· Dates depend upon three assumptions:

1. Rate of decay has been constant 

· possibly true

2. Amount of daughter element at start is known

· unlikely

3. System had no external loss/addition of parent or daughter components 

· very unlikely over millions of years

A Simple Candle Burning Experiment & Radiometric Dating Questions

· You observe a candle burning at 1 inch / hour.

· How long has it been burning?  How old is it?

· Do you know how tall it was when it started?

· Do you know when it started?

· Can you be certain that no wind increased its rate?

· Can you be certain no one stopped & restarted it?

· Etc., etc, etc, etc, etc, 


The Geologic Column
· The column is not the “onion-skin” textbooks describe

· It rarely exists in entirety in one location

· All types of rocks, minerals, metals are found in all ages

· Polystrate Fossils (tree trunks going through many strata)
· Progression of fossils through the ages “documents” evolution

· But fossils date rocks, yet rocks date fossils (evolution assumed)

· Creation says the geologic column is the result of a world-wide flood

· Sorting action of water (smaller fossils to bottom)

· Ordered destruction of different habitats

· Mobility of life forms (smarter escape longer)

· Column illustrates a superficially valid “successional tendency”, but it represents a fast time sequence, not a slow one.

· Mt. St. Helens has “mini Grand-canyon” created in days



Fossils
· Remains or traces of prehistoric life that has been preserved in rocks of the Earth’s crust

· Body Fossils, Trace Fossils, Molds, Casts

Fossil “Evidences” ?

The following quote is from the renowned evolutionary paleontologist David B. Kitts (Professor of Paleontology at the University of Oklahoma and a pupil of George Gaylord Simpson) writing in the journal Evolution 28:467, 1974. 

“despite the bright hope that paleontology provides a means of ‘seeing’ evolution, it has provided some nasty difficulties for the evolutionist, the most notorious of which is the presence of ‘gaps’ in the fossil record. Evolution requires intermediate forms between species and paleontology does not provide them.”

In another article in Natural History, May 1977 p.14, Stephen Gould of Harvard admits that: 

“the extreme rarity of transitional forms in the fossil record persists as the trade secret of paleontology — we fancy ourselves as the only true students of life’s history, yet to preserve our favoured account of evolution by natural selection we view our data as so bad that we never see the very process we profess to study.”

The same evidence is observable to all scientists, theologians, and students:

Billions of dead things, buried in rock layers, laid down by water, all over the earth.
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Avoid the carnivores that would get you before you die.

Avoid the scavengers after you die. (Difficult, because you are
already dead.)

You must be buried very deeply, as the aerobic decomposers (fungi
and bacteria) will make fast work of you if you are only covered by
afoot or two of mud.

If you are buried very deeply, you still have a problem: anaerobic
decomposers. These are slower but very efficient.

You must be buried deeply and quickly, and the conditions must be right for
lithification (the formation of rock through water, certain chemicals, pressure).

You must be able to get up to the surface again in order to be
discovered before you erode away.

You see, you can’t just die and fall down and become a fossil.
So there shouldn’t be very many fossils, right?

But ... fossils are abundant on the Earth. 166
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III Biological Science:

Biology & the Word (Logos) (Bio-logic)

· Did life arise from non-life?

· Did new kinds arise from old kinds?

· Did man come from microbes?

** Atheistic evolutionists cannot explain LIFE scientifically.
“Micro or Macro Evolution” ?
· The word “evolution” simply means change and is used in different ways – sometimes accurately.  Darwin did not know about genetics and its limitations.

· “Micro-evolution” (True) = simple horizontal change (adaptation) of populations through natural selection, requiring only the sorting of already existing genes.  This is well-proven (like breeding dog types from a wolf)

· “Macro-evolution” (False) = assumed vertical change beyond the species level, creating vast amounts of new genetic information to make new kinds of creatures (microbes to monkeys to man)

What about Dinosaurs, Behemoths, and Dragons?
· Dinosaurs were made on day six along with all other land animals and man.

· Men lived with dinosaurs (Job saw a “Behemoth” with a tail the size of a cedar tree. Job 40:15 – a huge sauropod)

· Young Dinosaurs (like other nostril breathing land animals) went on the Ark with Noah.
· Remember that the biggest dino egg was the size of a football.
· Most ancient cultures had stories of a Global Flood and even dragon drawings that look just like dinosaurs we’ve dug up.

· [image: image3.jpg]


After the flood, dinosaurs FADED into extinction due to the Ice Age and being hunted by men.
Job of the Bible Saw Dinosaurs

· Job 40:15-17

· "Look now at the behemoth, which I made along with you;

· He eats grass like an ox.

· See now, his strength is in his hips,
· And his power is in his stomach muscles.

· He moves his tail like a cedar tree >>>>>>>>>>>>>>
The Bible mentions “dragons” many times, using the Hebrew and Greek terms:

Genesis 1:21

“So God created the great sea creatures (dragons – Hebrew, tanniyn). . . “

Isaiah 43:20

“The beast of the field shall honour me, the dragons and the owls . . . .”

Jeremiah 14:6

“And the wild asses did stand in the high places, they snuffed up the wind like dragons; their eyes did fail, because there was no grass.”


Embryological Evolution? – 

· You may have heard the myth that human embryos in the mother’s womb have tails and gill slits during their development. 

·  Ernst Haeckel  made up the idea & faked the drawings for “Ontogeny Recapitulates Phylogeny” meaning an animal’s embryological development repeats its evolutionary history or development.

Ernst Haeckel’s fraudulent drawings, claiming
“Ontogeny Recapitulates Phylogeny”

Compared to real photos of embryos:
[image: image4.jpg]



Top row: Haeckel’s fraudulent drawings of several different embryos, exaggerating the apparent similarity in their early stages.
Bottom Row: Real photographs of how the embryos really look at the same stage of development.
An admission of error by the Univ. of Calif. Berkeley Museum of Paleontology http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/history/haeckel.html
“Always suspicious of teleological and mystical explanation, Haeckel used [Darwin’s] Origin [Of Species] as ammunition both to attack entrenched religious dogma and to build his own unique world view.”

“. . . . The "law of recapitulation" has been discredited since the beginning of the twentieth century. Experimental morphologists and biologists have shown that there is not a one-to-one correspondence between phylogeny and ontogeny.”

Also, the common example of the  “Peppered Moth” evolution was both an error and a fraud:
· Study took place in industrial England

· Began as mostly light-colored moths, a few dark

· Light moths hidden on light trees, dark eaten

· Industrial pollution turns tree trunks dark

· Now dark moths hidden, light eaten

· Population shift from mostly white to dark

· Start as moths, end as moths: microevolution.

· Natural selection yes, but NOT macroevolution.

· Recently exposed as a fraud.  The moths don’t rest on tree trunks.  The study was made up.

Remember, DNA = Deoxyribonucleic Acid 
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Origin Of Life

· Spontaneous Generation = false belief that life was produced from nonliving matter

· Experiments disproved spontaneous generation of living organisms

Pasteur’s Experiments

· Biogenesis = Law that living organisms come only from other living organisms

Miller and Urey (Evolutionists who tried to show how the first life evolved)

· Their experiment was not proof of abiogenesis, but of biogenesis.
· It required intelligent input of information
· Synthesized the wrong kind of Amino Acids



NATURAL SELECTION – YES
EVOLUTION - NO
Evolution is a hypothesis predicting that  mutations are the fundamental source of genetic (DNA) change, producing new information and new “kinds” of creatures.  (i.e., point mutations at the base pair level.)  
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What is the real evidence?

Dr Lee Spetner (Biophysicist and Professor at Johns Hopkins University) and author of, Not By Chance, The Judaica Press, Inc., Brooklyn, New York, p.138, 1997.

“All point mutations that have been studied on the molecular level turn out to reduce the genetic information and not to increase it.” p.159-160

“Not even one mutation has been observed that adds a little information to the genome. That surely shows that there are not the millions upon millions of potential mutations the theory demands. There may well not be any. The failure to observe even one mutation that adds information is more than just a failure to find support for the theory. It is evidence against the theory. We have here a serious challenge to neo-Darwinian theory.” [Emphasis added]
Natural selection occurs through an interaction between the environment and the genetic variability inherent (already present) among the individual organisms making up a population

· Populations change due to natural selection 
(merely micro / horizontal evolution)
· Individuals survive or die by natural selection 

What type of change really occurs?

· Natural Selection (Microevolution) – YES

· Sorting or loss of existing genetic information - YES

· Horizontal change within a “kind” (dogs to dogs) - YES

· New “species” with different size, color, etc – YES

· What about evolution from particles to people (Macroevolution) - NO

· Could nothing become a  Big Bang and then the Earth? - NO

· Could life come from non-life? - NO

· Could vertical change produce new genes and new “kinds”? - NO

· Could monkey-like primates become men (new genetic information) – NO
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