Some Scriptural and Scientific Arguments

Which Defy Evoluntionary Teachings

In areceant ledure, Dr. JohnWhitcomb pdnted ou avery
ill usive seldom discovered strategy for the spiritual warfare
that Christians are cdled uponto fight.

Christian soldiers, for the most part, are shoaing at the
wrong things. The enemies of the Lord are dtading the very
foundation d the Christian faith which demands aliteral
interpretation d the Genesis acourt uponwhich so much
depends. Christians onthe other hand, are cmbating the evil
things which are built uponafoundiion d atheistic
evolutionary teadiings. Stated ancther way, much preadingin
our day is direded toward the sinful fruits such as
pornography, hamosexuality, abortion, and the like, instead of
being direded at the sinful root which is the basic underlying
cause of these sinful ads.

It isthe purpose of this paper to fire some shats at the
ungody foundition d evolutionary teadings by setting forth
some Scriptural, aswell as <ientific, arguments which
contradict them. Thiswriter believes these aguments will

substantiate the fad that those who espouse the evolutionary



hypothesis do so ou of afaith-commitment and nd onthe basis
of true scientific evidence

It isalso the intention d thiswriter to present these
arguments as smply as possble so that the average diurch
member may be dleto understand them and use them against the
continual onslaught of erroneous atheistic and humanistic
teadings. After being enlightened with these aguments, it is
hoped that these will | ead the believer into a greaer
confidencein Gods revelation and a deeper reverencefor our
grea God.

The Creation of Adam and Eve

Where did man come from? Thisisaquestionwhich isvery
easily answered in the Word of God and pcses absolutely no
problem whatsoever for the Bible-beli eving Christian who hdds
to alitera interpretation d the Scriptures. However, for the
myriads of men who have been permeaed with the aheistic
teadings of evolution, it is aquestion to which an answer can
only be foundin the ungody theory which relies on an assumed

processthat canna be scientificdly or empiricdly suppated.

According to the Scriptures, ore finds the origin of man to

be the marvelous result of a sudden and supernatural credive



aa of Godwhich occurred onthe sixth day of credion. Genesis
2.7 states:
Andthe Lord God formed man ou of the dust of the
groundand lreahed into his naostril s the breah of
life and man becane aliving soul (KJV).

The skeptic shoud ndeit isno mere wincidencethat the
chemicd elements of man are comprised of the very same dements
which are foundin common soil and also that man is dependent
uponthese very same dements from the soil to sustain him
physicdly. Dr. M. R. DeHaan has given the foll owing analysis
of the composition d man's body:

Chemicadly the body of man dffersnot a particle from
the eath ou of which he wastaken. The human body
consists (like the body of animals) of abou eighty-
five percent water (hydrogen and axygen), cdcium,
sodium, iron, ntrogen, phaphaus, arsenic, anda
larger number of rarer elements (173).

It must be recognized and acknowledged that Adam was
creded a mature man instantaneously and that he was nat the
product of some aedive processwhich came &ou over aperiod
of time ather with or withou the asgstance of God.

The Scriptures aso clealy reved the means and the manner

by which Eve was creded and came into existence Genesis 2:21,



22 states:
Andthe Lord God caused adeep slego to fal uponAdam
and he dept: and He took ore of hisribs, and closed
up the flesh instead thereof; and the rib which the
Lord God hed taken from man, made He awoman, and
ought her unto the man (KJV).
Noticethese Scriptural acmurts are not only repudated
andridiculed by thase who subscribe to evolutionary teadings,
but they are discarded for a humanistic and satanic theory
propagated and popuiarized by an atheist named Charles Darwin.
If Adam and Eve were not creded the way the Bible states they
were, then just how did they get here? According to Darwin and
other disciples of hisevolutionary teatings (despite cetan
variations) man came aou through along processof evolution
from other forms of life and this processrequired milli ons of
yeasto acomplish. Astotheorigin o lifeitsef, inqurers
concerning this question are asked to accept an explanation like
the one given in a high schod biology book
...large numbers of organic moleaules formed in the
ancient seas. Some of these moleaules were separated
from seawater by some kind d membrane. Other

@ganic moleaules were perhaps brought into this



simple "chemicd macdine'. (Oram 296
In arecant ledure to graduate students at Piedmont Bible
College, Dr. JohnWhitcomb pcsed these questions to ask of those
who espoused the evolutionary hypothesis and contradict the
Biblicd acourt: "If Adam evolved as aman from lower animals,
then where did Eve mme from?' Genesis Modue, Piedmornt Bible
College, Winston Salem, 4 April 1995. Thisisavery good
question and a very strong argument which defies evolutionary
teading! If it took millions of yeasfor Adam to evolve into
aman, then how did a man suddenly begin to evolve into awoman,
or for that matter, how could any lower animal form change from
male to female or viceversa?
The aedion d Adam and Eve was dore supernaturally and

suddenly by the Lord. Dr. Duane Gish, abiochemist and
asociate diredor of the Institute for Creaion Reseach, has
concluded this fad and made this datement:

We do nd know how God creaed, what proceses He

used, for God wsed processes which are nat now

operating anywhere in the natural universe. Thisis

why we refer to dvine aedionas edal credion.

We caana discover by scientific investigations any-

thing abou the aedive processes used by God. (25)

Sir Fred Hoyle has made asomewhat humorous gatement con-



cerning the asurditi es of the improbabiliti es of the

evolutionary hypothesis but it is based uponscientific

probabiliti es. He says:
The dhanceof life evolving from nonliving matter is
comparable with the dancethat atornado sweeping
through ajunk-yard might assemble aBoeing 747 from

the materialstherein. (gtd. in Whitcomb 90

Mechanism for the Evolutionary Process

Acoording to the evolutionary hypothesis every living thing
has evolved from some lower lesscomplex form of life. Now how
did all these marvelous changes occur? What was the mechanism
that produced these innumerabl e devel opments from one form into
ancther and for the better? The answer is mutations. And what
arethese? They are chemicd changes in the genetic structure
of cdlswhich are caused by radiation a somekind d harmful
disorganizing agent (Morris, "The Twili ght of Evolution" 43).

Evolutionists have studied the fruit flies, Drosophl a,
very closely and cite the dnamaliti es foundin their wings,
legs, and lristles as evidence of the evolutionary process
Commenting onthese dhanges Theodasius Dobzhansky stated:

Most mutants which arise in any organism are more or



lessdisadvantageous to their possesrs. The
classcd mutants obtained in Drosphila usually show
deterioration, lrekdown, and dsappeaance of some
organs. (qtd.in Davidheiser 209

Henry Morris gpoke onthe harmful effeds of mutationsin
organisms and compared their effedsin this way:

The dfed is analogous to what would happen to, say,
atelevision gcture tube if abomb were exploded
insideit. Therewould be a tange, al right, bu it
would, in al probability, na be ar improvement!
(Morris, "The Twili ght of Evolution" 43)

James Crow stated the harmful effeds of mutationsin an
article entitled "Genetic Effeds of Radiation." Noticehis
comments:

Murtations and mutation rates have been studied in a
wide variety of experimental plants and animals, and

in man. Thereisone genera result that clealy
emerges. dmost al mutations are harmful. The degree
of harm ranges from mutant genes that kill t heir

carier, to thase that cause only minor impairment.

Even if we didn't have agrea ded of dataonthis



point, we cmuld still be quite sure ontheoreticd
grounds that mutations would usually be detrimental.
For amutationis arandam change of a highly
organized, reasonably smoathly functioning living
body. A randam change in the highly integrated system
of chemicd processes which congtitute lifeis almost
ceataintoimpair it (gtd.in Morris, "The Twili ght

of Evolution” 43).

The reader may well ask at thistime, if the evidence
concerning mutations istoo week to provide amedanism for the
evolutionary hypothesis, then why isit so tenadously held by
evolutionists? The answer isthat they have nothing else asa
basis to try to substantiate their theory (Davidheiser 209).

George Gaylord Simpson, an evolutionist, has cdculated the
posshility of development of spedes through the medanism of
mutations. He concluded if the mutation rate was onthe average
of onein 100,00Qhe probability that five smultaneous
mutations would occur ngd be1 X 10 . Noticewhat this means
acording to Simpson:

This meansthat if the popuation averaged 100,000,000
individuals and if the arerage generation lasted bu

one day, such an event as the gopeaanceof five



simultaneous mutations in ore individual would be
expeded orcein every 274 hblli onyeas. (qtd. in
Whitcomb 87)
It shoud be noted by the reader that the esolutionist
bases his argument of mutations as a mechanism onthetime
fador - that it took milli ons of yeasto bring abou these
changes. But what would be the resultsif the time fador
wereremoved? Donald Patten, nd only agreed that
mutations produce harmful effeds, he has also cited agood
example of what happens when arganisms experience mutations and
the time fador is removed:
Mutations, it is now understood, are not superior. The
germ tisaue, and the organization d modues within
the cdls are sufficiently delicate and predse that
any disruption, such as damage to a gene or sheaing
of a diromosome, is almost sure to bein the diredion
of disorganization and imbalance, that is to say,
inferiority. One of the most striking examples of
coll edive mutations are the mutations induced in
massve anourts at Bikini Atoll. The genetic results
included abundant deformity and sterility among the
fish popuation. Mutations it isnow known, are

rarely adaptive, sometimes neutral, often harmful, and



occasionally lethal. They are never described as

superior (Patten 239.

The Law of Thermodynamics

According to evolutionary teadings there must necessarily
be a ontinual processpresently taking placewhich leads to an
increase in the organization and development of al li ving
things. In ather words, simpler forms of life have suppasedly
developed into more complex forms over vast periods of timeto
producethe present higher animal forms which include man.

Theingquring mind at this point shoud ask - isthere any
evidenceto suppat the fad that this processis now presently
taking place? The aswer to this questionis an urequivoca no!
Andthisisnot only the answer of the Scripturesit is also the
answer of true sciencewhen the secondlaw of thermodynamicsis
applied. What isthislaw? It isascientific and olservable
law which states that everything in this universe, including
living things, tends toward decgy and dsorder rather than
growth and development (Morris, "The Twili ght of Evolution”
29-36).

Acoording to this law everything in thisuniverseislike a

clock whichisrunnng down. Asit runs, more and more energy



is expended, and this results in adiminished state from its
former state (Davidheiser 220).
When this law is applied to arganic things thereis an

observable genetic "drift" or "drag" which tends toward decey

and extinction rather than organization and devel opment

(Whitcomb 129. Dr. JohnWhitcomb has on this basis made the

foll owing statement:
...bu so far from developing into new kinds, or even
improving existing kinds, such variations are dways
charaderized by intrinsic genetic wegnessof
individuals, in acordance with the outworking of the
secondlaw of thermodynamics through gene depletion
and the acamulation d harmful mutation. Thus, the
changes that occur in living things are dways within
the strict boundry lines of the aeded kinds and
aways more toward utimate extinction. (94)

It shoud be noted that the seaondlaw of thermodynamics

scientificdly defies any evolutionary hypathesis that lower

forms of life culd become higher forms. It shows that the

trendin this universe concerning everything isto form less

complex distributions rather than more cmplex ones. It shoud

also be noted by the reader that this law has not be



discredited. Whileit isreportedly accepted amost unanimously
among men o science evolutionists seno contradiction between
it and their theories of evolution. This blindnessis will ful
because this law contradicts their ungody and urscientific
teadings (Davidheiser 221).

Dr. Duane Gish panted ou the undeniable implications
which the secondlaw of thermodynamics has uponthe evolutionary
hypothesis.

Of all the statements that have been made with resped
to theories onthe origin of life, the statement that

the secondlaw of thermodynamics poses no problem for
an evolutionary origin of lifeisthe most absurd...

(qtd. in Taylor 55)

The Biblical Law Concerning Kinds

One of the founditiona principles of the theory of
evolution says there can be nofixed limitsto the variations of
living organisms. Evolution contends that al li ving things
have evolved from asingle - cdled arganism. Evolutionists e
a"singletreé of living thingsin which ore kind evolvesinto

ancther kind (Whitcomb 93.



But what saith the Scriptures? The Word of God says all
living things can orly produce"after their kind" (Genesis
1:11,12. Thismeansthat God so programmed ead organism with
its own structure of DNA so that ead organism can orly produce
after itskind. In this program which God haes for individual
"kinds', there is apatential for tremendous amourts of
variations, bu there can be no"new kinds' (Morris, "The Gensis Record” 63).
The laws of Mendel, which are basis to the science of
genetics, well suppat thisforegoing fad. It isalso an
established fad that in every new variationthereisan
esential weakening in every isolated variety and nd a higher
state of development (Morris, "The Twili ght of Evolution” 43).
Dr. Whitcomb expressed these God-ordained limitations
concerning certain kinds in the foll owing manner:
Instead of a"singletre€" of living things, the
Bible presents the picture of agrea forest of trees
of living things, eat treesupernaturall y creaed
with the potentialiti es for variations or branches,
but within the strict confines of the aeaed identity
of thetree (Whitcomb 93
This means when God creged the DNA code of the "treé' of

dogsto read D-O-G it can never become a cad There may well be



variations through crossbreealing, bu whether it's a Dadhshund

or aGred Dane, it's gill adog (Whitcomb 100!

The Differencesin Celuar Structure

It isthe general consensus of evolutionary teadings
that all present forms of life evolved from one single primitive
cdl. From this sngle cdl ahigher form developed through
transmutation urtil all the marvelous gedes that we know today
evolved. Evolutionists would have people to believe that smple
protozoan forms of life were passed onto metazoan forms which
in turn were passed onto smplefish forms. Thisform of life
was then pasd onto simple reptile forms. Andfrom these
formsto birds and from birds to mammals and then the same life
form was passed onto man.

Thereisafundamental flaw in this hypothesis that is not
only silenced by evolutionary constituents but it is brought out
very clealy in the Scriptures (Rimmer 10-29). The Bible
statesin | Corinthians 15:39:

All fleshis nat the same flesh but thereis onekind
of flesh of men, ancther flesh of beasts, another of
fishes, and ancther of birds. (KJV)

Stated scientificdly it can be said:



All protoplasm is not the same protoplasm, but there
isonekind d protoplasm of man, ancather kind o
leasts, anather of fishes, and ancther of birds.

(Rimmer 23)

Uponinvestigation d thisfad, biologists have discovered
that every cdl of every living organism hasits own genetic
code, so that its DNA code can orly reproduce the same DNA or
genetic code. Simply stated, every diverse living thing had
parents with the same genetic code (Taylor 22-23).

With this stientific fad discovered and substantiated ore
reseacher has said"

At that moment, when the DNA/RNA system becane under-
stood, the debate between evolutionists and

credionists sroud have cmmeto ascreeding halt...

(I.L. Cohen, qd. in Taylor 24).

Now why do you suppase dogs do nd become birds or
something else? It is becaise God wrote the DNA genetic code of
ead, aswell asevery, living organism. Andthisiswhy eadh
kind remains the same and reproduces after its own kind. And
thisis an argument that defies evolutionary teading (Taylor
24 - 25).

Uponanalysis of the foregoing arguments, the scientific



community shoud be alittl e lessinclined to continue their
propagations regarding the evolutionary hypathesis for the
existenceof living organisms. One would think they would at
least be concili atory toward the teadings of credionism.

But quite the contrary istrue. Receantly, Dean Kenyon,
professor of biology at San Francisco State University was
forbidden to teat hisintroductory biology course becaise he
rgeds evolution as an explanation d lifesorigins. The
dedsion d the alministrationwas "to proted inexperienced
students from faulty scholarship.”

The @ontention d Kenyon and his coll eague, Steven Meyer,
isthat lifeistoo complex to have formed raturally. Kenyon,
who wsed to be an evolutionist, is now convinced onthe basis
of chemicd and hologicd evidencethat the development of
life on eath was the result of "intelli gent design” rather
than mere dhance (Eugene Scott, "The Credior/Evolution
Debate." ,Current Thoughtsand Trends* Vol. 10.4(1994: 8).

The unwilli ngnessof evolutionists to make mncessons
regarding their erroneous teadings centers around ore dl -
important, aswell as, self-condemning isaue. If lifejust
evolved through some incredible naturali stic processthen man
has no resporsibility to God who creaed hm. Andto hddto

the evolutionary hypothesis concerning the origin of lifeisto



deny God andto condemn oreself. Thisfad isclea from Romans
1:18:
For theinvisible things of Him from the aedion d
theworld are dealy seen, being understood by the
things that are made, even His eternal power and God-
head, so that they are withou excuse. (KJV)
Finally, it must be oncluded onthe basis of the aguments
presented, that those who adhere to the teadings of the
evolutionary hypothesis do so ou of afaith-commitment, and nd
onthe basis of scientific evidence, dthough it is propagated

to be so.
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