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SUMMARY CRITIQUE OF DENIS ALEXANDER’S BOOK ‘CREATION OR EVOLUTION’.
The theology of this book differs significantly from Reformed Theology with respect to the
origin of Adam and Eve and the integrity of God’s revelation to mankind in the form of the
Hebrew and Greek Scriptures. The reason for this is that the theology is shaped by the
biology of the author, not by the text of Scripture. Biology takes precedence over Scripture.
Biology has to be understood first, before a theology of Creation can be formulated. Biology
shapes the theology of theistic evolutionists. So a course on biology is a pre-requisite to a
correct understanding of how to read Genesis. The strong message coming out of Denis
Alexander’s book is ‘Read your biological handbook first, before you attempt to read Genesis
on its own.’ Or: ‘To attempt to understand Genesis without understanding biology is like
trying to paint without a canvas.’ So the young Christian is presented with a formidable
barrier before he can begin to understand Genesis. He must become proficient in biology, not
theology, first. Failure to follow this order will lead to a wrong interpretation of Genesis, he is
warned.
But there are some theistic evolutionists who would place a second barrier between the
young Christian and his Bible. He is told that not only must he get a good grasp of
evolutionary biology, but he must also become proficient in understanding the theology of
Near Eastern cultures, because their mythical stories were the raw material that the Bible
writers took up and purified and reshaped according to their own developing theology.1

With respect to the Creation/Evolution debate, there are two main categories of theistic
evolutionists. There are those who attribute to God the creation of the spark of life, and
nothing else. This spark was left to develop randomly with natural selection weeding out life
forms that could not adapt to survive. These evolutionists are Classic Darwinian
evolutionists. God is excluded from His creation once He ignites the spark of life. He stands
back and lets evolution do the rest. These theistic evolutionists are, for all practical purposes,
indistinguishable from their atheistic colleagues. They bond well with all atheistic research,
and can, and do, take their lead from them.
Because the only difference between the atheist and the theist is the origin of life itself, the
faith of this type of theistic evolutionist is vulnerable to the atheist discovering the origin of
life without reference to a Creator God whom the theist believes was there ‘in the beginning’.
If the goal of the atheist is ever achieved the faith of this theistic evolutionist is left hanging by
a very thin thread, and he will have to debate the atheist’s scientific ‘discovery’ that there was
no god ‘in the beginning’. But because the theistic evolutionist has been following the trend
of scientific discoveries for all of his adult life, and he is steeped in his ways, his outlook, his
mindset, and has bought into the atheist’s worldview, his faith in a Creator God becomes
very tenuous, and his faith in the Genesis record (if it ever existed) finally evaporates into
atheism. There is an inevitability about evolutionary biology that tends toward (some say,
ends in) atheism.
But there is a serious knock-on effect with respect to the position that Scripture can hold in
the life of a theistic evolutionist. If the TE2 discovers that the biblical record is false in an area
that he can test it, then he becomes very wary of accepting anything recorded in the Bible at
its face value. A huge distrust penetrates deeply into his mind and soul, and he is never the

                                                            
1 This barrier is best exemplified by Ernest Lucas, Can We Believe Genesis Today? The Bible

and the Questions of Science (3rd edition. Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 2005. (1st edition. 1989)).
For a critique of this work see my web-site: www.btinternet.com/~lmf12

2 Throughout this work TE stands for the theistic evolutionist.
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same again in taking the Bible at face value. He is unlike Jesus and Paul in respect of their
acceptance of the Genesis record at face value. The TE feels he has one over Jesus in this
respect because Jesus was ignorant of the scientific knowledge that he has acquired.
The other kind of theistic evolutionist is the one who attributes to God the creation of the
spark of life and this spark was left to develop randomly with natural selection weeding out
life forms that could not adapt to survive, but God directed the natural selection process
toward viable forms that would eventually produce homo sapiens, which was the ultimate
goal of creation. It is to this class of theistic evolutionism that Denis Alexander belongs, but
he brings his own adaptations into his viewpoint. The following are his key departures from
Reformed theology.

1. THE SOLIDARITY OF THE HUMAN RACE

The author, Denis Alexander (hereafter DA), believes all human beings are descended
from Adam and Eve. But Adam and Eve did not have a distinct, separate, beginning as
recorded in Genesis 1-2. Adam and Eve were two, unmarried, Neolithic farmers. They
were two out of millions of human-like beings. What separated them off from their fellow
Neolithic relatives, was that they had an encounter with God, which was denied to the rest
of their community. This encounter was of a spiritual/mental character. Adam and Eve
sinned against this spiritual experience by disobeying God, which resulted in their being
‘expelled from the Garden of Eden’, which was a figurative concept. Cain got his wife
from the same Neolithic community that Adam and Eve belonged to, thus there was no
biological difference between them. DA believes that homo sapiens are the direct
descendants of Neolithic man, and eventually replaced, or transformed, or
metamorphosed, Neolithic man into the new, homo sapiens sub-species. This division of the
human species into ‘image of God’ holders, and ‘non-image of God’ holders, contradicts
the Reformed doctrine of Man that all human beings are ‘image of God’ holders, and have
descended solely from Adam and Eve. “As in Adam all died, so in Christ shall all be made
alive.” There is a direct contradiction between Adam being a Neolithic Man, and Adam
being a ‘son of God’ from the moment of his existence.

2. THE INSTITUTION OF MARRIAGE

Animals do not marry, only human beings marry. Marriage is unique to the human
species. It had its origin when God made Adam and Eve, and when He brought her to him
and announced the pattern that would characterise all human society from that point
onwards. Jesus noted that the words spoken in Genesis 2:24 were the words of God
Himself, and that they were spoken ‘in the beginning’, thus He accepted the statements of
Genesis 1 at face value. They were not the words of Moses or some earlier, social reformer.
Jesus read Scripture at its face value. DA believes that two, almost human-like creatures,
but not homo sapiens as we know them today, somehow instituted a life-long,
monogamous relationship which somehow resulted in a new species we know as homo
sapiens, and the Neolithic stock from which Adam and Eve are direct descendants
somehow died out, or were merged biologically with the ‘new’ Adamic strain of Neolithic
Man. DA believes that Cain and Abel married Neolithic women, rather than the offspring
of Adam and Eve, which degrees of union were only later discouraged. But when God
made pairs of all animals, interbreeding was ‘normal’ to continue each species, so that
each could reproduce ‘after its kind’. So what applied to the increase of the human stock
applied to all species of all animals ‘in the beginning’. Acts 17:26 informs us that: ‘He
[God] made also of one blood every nation of men, to dwell upon all the face of the earth
— having ordained times before appointed, and the bounds of their dwellings.’ The
reference to ‘one blood’ is a direct link back to the ‘one flesh’ union which began with the
marriage of Adam and Eve. Neolithic man did not exist when Adam and Eve were
created, or if they did, they were not ‘sons of God’, and they were not human. Therefore
for Cain to ‘marry’ a non-human is equivalent to him having sex with an animal. The two
scenarios are incompatible. DA never comments on the origin of the institution of
marriage.



3

3. THE IMMORTALITY OF ADAM AND EVE

DA rejects the idea that Adam and Eve had immortality. He infers that theologians of the
past misunderstood Genesis 1-3 when they took the ‘religious story’ as a description of a
factual event. They confused theology with biology, he believes. DA never comments on
the 930 years that Adam lived, nor does he ever make any reference to the longevity of the
patriarchs who followed Adam. Nor does he take into account the gradual decline in
longevity following Noah’s Flood. Presumably these, too, are a ‘religious story’ because of
the biological impossibility of homo sapiens living to such great ages. The Bible and
evolution are incompatible when it comes to the longevity of Adam and his descendants.
The Christian rightly demands a considered response to this incompatibility because it
impacts directly on the integrity of Scripture. Is it telling the truth, or is it telling a lie about
Adam’s age?

4. DEATH IS A NATURAL NOT AN UNNATURAL EVENT

DA rejects the idea that death among human beings came through sin. Death is inevitable
in evolution, he insists. Death is a natural stage in the evolution of all species, especially
the human. Indeed, evolution requires the death of the imperfect to allow the more perfect
to dominate. Consequently, death is not an unnatural event in creation. DA never
comments on the coupling of nakedness with the first sin of Adam and Eve. The inference
is that nakedness was due solely to a disadvantageous mutation. The same would explain
the excruciating pain that women now experience when giving birth. This also is a
disadvantageous mutation. These mutations were each encapsulated in a ‘religious story’
in order to teach spiritual truths. It is ludicrous, declares the TE, to see any physical or
biological connection between the sins of Adam and Eve and the fact that they were
naked, that Eve experienced pain in childbirth, that thorns and thistles and that death
resulted from their eating an apple or two! One can hear the stifled scorn in this comment.
How different is this reaction to that of the atheist?

5. THE ORIGIN OF THE FALL

DA believes that God took two Neolithic farmers, whom he identifies as Adam and Eve,
and brought them into a special relationship with Himself. This relationship depended on
doing the will of God, which required submission and obedience. ‘Sin’ came about
through disobedience to this special calling and relationship. The descendants of Adam
and Eve naturally intermarried with their contemporary Neolithic community, and this
would explain where Cain got his wife from, and his fear of being killed after he killed
Abel. DA believes that the Fall affected only Adam and Eve, and was not inherited by
their descendants. All men experience their own Fall. There is no such thing as Adam’s fall
being inherited biologically by all his descendants. In other words, there is no such thing
as inherited ‘original sin’. ‘Adam’ has been developing upwards through all time, and he
is still evolving upwards. He will keep evolving upwards to the end of time.

6. EVOLUTION IS COMPATIBLE WITH CREATION

Common to all TEs’ belief system is the assumption that Evolution is compatible with the
creation account in Genesis 1-3. DA believes that the fact of evolution is never ruled out or
denied, either explicitly, or by implication, or by inference, anywhere in the Bible. They
are totally compatible truths, he firmly believes. God created all things using evolution as
His single, most powerful tool to bring about Adam and Eve, you and me, and all living
matter in the world. We are here by chance. We were brought about by chance mutations
under God’s superintendence. The biblical idea that at one time Adam did not exist, and
that suddenly he appeared fully formed, and fully developed, is a myth if taken at its face
value, DA warns. TEs, and their atheistic colleagues, roll about in uncontrollable laughter
at the suggestion that Eve could have been created out of Adam’s rib. TEs are embarrassed
at the thought of having to accept the record of Eve’s creation at its face value, so they
create an escape clause for themselves.

7. THE BIBLE IS ONLY A RELIGIOUS BOOK

DA believes that the primary purpose behind the writing of Genesis 1-3 was to convey
theological, not scientific, truths. The Bible is a religious textbook. It is not a scientific
textbook. The two operate in different worlds. They complement each other when they are
kept distinct. By compartmentalising the Bible and Science, the hope is that the Christian
will rely totally on Science when it comes to origins, and deny the Bible any authoritative
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statement in this area. TEs are happy to hand over the ‘religious’ bit to the Bible, and keep
science out of it. The clear inference is that the Bible contains poor scientific knowledge but
excellent moral teachings, and it should only be consulted for ideas, religious ideas,
philosophical ideas, and the like.

8. INTELLIGENT DESIGN

DA rejects the conclusion of the Intelligent Design section of academia that there are
certain complex organisms which can only have come into being in a given instance,
because all the parts require the other parts in order to have a purpose/function. Purpose
belongs to the full complement of the parts working together. If one part is missing, it
destroys all the other parts from carrying out their designed function. They have no
function or purpose as individual parts; much like the major organs of the body which are
closely interdependent in order to keep the body alive. One detects an innate fear of the
implications of the Intelligent Design approach and explanation for certain perceived
phenomenon at the microscopic level. Great care is taken by Denis Alexander to distance
himself from the implications of the Intelligent Design approach. One suspects that
anything that would produce a gap or rift between him and his Classic atheistic
evolutionists is not to be welcomed. It is important for him to be seen to keep company
with the Darwinists than with Christians who see in the revelations that are coming to
light, evidence for something greater than random evolution to account for the present
creation.
The rather lame reply of DA to the intricate, flagellum motors that power sperm toward
conception is that in some instances, some of the parts of the complex organism, are
similar to parts in other, less complex, organisms, and therefore, the more simple
organism might have evolved into the more complex organism by some chance mutation!
Note the cautious (some would say clever) introduction of ‘might’ here. Evolutionists are
never lost for a dreamed up scenario to keep the theory afloat. There is no difficulty or
problem with the theory of evolution which cannot be countered with a dreamed up
scenario. Whether the scenario is plausible or not, is irrelevant. It is the fact that no
vacuum is left in the debate which would allow the ID approach to gain the slightest toe-
hold of respectability. If it can be trumped with any plausible scenario, the plausible
scenario will defeat it.
The ID approach is going to be the biggest headache for theistic evolutionists for the
foreseeable future. The ID researchers have opened up a Pandora’s Box whose lid can
never be shut tight again. The cat is out of the bag. The horse has bolted. Science will
never, and can never, be the same again. At the moment great efforts are being made by
Classic, theistic evolutionists to squash this movement as quickly as possible using every
means at their disposal. Oddly, one of the main arguments used to dismiss the ID
approach is that it has minority following. Haven’t we heard this before about Galileo’s
approach? Every breakthrough usually begins with an individual battling against the
Establishment or against the scholarly consensus. It is a very poor objection and unworthy
of any credible scientist to use a head count to settle an argument. Jesus was in a minority
of one, but he was right, and the Establishment of His day were wrong.
Possibly the greatest disappointment I had with this book, apart from knowing the
standard weaknesses in the handling of the Genesis record by theistic evolutionists, is the
failure to take a closer look at the Intelligent Design approach. This is dropped as if it were
a hot potato. I detect a real fear among professing Christians that ID has become a
watershed issue for them—a time to come off the fence and acknowledge the hand of God
in all that He has made, and especially in the design of the flagellum motor. It is a
dilemma for them, because to acknowledge that God is Intelligent and a Designer would
result in a divorce between him and his atheist colleagues. So the compromise is made to
stay married to the unbeliever. Coming from a lifetime commitment to the Classic
Darwinian theory where they (and their atheist colleagues) had never seen any need for
God at any stage in the formation of anything, they are not going to depart from this
position without seriously considering the consequences, one of which was to stand back
and admire the impossibility of producing a flagellum motor of precisely the optimum
dimensions and parts to do the precise job that was required. The impact of these ID
discoveries has pointed Christians to an intelligent God, and a God who was the supreme
designer of all that exists.
Paul pointed out that the same impact strikes all men coming into the world when they
contemplate what God has created (Rom 1:19-21). It is no wonder that the scientist
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experiences the same impact when looking at the same creation though a microscope or
through a telescope. So it comes as a surprise to me to find that some so-called Christians
in science deny being able to see the hand of the Intelligent Designer in anything He has
made, and instead of giving thanks and praise to God, they divert their sense of wonder
and awe to a mistaken theory of evolution. And God is dishonoured in the presence of the
angels by His own offspring. The intelligence of the scientist has blinded his mind so that
he cannot see God. And what he cannot see, he cannot convey to others. He becomes a
blind leader, for whom Jesus had little respect. It should be remembered that once an
evolutionist, always an evolutionist. It is not possible for a theistic evolutionist to disentangle
himself from a life-time of spinning a silky cocoon of evolutionary scenarios around every
facet of biology, and then to throw this safety net off. Even if a few strands have to be
undone, the comfort and security of the cocoon cannot be abandoned. The only alternative
is that God created each species directly using His powerful DNA tool to create specific
creatures for specific niches, as He has revealed in His Word. But that is too simplistic for
these ‘wise men’ to accept by faith. They have no faith, so they fill the vacuum with
Evolution instead. Evolution and Creation are incompatible ways of explaining the reality
we see all around us today.

It is hoped that any future work by a theistic evolutionist will take each of the eight issues
summarised above into account and explain how their position can still be compatible
with Scripture in the light of these and the following, detailed criticisms.
MY ADVICE
The way forward is for the Christian to accept that the planet on which God created Adam
and Eve is an extremely old creation. Next, that God produced many, many creations on
this ancient planet, of which the fossils bear record. Next, that all life on this planet was
extinguished, exterminated, and remained so up until God spoke at the start of Day One
and uttered the words, ‘Let there be light.’ At that moment we can date the start of the
present creation. In terms of Earth’s past history, the present life forms are extremely
young, probably no longer than 15,000 to 17,000 years (to go by the genealogical records of
the Bible).
The sum of the matter is that we are an extremely young creation sitting on top of an
extremely old crust. On this combined revelation of science and the Bible, both can be
reconciled and can complement each other. God’s word and God’s world meet in both.
TEs will never be able to take away from every man born into this world the sheer wonder
of creation by saying “. . . and all this came about by sheer chance.” There is an instinctive
recognition in every man that nothing of this beauty and wisdom could have ‘just
happened’ by chance. It is for this reason that he can never win. He is going against the
evidence that God Himself has infused into all His works. There is intelligence and design
in all of God’s works, because He is supremely a God of order, and the DNA3 molecule
epitomises this.4 The TE thinks his specialised ‘scientific’ knowledge allows him to brush
aside the evidence of his eyes and of AIK-biology and dogmatise that all things came into
existence through chance mutations; that there is no intelligence directing any mutation,
and that there is no purposeful design in any mutation. I have countered every argument
put forward by TEs in order to show that the face value reading of Genesis 1-3 is the one
to follow, because it is the one followed by Jesus and His Apostles. It requires trust in God,
and trust that all Scripture has been given by inspiration of God, including Genesis 1-3. I
have shown that the face value reading of Genesis is compatible with the revelation we
can glean from geology, biology and Scripture.  So intimate is God involved in every
creature that He has created that Jesus could reveal that no sparrow falls to the ground
without His Father’s involvement in its fate. And if He shows such intimate connection
with His lower created beings how much more in those of His own offspring, of which
every human being is reckoned?
The bottom line of the approach of TEs is that it drives God out of His creation, and it
drives a wedge between the young Christian and his Bible. The TE approach can only be

                                                            
3 DNA stands for Deoxyribonucleic Acid.
4 The theologian bears in mind that even the very mechanism
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detrimental to the spiritual health of every Christian who falls for it.  No TE should be
permitted to be a leader at any level in Christ’s Church. He is blind to God’s creative hand,
and thus he is a blind leader of the blind.
The title of this book, Creation or Evolution: Do We Have to Choose? betrays a confusion that
can only be detrimental to the faith of the immature Christian. The question assumes what
needs to be proved, namely, that evolution was the means God used to bring all life into
existence. The question assumes that ‘creation’ and ‘evolution’ are interchangeable terms;
evolution is creation, and creation is evolution. But the question also reveals a carelessness
about how the young Christian is to read his Bible. If Genesis 1-3 is not to be read at face
value, then it ceases to be trustworthy. So it is very important that the young Christian
never abandon his right to take God at His word and that He means what He says, and
says what He means. It is this right that theistic evolutionists set out to rob the young
Christian of, and make him their disciple.
There is one deceit practised by TEs which I utterly detest. They are ashamed of the idea of
random mutations and that man is the result of millions of freak mutations, so they cover
up this aspect of evolution by pointing to ‘natural selection’ as nature’s engine which will
determine what will survive and what will not survive. But again, that is a chance event. It
is to no avail to play down random mutations just because the vast majority of these do
not survive the rigours of the environment in which they first appear. The whole process
from mutation to viability is a random process. They are fully aware of what they are
doing by denying the driving force that uncontrollable mutations exert on all living things.
The deception lies in drawing away the young Christian’s attention from this fundamental
engine that is driving evolution and playing down its randomness by passing on to the
next stage in evolution, namely, the viability of any mutation to survive. This is called
‘natural selection,’ when really they mean ‘natural culling’ of the unviable offspring of the
healthy.
There is no glory for God in such a picture of creation. They are ashamed to state clearly
that just as Jesus commanded miraculous healings and instantaneously the forces of
nature obeyed His voice, so likewise the Psalmist could look out into space and look
around on all created things and declare that ‘He [God] commanded and they were
created’ (Ps 148:5). He took the face value of what he read in Genesis as a historical fact on
the same level as the mighty acts of God when He brought His people out of Egypt. Man
(i.e., scientists) can only deal with the aftermath of a miraculous happening. The
miraculous is outside their purview. They overstep the mark when they declare that
miracles cannot occur. And the creation of all life from the dust of the earth is just such a
series of miraculous events. The flagellum motor is just such a miraculous event. Its origin
cannot be explained in an aftermath situation. It is in the same category as the creation of
gnats out of the dust of Egypt (Exod 8:17-19). In a post-event laboratory these gnats would
not be traceable to the dust of the ground. Scientists can only come on the scene after the
miraculous has come into existence. They—any more than Joe Bloggs is—are not in a
position to deny God the power to bring anything into existence by commanding it. When
Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’ attempted to replicate the dust-to-gnat miracle they failed and
confessed to Pharaoh, ‘It is the finger of God’ (Ex 8:19). You will never hear a theistic
evolutionist say this of the flagellum motor. He is too concerned to be numbered among
the wise men of this age to be that honest. He will set about to try and replicate the
flagellum motor, just as the Egyptian ‘scientists’ attempted to replicate many of Moses’
miracles. Just the attempt by Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’ to replicate would be sufficient to
undermine Moses’ miracles. When Aaron turned his staff into a snake, so did the Egyptian
‘scientists’ (Exod 7:12). Aaron’s miracle was cancelled out by the Egyptian ‘scientists’. This
heartened Pharaoh to suspect that Aaron was indulging in trickery of some kind, and
pretending to be a miracle-worker when he was a fake, like his own ‘scientists’. When
Aaron turned the Nile waters into blood, Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’ were able to duplicate this
‘miracle’. We are told that this heartened the heart of Pharaoh and he refused to let Israel
leave Egypt (Ex 7:22). His ‘scientists’ had trumped or cancelled out God’s first country-
wide miracle. God commanded Moses to produce frogs throughout the land of Egypt.
Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’ were able to duplicate this ‘miracle’ (Exod 8:7). Yet again, his
‘scientists’ had cancelled out God’s second country-wide miracle. But when it came to the
third miraculous plague of turning dust into gnats, Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’ were stumped
and unable to duplicate the miracle of producing life from non-living matter. Only God
can do this, and Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’ acknowledged this when they confessed, ‘This is the
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finger of God’ (Ex 8:19). The same finger that the Psalmist refers to: ‘For I see Your
heavens, a work of Your fingers, moon and stars that You did establish.’ (Ps 8:3).

The same applies to every evidence that the ID scientists bring forward to show that a
given multi-part mechanism cannot be assembled by accident. TEs are quick to cancel out
the ‘finger of God’ by bringing forward some counter-argument to cancel out any
evidence of God being behind its creation. TEs have more in common with Pharaoh’s
‘scientists’ than they have with the faith of Aaron and Moses that God ‘commanded and it
was created’. The lesson from Scripture is that there is a counter-truth for everything that
is true. There is a false prophet to counter the true prophet. There are false tongues to
counter the true tongues. There is the false teacher to counter the true teacher. Satan has
ensured that nothing that is true is left on its own. He will always put up a contender or
opposite case to counter it. Evolution is his counter to God’s miraculous creation of
millions of individual species, each reproducing after its kind. And, unfortunately,
Christians across the world have been hood-winked into believing Pharaoh’s ‘scientists’
have got the truth, and they despise those who follow the true servants of God, namely,
Moses and Aaron.
I have a bird-feed just on the outside of my study window, so that the birds (house
sparrows and blue tits) are literally just three feet from me. They are a marvel to watch.
They are so security conscious at all times, and constantly on the alert for attack from other
birds. How they can take in their surroundings in a nano-second and then return to
pecking at the nuts beats me. The speed of their brains is phenomenal, and to say that this
came about by chance mutations is an insult to the Creator who created them. The
Psalmist recorded Yahweh’s expectation from His people, “
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INTRODUCTORY OBSERVATIONS
The blurbs at the beginning overrate DA’s book and give the impression that this book is

the one that the Church has been waiting for, for the past 2000 years, and at last, the entire
universal Church of Christ can lay aside all other works written on the subject of Creation
versus Evolution, and adopt DA’s view, which is that God used evolution to bring into being
the ‘glory of God’, namely Man.5 Scripture informs us that Man was God’s greatest
achievement. Man, the male, constituted the greatest work of God. 1 Cor 11:7, “for a man [as
distinct from woman], indeed, ought not to cover the head, being the image and glory of
God, and woman is the glory of man.” Here Man is seen as the glory of God, whereas
Woman is seen as the glory of Man. God so created Woman that Man glories in her creation
more than in any other creature that God created. Similarly, God so created Man that God
glories in the creation of Man (as distinct from Woman) more than in any other creature that
God created. Man (as distinct from Woman) reflects in a way no other part of creation does,
the wisdom, power, and intelligence of God the great Designer of all things. There is no other
creature on earth that compares to Man (as distinct from Woman): he truly is the best that
God could achieve. God gloried in his creation of Man. In his body and in his spirit he reflects
in huge measure what God is as a person. Man was designed for God. Woman, on the other
hand, was designed for Man. She was designed to complement Man, not God. But Paul is
mindful that both are the direct products of God’s hands to increase the presence of Man on
the earth.

There is no chicken and egg situation as regards the priority of Man over Woman.
Scripture reveals clearly through Paul that “man is not of woman, but woman is of man” (1
Cor 11:9). Paul, if he did not receive this revelation directly through the Holy Spirit, no doubt
learned of it through a literal reading of Genesis 2:7-8, 21-25.

In DA’s scheme there could be no such priority. In evolutionary biology male and female
are equal in origin. The question of the priority of one over the other does not arise. But
according to God’s revelation, there is a clear priority: Man existed without coming through
the womb of a female. He was created directly from the substance of the ground (also created
by God). He owes his existence to God. He has no parents. In the case of Woman, there is a
difference. Instead of being made directly from the substance of the ground, she is made from
the substance of Man (also created by God), she being is derived from Man’s living substance.
She is an extension of his substance, and this is reflected in Man’s acceptance of her existence
by becoming one flesh with her.

Paul did not regard the Genesis 2 account of the origin of Adam and Eve as a ‘religious
story’ conveying only theological truths. He accepted it as an historical account of how Man
and Woman came into existence, and from the facts of the account he also derived the
teaching of Man’s love-headship over Woman. Her role was to be his assistant, not his
director, still less his head. Quality, not equality, governed the creation of Man and Woman.
God set the relationship between them as a hierarchical one, so that Man was truly in control
of his world, and was therefore fully accountable to God for anything that went wrong in it,
which He delegated to them both (as ‘adam’, cf. Gen 5:2). They were to cooperate together to
achieve God’s plan for His world, hence the significance of the term ‘adam’ for the first and
only time in Scripture to describe their new nature, which was different from all other animal
natures. Man never began life as a sub-human being with an animal nature. He bursts forth,
fully formed, and fully equipped, to instantly take over the duties assigned by God to him.
Only on the scenario in Genesis 2 being an historical account of what happened in the
beginning can we make sense of Paul’s (and Jesus’) use of this chapter to draw out the
spiritual truths that they did. To attempt to separate or decouple the spiritual truths from the
historical account undermines both.

Paul derived permanent spiritual truths from the priority of the creation of Adam, and the
priority of Eve’s venture into sin, directly from the historical facts set out in Genesis 2-3. The
wise men of this age may think that they know better than the Spirit-filled Apostle Paul, but
the humble Christian would do well to walk in the footsteps of Jesus and Paul in accepting
the historicity of the Genesis 1-3 accounts.  In Genesis 2:24 we are not told who the speaker is,
but Jesus informs us that it was His Father (Matt 19:5). Jesus treated every word of God with

                                                            
5 DA appears to have got his view from Aubrey Moore (see p. 171). Unfortunately, no

source is given when he quotes him. The same goes for many other works quoted. This is a
frustrating aspect of the way this book has been put together.
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the greatest respect, and every teacher of God’s Word should do the same. This cannot be
said of theistic evolutionists. They have an agenda to replace Genesis 1-3 with their own
revelation of how the world really began, and that agenda will require the young Christian to
sideline a literal reading of the text in exchange for a ‘religious story’ or figurative
interpretation, which will permit evolution to replace a work of creation. This is not how
Jesus and Paul read Genesis 1-3. Theistic evolutionists are false teachers of God’s Word when
they stoop to this level of cunningly devised, plausible sophistry.

The book reviewers of DA’s theistic evolutionary work are full of praise using terms such
as “full of integrity”, and a “thorough explication of a fully Christian, fully reasoned
understanding of creation and evolution.” We shall see later, that this book is a disaster
theologically, even if it may contain a good deal of scientific data.

But Paul warns his budding churches to beware of the ‘wise men’ of his age, who would
lead them away from the Truth of the Gospel. God said, “I will destroy the wisdom of the
wise, and the intelligence of the intelligent I will bring to nothing,” Then Paul asks the
question, “Where is the wise man? Where the scribe? Where the disputer of this age?” And he
gives his own answer, “Did not God make foolish the wisdom of this world?” In the wisdom
of God the world through the wisdom He gave knew not God. So the very works of God  can
become a stumbling-block to the ‘wise man’ to see God. The ‘wise man’ cannot accept God’s
own account of how He created each pair of animals, male and female, and sent them forth to
increase and multiply and fill the earth. Nothing could be more simple than this account. It
accords with observation. We see a male and a female dog mate and before long we see a
puppy, made in the image and likeness of its parents, just exactly as God ordained that it
should be. There are between ten and twenty million distinct species on the earth, each
reproducing exactly ‘after its kind’.6 The ‘wise man’ declares that this is the end result of
millions of years of evolution for each of these twenty million species. The Christian says they
are the direct result of God’s power. He created a male and female of each, and each has
produced ‘after its kind’. Is the ‘wise man’ right or is God?

No man is born into this world with the inherited knowledge of his parents. Each is born
with a blank mind. Whether he be a Nobel Prize winner, or a genius, or a scientist, each has to
accumulate the knowledge gained by others in the past. Sophisticated computers and new
discoveries may increase our physical knowledge of God’s creations, but no man can know
everything about anything. His knowledge is always partial, always falling short of what
God knows, and a long way short of what He knows. The Preacher observed, “The eye is not
satisfied by seeing, nor filled is the ear from hearing” (Ecc. 1:8), and the same could be said of
gathering information on super-computers. We call such feeble collectors of knowledge
‘scientists’, from the fact that ‘science’ means knowledge. They are ‘knowledgeable men’ and
because of their accumulated knowledge they are often put on a pedestal and looked up as
godlike in their awesome display of this knowledge (or science). But Paul would not be
impressed with this vast store of physical knowledge of God’s works. This knowledge can
actually be a stumbling-block to them ever having an encounter with the One who created it
all in His wisdom. “For, seeing in the wisdom of God the world [wise men] through the
wisdom [about God] knew not God” (1 Cor 1:21). Here ‘knew’ has the sense of ‘experience’ of
God. There has been no encounter with God leading to an acknowledgement of His
truthfulness in the revelation He gave in Genesis 1-3 of how He created all things. These
‘wise men’ can touch, handle, taste, and see the things God made, but refuse to believe He
exists (atheists) or that His Word can be trusted (theistic evolutionists). Paul noted,
“Knowledge puffs up,” or makes men proud of possessing so much of it, that they can
disdainfully look down on the young Christian in science who has trusted God’s record of
how He created all things in one week.

But the young Christian should remember that all knowledge of God can be turned
around to deny His existence. There is no knock-down evidence for His existence, which can
not be explained away, or reinterpreted to prove He does not exist. The issue comes down to
trust in what God has revealed. What He has revealed is startling simple and uncomplicated.

                                                            
6 No one knows the exact number of species on earth. The number already classified is

around two million. There are 4,629 mammalian species, about 10,000 species of birds, 15,300
fish species, 250,000 flowering plants, 69,000 species of fungi, 50,000 species or groups of
species of trees, 850,000 insect species, of which 300,000 are beetles. It is estimated that 80-90%
of insect species have yet to be named and classified. So that the final tally of species in the
world could be nearer twenty million than two million (103).
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Without the aid of evolution He created every pair of animal of every species, and from that
day forward they have been reproducing ‘after their kind’. You do not have to be a scientist
to read Genesis 1-3. It was written for everyman, and written by God Himself. No man was
around to witness the creation of the world during that first week. The first chapter is either
the work of God, or the work of man’s imagination. It cannot be tested. It can only be trusted.
And everything else that God has revealed of His creation in the rest of the Bible is in
harmony with His first account that He gave to Adam and Eve, who immediately entered
into a weekly pattern and a weekly day of rest, just as God rested from His work on the
seventh day.

The reader of DA’s book should be very wary of the inflated blurbs that spoil the first
three pages of this book. No doubt, the publisher had a vested interest in seeing the sales
number soar, which would line his pocket nicely. The evident untruth in these blurbs is the
statement that biological evolution fits into a biblical understanding of God and creation. This
book nowhere shows this ‘fit’. Evolution is imposed on the text after it has been rendered
void by categorising it as figurative language. Once the text has been emptied of any
historical veracity it can be manipulated to suit any creed that one wants to saddle the text
with. This book is just such an attempt to saddle the Scriptures with a theory that has never
been proved scientifically to have occurred in any one of the twenty million species that now
exist on the earth. There is not a single example among the twenty million living species
where a population is in a transition phase. The theory is an old one, it is just that it has been
dressed up in a new garb in the hope that it looks new. The Preacher said, “There is a thing of
which one said, ‘See this, it is new!’” and he disdainfully dismisses it, “Already it had been in
the ages that were before us!” (Ecc. 1:10). This book, like all its predecessors, will fade away
and be remembered no more among the faithful. A crooked thing one is not able to make
straight, observed the Preacher (Ecc. 1:15).

The Christian in science should focus on  the creation of Man in any discussion with
theistic evolutionists. He should first of all notice the sheer diversity of form, colour, height,
weight, brain size, bone structure, blood types, etc., etc., and recall that this huge diversity is
contained within the one species. God planned this ‘diversity within unity’. It is His work. We
are all His offspring. We are all made in His image and likeness. Yet the DNA that animates
every human being on the planet, including the despised Australian aboriginals, is the same
DNA, despite no two human beings have the exact same DNA sequences in every part of
their being. But, secondly, Man is more than just his DNA printout. He has a spirit which
returns to God upon death, whereas the spirit of all other living things returns to dust: “Who
knows the spirit of the sons of man that is going up on high, and the spirit of the beast that is
going down below to the earth?” (Ecc. 4:21; 3:20). Thirdly, if such diversity can exist within
the same species, then the same diversity can exist among the other twenty million species.
No two lions are the same. Every lion has a different weight, height, bone structure, etc., etc.,
and even a different personality. The same goes for every animal. That God should imbue
each species with a huge range of divergent characteristics and abilities and yet each remains
within its initial species nature is just what we would expect from examining the human
species. We simply have no evidence that the huge diversity within the human species has
led, or is leading, some tribes or nations, or isolated populations to become a super-human
breed, or an improved version of homo sapiens. It is the total lack of this evidence that has
killed off the theory of evolution ever replacing the historical narrative of Genesis 1-3,
especially when both Jesus and Paul understood it in its historical format.

Are Australian aboriginals sub-human? Could they be close to DA’s Neolithic Adam and
Eve? Are African pygmies a left-over stage of modern man? Are academics a superior breed
of human beings? In short, is there any evidence that modern human beings are more
advanced than Adam and Eve? Do superior tools and the ability to land on the moon mean
that we are superior to men in Jesus’ day?

Fourthly, the Christian in science should note the connection between the immortality of
Adam, his subsequent age, the drop in age after Noah’s Flood, and the present age of
threescore and ten years. DA denies that Adam and Eve were immortal until they disobeyed
God. But if God created Adam with immortality and Adam’s superb physical body only
began to decay the moment he sinned, then this would account for his longevity. This is what
we would expect of a body that had been designed and created to last forever. The
subsequent decline in longevity following the Flood, would also be commensurate with the
superb body that was inherited by Adam’s descendants. Sin and death gradually get the
mastery over Adam’s superb physical body. Today, it is the exception rather than the rule,
that a man should reach one hundred years. Death and decline in longevity are inextricably
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linked in Genesis 2-11. Death was not the natural state. It was the unnatural state, because it
was a cursed state. This is incompatible with the evolution of Man, which sees death as an
essential state if homo sapiens were to come out at the end of the process. Evolution could not
happen if Man lived forever. The objection that the earth would soon be over populated
assumes that God could not translate human beings to be with Him without first dying. Both
Enoch and Elijah were translated to heaven without having tasted death. So even within a
fallen world, we have two clear instances where men could be translated without having
died. I see no problem with translation as the means by which God could control the
population of the earth.

Fifthly, the curse on Woman is a real, not a figurative, curse. In nature, only Woman
experiences excruciating pain while giving birth. All other animals give birth with
comparative ease. This is one part of the Genesis account that cannot be dismissed as
figurative.

Sixthly, God has coupled nakedness with sin. Before sin entered the world Adam and Eve
were both naked and were not ashamed of that God-ordained condition. It was only after
they sinned that they experienced shame in their bodies. This is another part of the Genesis
account that cannot be dismissed as figurative. Nakedness and shame are still coupled to this
day to remind us of that first sin.

Theistic evolutionists, like DA, express incredulity that God could produce twenty-two
million distinct species in six days. The real wonder is that it took so long, when the whole
might have been done in six hours, or six minutes. Jesus made the point to His critics: “You
do err not knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God” (Jn 5:39). Theistic evolutionists
have a defective view of the power of God. They put a limit on what God can and cannot do.
And what He cannot do, they say, is create the entire life on earth in six days. That is their
problem; don’t let it be yours.

It is for these reasons that Christians in science should fall back on the revelation God has
given us in Genesis 1-11. It can be trusted fully. The same cannot be said of any science
textbook in print today or tomorrow. The ground of knowledge is constantly shifting beneath
their feet. What is considered certain today is thrown into doubt tomorrow.

For over forty years I have examined the reasons given by atheists and theists for robbing
God of the right to claim every single species as coming into being in a moment of time
directly from His hands, and they are based solely on the grounds that they believe the
theory of evolution is the best explanation for the diversity of life forms on the earth, because
all life is based on the same DNA model. What they have been unable to do in the past two
hundred years of searching is bring forward an unequivocal case where evolution is currently
taking place on this planet.

It comes as a mystery to me why any Christian would exchange the explanation given by
God Himself, for the explanation given by an atheist. I can only come to the conclusion that a
Christian goes along with the atheist majority because no secular institution can abide the
idea of giving God the glory for His creation. All secular institutions of higher education are
in the hands of those who have no regard for God. The god of this world is in control of all
such institutions throughout the world. The lure of adulation and money and prestige mean
that one cannot be a Reformed Christian in these institutions and be a faithful disciple of
Christ, in following His example and the evidence of His Spirit in Paul and the other apostles
and in the early church fathers, in accepting the historicity of the Genesis 1-3 accounts.

I pass on to the title of the book. Creation or Evolution: Do We Have to Choose?
The author’s choice is clear. We must choose evolution; creation through evolution. There is

no other choice. He believes that “the ‘Book of God’s Word’ and the ‘Book of God’s Works’
can be held firmly together in harmony” (13) provided one adopts a figurative language
approach to the religious stories contained in Genesis 1-3.

The title only becomes significant after one has read the entire book through, from cover to
cover, and in particular the Postscript. Here the author is absolutely passionate about the
factuality of evolution, that it is no longer a theory but a fact of science. Looking at the
witness of the Church from this irrefutable standpoint, he can only see any opposition to his
position as a waste of time, but more importantly in his eyes, a waste of money in producing
books against his position. He cries out: “What about the medical and economic needs of the
world? Instead of putting millions of pounds and dollars into publishing glossy magazines
attacking evolution, why not put that money into helping the poor; or tackling HIV, or
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funding orphanages. . . . Instead of spending energy on creationist campaigns, why not put
that energy in doing what God told us to do in Genesis, to care for his creation, to be good
stewards of all that he has delegated to us?” (353). Then comes DA’s warning: “One day we
will be called to give account of what we have done with our lives.” The inference is very
clear. Evolution is a fact. Why are you wasting time and money trying to deny it? Give up the
attempt! Implied in this warning and advice is the assumption that his method of exegeting
the text of Genesis 1-3 is the correct one, as least in taking a non-literal approach to it. But we
have shown that DA is at odds with how Paul viewed Genesis 1-3. It is this contradiction
between these two contending teachers that is crucial, because on it hangs one’s doctrine of
inspiration and authority of Scripture, a doctrine of no mean weight. DA regards the issue of
“creation or evolution” as a doctrine not affecting one’s salvation; hence it is a ‘peripheral
doctrine’ not essential to salvation and therefore not of central importance (12).

DA ends with another warning to his opponents. “The real challenge for us is not giving
the ‘correct’ answer to the title posed by this book, but whether we are looking after creation
here and now as we prepare for the new heavens and the new earth, and whether we are
truly investing our lives in a way that will extend God’s kingdom” (353).

The assumption is that if you are devoting time and money to defending Paul’s
interpretation of Genesis 1-3 you cannot be caring for this world. This does not follow. You
can do both. In any case, the time and money that theistic evolutionists give to their research
does not come out of their own pocket, but is provided by the State. Contrast this with the
time and money that ordinary Bible-believing Christians give out of their own resources.
They are not State-sponsored. So it is an easy point to score against creationists, but they are
the ones who are providing the taxes that sustain the secular institutions. And secular
institutions, almost by definition, cannot recognise God as having any part to play in the on-
going work of sustaining all things by the might of His power.

The other assumption in this Postscript is that the ordinary believer is not in a position any
longer to question the findings of scientists. They should stay out of the debate. They should
let scientists debate with scientists. Only a small handful of scientists oppose the theory of
evolution. That being the case, the voice of the vast majority of scientists throughout the
world should be listened to, and should prevail, and not the voice of an insignificant handful
of medium-qualified scientists who “would be much better off in spending their time
expounding the ‘intelligence’ of those aspects of the created order that we do understand
from a scientific perspective, rather than focusing on the bits that we don’t” (331).
The overall warning is that the ordinary believer should adopt a hands-off approach when it
comes to authoritative scientists, like DA, interpreting the evidence for evolution. If he or
they say it is ‘proof’ of evolution, then this must not be questioned. It must be accepted,
because it has come from an academic of impeachable standing in the academic community.
He not only speaks for himself but he speaks for the vast majority of the scientific community
when he declares evolution to be a scientific fact, now well beyond dispute, as it has been for
the past fifty years among the academic community. (It should be borne in mind that the
‘vast majority’ would be default evolutionists.) To doubt evolution would be on a par with a
doubt about the roundness of the earth, such is the colossal mountain of evidence for it. It is
simply crazy to question evolution any longer. This is the standpoint from which the author
is coming from as he writes his first chapter, to which we can turn.

CHAPTER ONE: WHAT DO WE MEAN BY EVOLUTION?
Before DA gives a definition of evolution, he outlines two definition of ‘creationist’,

neither of which I would subscribe to. The first is those who believe that the earth is 10,000
years or less (cf. 149). The second is those who believe that the earth is very old, but that God
had intervened in a miraculous way at various stages of creation, for example to bring about
new species. By limiting his horizon to just these two definitions of ‘creationists’ he shows an
ignorance of the other views that have been held for centuries by other ‘creationists’. It is easy
to limit the reader’s attention to two definitions and hope that neither appeals to him. This
would make his task easier when he comes to present the rock-hard, irrefutable evidence,
that evolution occurred in the past, and that consequently, the Genesis account of creation
cannot be taken literally. He can claim that it must have been written in figurative language
to teach religious truths. By throwing a ‘figurative blanket’ over these three chapters they are
effectively taken out of the picture altogether in a masterful stoke.
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The definition of ‘creationist’ that I would support would be that Gen 1:1 is a summary of
Genesis 1:2–2:4. This summary would cover the entire history of the universe, from nothing
to its state at the end of the seven days of creation. In Genesis 1:2 we see the earth as it was
about to be repopulated with animals and plant life. All previous forms of plant and animal
life have been extinguished in a world flood. We are about to witness the rebirth of life on
planet earth. But this earth has had the vast majority of its present geology already in place
before Day 1 of creation. The oil, coal and gas fields are all in position. Plate tectonics has
already occurred. There is no light or heat and yet there is water, not ice. Many things are in
existence before Day 1, such as an atmosphere and the elements that comprise it. The fossils
are already in the rocks. The minerals are all there, such as gold, bdolach and the shoham
stone (Gen 2:12). Then in six literal days God restocks the earth with living matter and
animals, culminating in the jewel of His creation–Adam. God creates single pairs of male and
female of each species and endows them with the ability to increase and multiply and fill the
earth. These pairs go forth and reproduce themselves ‘after their kind’. This is what
characterises this new creation. Each species reproduces ‘after its kind’.

If we take the abbreviation AIK to stand for ‘after its kind’, then as a creationist, I would
be an AIK-creationist. I would leave the geologists to uncover the history of the earth which
occurred before Day 1, because Genesis has nothing to say about this part of earth’s history. If
it took billions or trillions of years to bring the earth to its state just before Day 1, then I have
no problem with their dates (110). I can adopt a neutral stance to their findings for who can
use a yardstick which we have no evidence for? I am not concerned with what happened
before Day 1, and God likewise saw no reason why He should reveal this information to us
through His written Word. God appears to work on a ‘need to know’ basis, and this was one
aspect of the previous history of our planet that He decided to keep to Himself. He puts the
focus on the here and now, and the history of our first parents.

On this definition of ‘creationist’ every Christian would have no difficulty in accepting it
because it fits comfortably on a normal reading of the text. The text purports to be history,
and that is my understanding of it.

TEs overcome the God’s revelation that each species reproduces itself AIK, but pointing
out that if we use a timeline of 24 hours for the creation of the entire universe, from the
moment of the Big Bang to the present day, then human beings (i.e. Adam and Eve) only
appeared on the scene in the last few seconds of this 24-hour timeline. And if homo sapiens
have only been around for the last five or tens seconds this is not enough time to see an
appreciable movement in the evolution of homo sapiens today. But they contend that the
evolutionary forces that produced homo sapiens are still at work on him, and are changing
him even today. They may not be able to put their finger on any one ‘change’ which is
currently changing the DNA of homo sapiens, but they are convinced that these ancient
evolutionary forces are still operating today. The reply I would say, first, if no demonstrable
DNA changes can be detected throughout the present species of homo sapiens, for the scientific
reason that the change(s) are so infinitesimal as to be undetectable, then the huge diversity
within the human species belongs to the nature of our human DNA process of replication,
and have nothing to do with evolving into a different animal. ‘Diversity-within-unity’ is
exactly what we would expect to be in existence from the moment Adam and Eve were
created. It is essential if their offspring are to be persons in their own right.

Secondly, DA notes, “An important aspect of evolutionary theory . . . is that it involves the
emergence of new properties by gradual incremental steps, each one of which is so favoured
by natural selection that the genes involved become more frequent in a population” (142). If
the changes that are affecting the whole population (for DA is insistent that evolution
operates at the population level) of humans are undetectable, the same can be said of the
other twenty million species on the earth today. No biologist has discovered a single case
where one of these twenty million species is at this moment going through a population
changeover. In this case, using the 24-hour clock, some of these twenty million distinct, AIK
species, should be undergoing a change into another creature. There should be some
populations, somewhere in the world, a quarter, a third, halfway, or three-quarters way
through their population mutation. Where is this evidence? It does not existent. It exists only
on paper, in theory, not in the real world.

DA believes that there is a biological connection between the mouse and man. The
pathway is their common DNA structure. Now just because God has used His finest tool to
create each creature, and given it is own place in His creation, does not mean that He cannot
use the same tool to create every other creature, including Man. Man had to be a part of the
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whole creation, so that it was only natural that he be flesh and blood as they are. Biology has
revealed that the Creator used His most perfect tool to create twenty million distinct species
from scratch, and biology has shown that the same tool was used to create God’s most
supreme creature–Adam. The fact that God used the same perfect tool to create all the land
animals should not be used as proof that one species emerged out of another species through
millions of infinitesimal changes at the DNA level, over millions of years of hit-and-miss
mutations. But this is the scenario that DA is imposing on God’s creation.

DA uses a model to put the history of evolution in perspective.

One useful way to envisage history as viewed through the lens of evolution is to imagine the whole 4.6
billion year history of the earth as being crammed into a single day.

If we had a bird’s-eye view of the whole day, what would we see the Creator do, starting our 24-hour
clock at zero and imagining that midnight is the present moment in time? Simple forms of life would
already be appearing at 2.40 a.m. with single-celled organisms (prokaryotes) flourishing by around 5.20
a.m. The great oceans of the world start to change colour as cyanobacteria (blue-green algae) spread across
the planet. At the same time the genetic code becomes established that will dominate the generation of
biological diversity for the remainder of the day.

After this early-morning start, there would then be quite a long wait until single-celled organisms
containing nuclei (eukaryotes) become visible around lunch-time. A further seven hours pass before
multicellular organisms (living things with more than one cell) start appearing in the sea by 8.15 in the
evening. About half-an-hour later the planet changes colour as cyanobacteria and green algae invade the
land.

From then on the biological pace picks up and there is a busy evening of observation ahead. The
Cambrian explosion starts at 9.10 p.m. and in an amazing three minutes an immense diversity of phyla
appear, each with a distinctive body-plan, with many of the anatomical features introduced continuing in
many of the phyla right up to midnight. Twenty minutes later plants start appearing on land for the first
time, followed very soon afterwards by the earliest land animals. At 9.58 p.m. this is followed by the mass
extinctions of the Devonian period.

At 10.11 reptiles start roaming the land, followed half an hour later by the mass extinctions which
mark the end of the Palaeozoic period.

By 10.50 p.m. the earliest mammals and dinosaurs are appearing, but five minutes later there is further
mass extinction at the start of the Jurassic period.

By 11.15 archaeopteryx are flapping around and within minutes the sky begins to fill with birds.
Another mass extinction occurs at 11.39 in which the dinosaurs are wiped out.

Just two minutes before midnight hominids start to appear and a mere three seconds before midnight
anatomically modern humans make their entry onto the scene, the whole of recorded human history until
now being compressed into less than one-fifth of the second before midnight, the mere blink of a human
eyelid. (pp. 87-88)

A chart on page 105 details six catastrophic extinction periods. These are Late Cambrian,
End of the Ordovician, Late Devonian, End of the Permian, Late Triassic, and the K–T.

This scenario raises many obstacles such as: By what mechanism did the genetic code
come into existence? The assumption that archaeopteryx is a missing link between the
reptiles and the birds assumes evolution, the very thing that needs to be proved first.

But the answer lies within the scenario itself. Geological research has found evidence of
mass extinctions. These mass extinctions coincide with continent-wide reshaping of the entire
surface of the ground. Often mass graves of dinosaurs and herds of other animals are
suddenly buried in sediment, often hundreds of feet thick. Some die in the very act of eating
their prey. This can only mean that their death occurred instantaneously, and then the
burying in sediment came later. This sediment was then baked hard to form our present
sedimentary rocks. If the mass deaths occurred in a fraction of a second, then we must look to
some kind of thermo-nuclear explosion that would freeze these creatures in their last action.
If this kind of instant death scenario is found in every continent and in the same geological
periods that geologists have been able to identify, this must indicate a worldwide obliteration
of all life forms, not just the larger creatures. In DA’s scenario, he refers to three such mass
extinctions, the Devonian, Palaeozoic, and the Jurassic. Other geologists list five or more such
mass extinctions. On top of these (not mentioned in DA’s scenario) we have four or five ice-
ages, which would have resulted in other mass extinctions (partial or complete), while others
suspect that at one time the five continents formed one land mass, which was broken up very
late on, because the present geology can be matched up the geology of the five continents if
we fit them together again. This gives us the history of the earth as follows.

There is one land mass. This undergoes catastrophic geological churning of liquid
sediment, which periodically results in mass extinctions sometimes due to instant death rays,
such as might result from thermo-nuclear explosions, either coming from inside the earth, or
from outside the earth, in the form of collisions with huge comets. Following all these mass
extinctions and geological upheavals, eventually the single land mass splits up into five
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continents, and slowly drift away from each other to their present positions. Then many more
new creations follow, which in their turn are fossilised, results in species unique to each
continent. Finally, everything on land, sea and in the air is exterminated. The waters cover the
entire planet. Then the light of the sun, moon and stars is extinguished, and the earth is
plunged into complete darkness. How long it remained in this ‘waste and void’ condition is
unknown. But what is certain is that this was the state the earth was in when God restocked
the planet with a new set of creations, some old and some new. That God would re-introduce
species He created in the previous creations, raises no problem. After all He had a free hand
to do whatever He chose to do. It comes as no surprise, therefore, to find that He has carried
forward into the present creation species that we find locked up in the fossil record.

DA’s history of evolution might be useful in giving us an approximate scale of when these
mass extinctions and ice-ages occurred, but if it assumes an unbroken continuity of evolution
from the simple to the complex throughout earth’s history, then it is in conflict with God’s
own record, which places a line of discontinuity between all previous creations and the new
one commencing on Day One. It is very clear from Genesis 1 that no life and no light existed
prior to God speaking on Day One. Day One marks a new chapter in the history of the earth.
All life forms are recreated afresh or newly created. There is no direct, physical connection
between all the life forms locked up in the rocks, and the brand new creation which God
commenced on Day One. Because of this, evolution flatly contradicts the statements of God.
We have two contradictory scenarios. God reveals that there is no physical connection
between His previous creations and the present one; evolutionists reveal that there is a
physical connection between His previous creations and the present one. Who would you
trust to be telling the truth?

The AIK-creationist would take DA’s 24-hour model and convert it into a solid bar 24
inches long. He would then cut this bar right through at every place where geologists find
evidence for worldwide, instant mass extinctions. A cut would appear just before Day One,
leaving it unconnected with the rest of the bar. Each cut would be followed a new creation.
Fossil studies show that after each worldwide, instant mass extinctions (for not all of them
were totally worldwide), completely new species inhabit the earth, and these in their turn are
wiped out, and so the cycle went on.

If homo sapiens only appeared on the earth within the last thee seconds of the 24-hour
timeline, and no mutations have been detected to show what new species he is becoming in
that time, then we have a severe problem with chronology, because the Bible gives just 77
generations between Adam and Jesus (Lk 3). If homo sapiens have been on the earth for three
seconds, then 77 generations is an infinitesimal fraction of one per-cent of one second! Even if
the genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11 are schematic (as in Matthew’s three fourteen-generation
scheme), and therefore there are gaps between the twenty named individuals, and even if we
place the creation of Adam in 12,000 BC, this would still not be one per-cent of the time given
by the speculators for the appearance of homo sapiens on the earth.

Whereas the speculators place homo sapiens (i.e., the descendants of Adam and Eve) on the
earth a million or so years ago, the genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11 will not stretch that far on
any calculation of their numbers. Here we do have a direct conflict between evolution and
AIK-creation. The two are not reconcilable; they contradict one another. The oft-repeated
claim of DA that there is no conflict between the Bible and evolution can only be sustained by
a nuanced distancing himself from his atheistic colleagues, and by ignoring this and other
contradictions.

LINGUISTIC DEVICES
One device common to all theistic evolutionists (abbreviated to TEs), and to DA in

particular, is to exploit different meanings of Hebrew words so that evolution cannot be ruled
out of the Genesis text. The other device is to take advantage of the different genre or
grammatical categories of literature with the aim of allowing evolution to retain its existence
despite the Genesis accounts, which on the surface have nothing to say about evolution in its
strictly AIK account of how life came about on this planet. The whole point of both devices is
to ensure that evolution is not seen to be incompatible with the obvious AIK-creation
account.  If evolutionists were to blatantly dismiss the Genesis accounts as myths, or fables,
or in any way be dismissive of these accounts, they would never be trusted as Bible teachers,
even if they performed miracles in Jesus’ name and converted millions of souls to Christ.
Their attitude to these early chapters of the Bible would instantly mark them out to be
faithless men. So instead of a frontal attack on the Genesis accounts we see another tactic,
namely, to reclassify the Genesis accounts as figurative stories. This is a more subtle and
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cunning way to achieve the same result, namely, to get rid of the AIK-creation reading of the
text. The AIK-creation reading of the text, and the figurative reading of the text are
incompatible. DA prefers the figurative reading because it is the only one that will allow
evolution to exist.

DA gives an example of two similar sounding words. They are arom (naked, Gen 2:25) and
arum (crafty, Gen 3:1). He assumes they were chosen to connect the two verses. However, in
Gen 2:25 it is the plural form, ‘arummin (naked ones), which actually strengthens the sound-
connection.  But there is no obvious reason why similar sounding words would mean
anything to the reader, unless there were more common synonyms which were not used.
Unfortunately, this is the first and only occasion that DA comments on Genesis 2:25, which is
crucial to establishing the doctrine of Original Sin and the Fall of Man. In his mind the
shameless nudity of the pair is figurative of something, but what, is never stated.

For DA, the ‘kind of language’ (literal, metaphor, figurative, etc.), and the ‘kind of
literature’ (history, poetry, direct speech style, etc.) Genesis 1-3 is, plays a crucial role in
allowing evolution to be God’s way of bringing all life into existence. He does not give any
reasons why the ‘kind of language’ should be literal, or why the ‘kind of literature’ should be
normal prose. But once one knows where he is coming from, namely, that evolution is a fact
of science, one can appreciate that he has to dismiss both categories or his exegesis is in
trouble. He has no choice. Now, since all ‘kinds’ of ‘language’ and ‘literature’ are found
throughout Scripture, he feels he is entitled to call Genesis 1-3 whatever suits his wants. So
the language is called ‘figurative’ and the literature is called ‘poetry’. Because language is
such a complex phenomenon, a writer may include poetic language in a predominantly prose
text, such as ‘the windows of heaven’ being opened to produce Noah’s Flood; and the
reverse, where a narrative element can be embedded in a poetic text. That Genesis 1 is
narrative prose is plain by the use of the narrative Prefix-form throughout. The narrative
takes us progressively through the days of the week in chronological fashion. The fact that
some see a parallel between the first three days and the second three days is not due to poetry
(which the literature is not) but to the logic of the Creator’s scheme of work. Often Hebrew
poetry is constructed around parallelism of various kinds, but that is not the case here.

Anything that could be read in a literal way, if it destroyed the case for evolution, can be
reclassified as ‘figurative’, because under this ‘language’ evolution will not be ruled out.
Similarly if any of the narrative prose of Genesis 1-3 would be detrimental to evolution it is
reclassified as ‘poetry’. In this way, by slipping between ‘narrative prose’ and ‘poetry’ he can
safeguard evolution as the way God created all things.

So convinced is DA that evolution was  God’s method of creation that he cannot
contemplate that God could reveal any other method of creation, and since a literal reading
would do just that, he quickly came to the conclusion that it could not be read as narrative
prose (or plain history). He warns the reader of this danger: “but all of us need to be on our
guard against reading one type of biblical literature as if it were another” (20). In other words,
he warns, ‘Do not read Genesis 1-3 as if it were history, when in fact it is poetry using
figurative language.’ So right at the beginning of his book DA has to try and establish a case
for not reading the text as an accurate, reliable, factual, historical record of how God brought
all living things into existence. It is none of these, and “We can be seriously misled if we treat
one kind of narrative as if it were another, missing the main point of the passage altogether”
(21). By this he means, that if we read it as an accurate, reliable, factual, historical record of
how God brought all living things into existence, we will miss the message it contains when
read as a figurative account, which was how the original author intended it to be read. And
when its figurative language is penetrated it conveys an entirely different message
(sometimes).

DA blames our Western, scientific approach, to our inability to read figurative writings.
“Western readers, in particular, are not very practised at reading ancient literature and have a
tendency to interpret with a wooden literalism. This is because scientific literature has
become so dominant in our culture, . . . This can be a significant problem when we come to
the biblical text, not only because of its antiquity, but also because it is set in cultures with
which we may not be familiar” (22).

But how come that scholars, competent in the Semitic languages and cultures, find no
difficulty in translating Genesis 1-3 as history, and not one has translated it as poetry? For
DA, “The real literal meaning of the text is the one that the author intends us to understand”
(23). By this he means that the author of Genesis intended his readers to read Genesis 1-3 in a
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figurative manner, not in a woodenly literal manner, as if it were history. Therefore the
‘literal meaning’ (in this case) is the figurative language meaning.

THE VERBS FOR ‘CREATE’: BARA’, ‘ASAH, and YATSAR
Getting down to the nitty gritty, DA contends that the Hebrew verb bara’ often refers to

the normal everyday processes of life and death (24, 29). He says, “We have also seen how
creation in scriptural thought is very much an on-going activity with God involved in bara’ in
dynamic processes such as life and death” (35). The reason for saying this is that he does not
want this verb to indicate a brand new beginning for something that did not exist previously.
This would be detrimental to evolution, for the simple reason that the verb is used for the
creation of the great sea monsters on Day Five, and on Day Six for the creation of Adam. The
example he gives to illustrate his point is Psalm 104:29-30. He says, “Note here that it is by
bara’ that the created order is restored” (24). However, the Hebrew reads, “You send out your
spirit, they are created (bara’), and you renew (chadash) the face of the ground.” The  two
verbs are not saying the same thing. There is progression here. The animals are created, and
then they multiply on the face of the ground, and so restore creation to what it had been
before. It may be of significance that the agent of the verb bara’ in the Bible is always God. Is it
because He alone can bring something out of nothing? The majestic opening statement of the
Bible would suggest so: “In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth.” The
heavens and the earth were/are not eternal. They had a beginning.

The case of Isaiah 45:7 and Amos 4:13 is used by DA to contend that the Hebrew verb bara’
is not limited to ‘origins’, but in Isa 45:7, what he calls the ‘present tense’ is, in fact, the
participle which can refer to a disembodied (i.e., no stated agent), on-going continuous
action, or it can be used to name a craftsman, such as a carpenter, or a fashioner (cf. Isa 45:9,
11). In this context it reads: “A former [Fashioner] of light, a creator [Creator] of darkness, a
maker [Maker] of peace, a creator [Creator] of evil. I am YHWH doing [Doer of/One-doing]
all these [things].” Literally: “One-fashioning light, one-creating darkness, one-making peace,
one-creating evil.” So it is not a disembodied ‘forming of light’, but a participial agent
fashioning the light. Note that bara’ is used with the undesirable phenomenon, darkness and
evil, which can come suddenly out of the blue on a person or a nation from God. Here bara’
retains its core idea of something brand new appearing in the life of the world, or in the life of
a nation, or of an individual, or after a long absence. Its basic idea of something coming into
being which had not been there before, fits all the contexts in which it is used in the Bible. In
Amos 4:13 God is the “Creator of wind,” which is apt because it appears to come out of
nothing or out of nowhere. In every instance of its use in the OT, the verb bara’ is never used
of normal, on-going processes which have a known origin. On the other hand, ‘asah focuses
on the factuality of making the object, without any concern whether it is a brand new thing
on the earth or not. God uses this verb for His work on Days 2, 4, and 6. Isa 48:7, “Now they
have been created and not from that time, yea, before the day, and you did not hear them, lest
you say, ‘Lo, I knew them.’” The use of bara’ here puts the origin of the thing in the present. It
is as if God said, ‘This thing did not exist before today, so you could not have known about it.
It only came into existence today.’ So bara’ differs from ‘asah in its focus on the brand newness
of the thing just made. We have seen that ‘asah could just as easily replace it when there is no
focus on the uniqueness of the created object.

It is probably not without significance that on Day Six God uses the verb bara’ to refer to
His creation of Man, but a different verb (‘asah) to refer to the creation of all the other land
animals on the same day. And Man was the jewel (‘His glory’) of God’s entire creative activity.
It suggests that Adam was indeed a brand new creature. This is an anathema to every
evolutionary biologist. Some believed that if Adam’s like did exist before him, it was before
the universal flood mentioned in Genesis 1:2. In which case, this would be a brand new
reappearance after a long time.7

We need to be alert to the claims of TEs that the three main words used  for ‘create’ in
Hebrew (bara’, ‘asah, and yatsar) are often used interchangeably (25). There is an agenda here.
If bara’ means ‘create’ but includes the idea of ‘something brand new’ within it, then this will
convey such to the Hebrew hearer/reader. This is unacceptable to evolutionary biologists.

                                                            
7 This was a heresy that arose in the early Church period. It was resurrected when fossils

of ‘early man’ started to appear. DA believes that Adam belonged to one of these ‘early men’
in a full, biological sense, and that Cain married one of these ‘early [Neolithic] women’.
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If ‘asah does not necessarily include the idea of ‘something brand new’, but is an
observational verb, that someone ‘made’ something, then the idea of ‘something brand new’
will not necessarily be conveyed to the Hebrew hearer/reader. The context may inform it us
that it is brand new, such as when God uses it within the account of His creation of plants
and animals. These were obviously ‘brand new’, but the writer makes the choice not to make
the point that they are brand new, but to reserve the use of bara’ at special points in His
narrative to draw attention specifically to the ‘newness’ of something He has created. The
nature of the activity is not in view in ‘asah, as it is in yatsar.

The use of yatsar ‘to form or fashion something out of some pre-existing material’ can also
be used to convey ‘create’, but here the writer’s choice of this particular verb is to convey the
idea of creating something out of pre-existing material. The implication is that the subject is
using his hands to create something. This is not implicit in ‘asah. Thus in Genesis 2:8 God set
in the Garden of Eden, “the Adam whom He formed (yatsar).” Here, the focus is not on the
brand newness of His creation of Man, but on the finished object itself, which He formed with
His hands out of the pre-existing dust of the ground. In Isaiah 45:18 we have the use of all
three verbs for ‘create’, “For thus said Yahweh, creator8 of the heavens, he [is] the God,
fashioner9 of the earth, and her maker10. He—he set her in order. Not empty (tôhû) he created
(bara’) her. For to dwell in, he formed (yatsar) her.” Close synonyms should not be lumped
together as interchangeable, just because we cannot see their nuanced differences
immediately. The more care we take in analysing the choice the writer makes in different
contexts, the more likely we are to appreciate why he chose bara’ when he might have chosen
‘asah or yatsar.

TEs are unlikely to pay attention to such nuanced distinctions because it plays into their
hands to obliterate any distinctions between the three main verbs to do with creating. The
main reason for blurring the distinctive use of each of the three main verbs is that TEs believe
passionately, and as an unquestionable scientific fact, that God used an incredibly slow,
evolutionary process to bring twenty million species into existence over billions of years,
using infinitesimal mutational changes (110). This being the case, the idea of God directly
forming (yatsar) a male and a female of each distinct species, and sending them out to
increase and multiply ‘after their kind’ runs directly counter to their version of how the
twenty million species came into existence. It is for this reason that they have a vested interest
in exegeting any and every text which would hint at AIK-creation from the very beginning of
creation, by throwing a blanket over the three verbs and declaring them to be interchangeable.
The Christian needs to be alert to this contrived exegesis. And this sloppiness in exegeting
Genesis 1-3 will spill over into TEs handling of other Scriptures, because they think they have
established a cast-iron case for interchangeability in the use of the three main verbs used for
‘create’ in the Bible.

The only difference DA sees between bara’ and ‘asah is that the biblical writers restrict the
use of the verb bara’ to God alone, whereas ‘asah is used by God and man (24, 26). DA notes,
“–it is God’s job to bara’”(26), without saying how this differs from saying, “–it is God’s job to
‘asah.” He does not attempt to answer the question, Why is bara’ never applied to a human
being?  To have gone down that route would be a waste of time, because the idea of ‘brand
new’ creations is incompatible with evolutionary biology. Also disdainful to TEs is the idea
that God intervened at some point in the evolutionary process and speeded up the process to
such and extent that a ‘brand new’ species resulted from this intervention. This might have
accounted for the creation of the sea monsters on Day Five, and the creation of Adam and Eve
on Day Six, but to convinced Darwinian evolutionists, for whom God has no direct hand in
the processes of evolution once it had been set in motion by God, this is anathema.11 So the
only way to get round the use of three different verbs for ‘create’ in Genesis 1-3 was to throw

                                                            
8 The Hebrew uses the participial agent here, “One-creating”, i.e., a creator person.
9 The Hebrew uses the participial agent here, “One-fashioning”, i.e., a person whose trade

is shaping things out of materials.
10 The Hebrew uses the participial agent here, “One-making”, i.e., a person who is

capable of making something.
11 DA tries to distance himself from this view by assuming that God directly engineered

every single mutation leading to each species, or, that He controlled the process in some
vague way that required natural selection to determine what emerged from the mutational
process.
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a linguistic blanket over them and declare them to be interchangeable and issue severe
warnings to Christians not to delve into their nuanced uses in Scripture. People who do that,
they are warned, are overly dogmatic (24). The strategy of TEs is clear from their handling of
these three verbs. It is this. If they can create a linguistic muddle over the distinctive nuances
of these three verbs, and throw up their hands in disbelief that they are not interchangeable,
and convince their readers that no one knows what the distinctions are, this plays right into
their hands. Because, so long as they can create confusion then their theory that God set
evolution in motion stands a very good chance of not being detected as incompatible with
these verbs, and particularly with bara’.

DA makes the correct observation that to understand a foreign language we must
understand its terms as they were understood by the native speakers. Now if we take the
Hebrew phrase “after its kind”, which God uses ten times in Genesis 1, it refers to the
observation that dogs produce puppies and those puppies grow up to produce other puppies
after their own likeness, and so on. The same goes for human beings, and for the other twenty
million species on the planet. Observation and biological research are agreed that every
species reproduces after its kind. It does not take a laboratory to ‘prove’ this, or the back of an
envelope to jot down the equation, observation = biology. I know of no biologist who denies
the truthfulness of this biblical observation and biological statement. Indeed, all biological
research confirms what our eyes tell us. Biologists may be able to advance our knowledge on
how this is achieved, but they cannot add to the ‘truth’ that Man had from the beginning. The
scientist can only confirm a pre-existing biological truth that had been in the possession of
Adam from the moment he gave each species a distinctive name. It is a fixed law of
reproductive biology that ‘like produces like’ (which includes ‘diversity-within-unity’). When
it doesn’t, we get freaks.

Now, if the Hebrews observed the biological phenomenon that each species reproduces its
own kind in a faithful manner, then when they came to read God’s own statement that He
created distinct animals, male and female, and He endowed them with the power to increase
and multiply when He spoke to them, then every Hebrew reading this account would be left
in no doubt that the biological phenomenon he observed every day of his life was initiated by
God from the first existence of each species. There is no other way he could have read the
text, or understood the phrase. What is a true observation today, was no different in Adam’s
day. The law of reproduction has not changed from the day that God created each individual
species from the dust of the ground.

It is my observation that science textbooks on biology cannot add to the truth of God’s
statement that He created each species to reproduce after its kind. They can increase our
knowledge enormously on all aspects of hereditary genes and the mutations that can occur
within the DNA molecule, leading to all sorts of ‘diversity-within-unity’, but for all the vast
accumulation of knowledge, stored in super-computers throughout the world, at the end of
the day it cannot advance or improve on God’s statement that He made all things to
reproduce “after its kind”. This statement is not only observationally true from the time
Adam first observed it, but it is also biologically true, and biologists will never be able to
overthrow this statement. It is under the umbrella of God’s statement and the observation of
my own eyes that I can benefit enormously from biological studies. Any biological study that
claims it can prove God’s AIK-statement to be false, is a false claim, or the individual has not
understood God’s claim.

It should be remembered that God placed Adam and Eve in a special Garden which had
only one entrance point. In this garden were a limited number of animals, none of which was
carnivorous. All life within the Garden was vegetarian. Adam gave names to a limited
number of animals (not all twenty million). When they sinned God ejected them from a
perfect, harmonious creation, in which dwelt no pain or suffering or death of humans. And
from the moment of their ejection their perfect bodies began to decay. It would take 930 years
for Adam’s body to eventually succumb to the ravages of sin, but succumb it did, and he
died. Once outside the Garden, Adam and Eve entered a tooth and claw world already
prepared for sinners. With the coming of Noah’s Flood, if not before, the Garden was
obliterated, showing that there was no way back to the relationship they once enjoyed with
God in Eden except through a walk by faith in all of God’s revelations to them and their
descendants from that point in time onwards.

TEs have got themselves into a position where they unit what God made distinct. They set
up a series of skulls in a linear line of supposed evolutionary development, and declare that
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this is ‘proof’ that God did not create these as distinct species, but that one evolved out of the
other (or from some common ancestor). It is typical of the enemy of the teaching of the Lord
Jesus to do the same with divorce and head-covering in Church. In the case of marriage God
joined together male and female with the intention that once joined they must never be
separated by man. But man ignores this and goes ahead with a divorce which God does not
recognise. But the opposite also occurs. What God has made to stay distinct, man has united
them, such as we seen in the overthrow of the distinction that God placed on men and
women when they pray to Him. Feminism has declared that such a distinction is unjust and
against their equality with man. And the Church, particularly TEs, have fully endorsed this
shift away from God’s revealed will for His Church. Why is this? It may be that once TEs
have got a taste for doing away with the obvious meaning of the text in Genesis 1-3, they feel
they are entitled to handle all Scripture in the same manner. Therefore they are vulnerable to
the plausible exegesis and the pressures of the world. It is virtually impossible to resist the
demands of feminists and others once you have been caught out deliberately setting-aside the
literal meaning of Genesis 1-3. That precedent cannot be restricted or confined to Genesis 1-3,
because the rejection of the plain meaning of Genesis 1-3, destroys any credible doctrine of
the inspiration and infallibility of Scripture, and of God to communicate His truths using the
normal channels of communication. One just needs to ask: If God formed Adam literally from
a lump of soil, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, how would He put this in
writing? The answer is that it would be exactly as He has put it in writing in Genesis 2:7. So
why can’t this be accepted at face value? And the answer comes back, “Because evolution
contradicts it.” TEs do not like to be cornered and honestly state that the Genesis record is
false. That would immediately alert their young hearers to be wary of them as true and
faithful teachers. They are too clever to fall for that, so instead, they resort to the tactic of
throwing a blanket over Genesis 1-3, and declare the lot to have been cast in figurative
language, and blame the Church for reading it literally. They are the new generation of
enlightened teachers of the true meaning of Genesis 1-3. We shall see.

A MATTER OF INTERPRETATION OF BIOLOGICAL INFORMATION
No Christian, one would hope, can deny that God can make a human being out of the

substance of the ground. Once this is granted, then every species can be viewed from the
perspective of being a one-off, in male and female versions, send out by God to reproduce
AIK. The alternative is to view the exact same species as the outcome of a billion-year old
process. On both scenarios the end result is that the same species is reproducing itself today
in an AIK-manner. So the AIK-creationist and the Evolutionist are both looking at the same
species and both are agreed that it reproducing in an AIK-manner. The question now
becomes: Did God create the species directly or indirectly? If directly, then evolution is a
contradiction. If indirectly, then the Genesis account is a lie.

While the TE advocate might be able to claim that he can see a direct pathway in the
manipulation of the DNA to create one creature out of another, the question arises, Is that the
way God actually produced each species? If it is, then we have the further question: Then
where is the evidence of the million or so intermediary stages through which the mouse had
to pass to become a man? At this point there is a deafening silence, because no biologist can
point to a single intermediary stage, or to a population in a mid-transition stage. While there
may be a DNA pathway along which evolution might have occurred, the hard fact is that, if it
has, it has left no trail. The appeal to “ancient genes” and “junk DNA” is a reflection of man’s
ignorance of what he is looking at, and trying to assess. At the moment what are classified as
“ancient genes” or “junk DNA” are so from an evolutionary standpoint. But if one rejects
such a standpoint, then same ancient and junk genes can be attributed to the wisdom of God
in the creation of each species. As noted above, it is no argument for evolution to point out
that God has used a perfect design formula (DNA) to build up His entire output of living
things. Just because the perfect formula is common to all His creations is no argument that
they have evolved out of a primitive form of it. The AIK-creationist would argue that since
God claims to have created each pair (male and female) as a distinct species, then we would
expect to find a different DNA formula for each of the twenty million species. And if we take
any two such formulae, such as Man and Chimp, we find many things in common, as we
would expect of flesh and blood creatures, but we should concentrate on what is different
between them, because it is this difference that constitutes the uniqueness in each animal that
God created. Biologists assure us that the difference between Man and Chimp is not just one
big mutation, but that “Fifty-three known or predicted human genes are missing or disabled
in the chimpanzee genome.” And  that “There are about 35 million single-nucleotide changes
which separate us from our nearest living relatives [the chimps], representing about 1% of the
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[human] genome” (362 n. 135). It is information like this that AIK-creationists would
welcome for each of the twenty million species, because these plusses and minuses will help
us to see the exact DNA formula that God used to generate distinct, non-evolving, species.
After this data has been collected, even if it is just in the case of a few look-alike species, the
test will be to see if by restoring the 53 missing or disabled genes in the chimp, we can evolve
a chimp into a human being. I suggest that it is impossible because the life that God breathed
into the lifeless body of Adam came from God Himself, and not from the ground, as in the
case of chimpanzees.

The human genome consists of two sets of chromosomes, with twenty-three chromosomes
in each set. Each chromosome contains one DNA molecule, a linear polymer of linked units
called nucleotides. Each set of twenty-three DNA molecules is composed of ~3 billion
nucleotides. Each nucleotide possesses one of four bases: adenine (A), cytosine (C), guanine
(G) and thymine (T), the units of genetic information.12

ABSENCE TO REFERENCE OF THE SPIRIT IN MAN
Common to TEs and atheist evolutionary biologists is the absence of any reference to the

spirit that God has put in man. It is distinct from the spirit that God has put in animals (Ecc.
3:21). How far the spirit has been clothed by God in a body perfectly adapted to reflect the life
of that spirit is impossible to say. But it is wrong for TEs to concentrate solely, as DA has
done, on the physical body as if that was the entity that constituted us as ‘human beings’. We
are ‘God’s offspring’ because He breathed into Adam His life-force, so that we are in His
image and likeness; not in the image and likeness of the lower creation, of which the chimp is
a definite part. The Christian should be alert to the agenda being restricted to out physical
likeness to other creatures. That is the least part of out being that reflects the image and
likeness of God, for God has no body. God is Spirit, and so is Man essentially, who will put
off this mortal flesh and be clothed with an immortal body if, in his spirit, he has the image of
the likeness of Christ Jesus.

To conclude Chapter 1 we should note that DA has sown the seed that the meaning of the
three verbs used for ‘to create’ are interchangeable, even if one of them (bara’) is used only by
God. This, he hopes, is immaterial to its meaning. Consequently, he thinks that he has safely
jumped the first hurdle standing in the way of evolution being consistent with God’s account.

CHAPTER 2: THE BIBLICAL DOCTRINE OF CREATION
DA thinks that Genesis 1 is not primarily concerned with how things began, but why they

exist (27). I suggest that the opposite is the case. God begins His book of revelations about
Himself with the information that He is the originator of the entire universe. He made it. And
He made it all in six 24-hour days. Nowhere else in His book does He give us an account of
origins as He does here. DA, however, begins this chapter by shifting the focus and emphasis
away from origins because the biblical presentation does not support evolution from apes
(Day 6), any more than it supports the evolution of monkeys from birds (Day 5), which
preceded them. He claims that the preponderance of the teaching of creation lies outside
Genesis 1. The reason for saying this is that nowhere in the rest of Scripture does God reveal
the same detail as He does in Genesis 1, but creation as a whole is referred to God in a
multitude of places outside Genesis 1-2. Now this suits the TE. So long as the whole of
creation is attributed to God in broad, general statements, this suits his concern not to involve
God in AIK-creation. TEs are acutely embarrassed over the details that God gives in Genesis
1-2. They would have preferred that God wrote just Genesis 1:1 and left out the rest of the
chapter. Here DA attempts to swamp the distinctive and unique revelation by drawing away
attention from it to the more general statements about creation in the rest of the Bible. But
once one understands how the mind of the TE operates one can understand his desire to get
the reader to ‘look away’ (and preferably quickly) and contemplate the more general
statements about God being the Creator and caring for His creation. These texts how hold
threat for TEs.

DA wrote: “We cannot tell him [God] how he should have done creation – those of us who
are scientists can only describe what he has actually done, to the best of our ability” (28). It is

                                                            
12 Taken verbatim from Graeme Finlay, “Evolution as created history,” Science & Christian

Belief, vol. 20 (2008) 67-90, esp.p.90.
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a pity that he, as a scientist, did not stick to this brief, and describe each species as a species
distinct from all other species, just as God made it, reproducing after its own kind, and being
reproduced after its own kind. Had the scientist stopped there, as he should have done, no
one would have had any difficulty picking up any textbook on biology, and there would have
been no necessity for me to critique this book. As it is, we have an interpretation of how God
created it imposed upon it, namely, He created all things through evolution. So on the one
hand, we have DA warning the reader not to read Genesis 1 as a “how God did it,” (because
it favours AIK-creation) but a “why God did it” account. But nowhere in Scripture are we
ever told why God created the universe. We are presented with a fait accompli: it is there in
front of us, but how it fits into the broader plans of God we are not told. So the reader is
discouraged from reading Genesis 1-2 as a record how God step by step brought first the
vegetation into being on Day 4, then all the marine and aerial creatures on Day 5, then all the
land animals, and finally Man on Day 6. Unfortunately, for DA, God decided to answer the
question How? but He did not answer the question Why?

I would suggest that the attempt to draw the reader’s attention away from the manner in
which God revealed how He introduced His creations in an ordered manner over a short
period of time, is a diversionary tactic to distract the reader from engaging fully with the text
as God revealed how He turned tohu wavohu into a perfect world which pleased Him.13 God
may not tell us anything about DNA, or genes, or the laws governing hereditary traits, but,
significantly, He does tell us that He created an AIK-creation, in which macroevolution can
play no part due to the shortness of time Adam’s descendants have been on the earth. And
God has revealed that all the land animals were created contemporaneously with Adam and
Eve. DA suggested that Adam and Eve should be dated between 8000 and 6000 BC (241), or
10,000 years ago (139; 149). Logically, all twenty million species also peaked at their
evolutionary apex at the same time.

DA denies that he is a deist. He believes that God is immanent in his creation and reveals
Himself in continued creative activity (29). He notes, “We have already noted above when
discussing the bara’ terminology that the word is used to refer to God’s complete involvement
in the common daily processes of animal life and death (Psalm 104:29-30)” (29). But I pointed
out that bara’ is not used in a common way. The word captures the emergence of a new thing
in the earth. This Psalm speaks of the virtual extinction of animal life, and then God sends
forth His Spirit and they recover their number almost out of nothing. It is as if their existence
once hung by a thread, then they miraculously recover in number and  renew the face of the
ground with their presence. To witness a species recover from the brink of extinction would
count as a miracle, humanly speaking.

DA notes, “The biblical insistence on the immanence of God in his creation also highlights
the mistake of thinking that creation is mainly to do with origins. Of course beginnings are
important, but so are continuations . . .” (32-33). It suits TEs to shift the focus away from
origins onto God’s providential care. It is not a case of focusing on one to the exclusion of the
other. God puts the focus on origins in Genesis 1, and so it is right and proper that we focus
on that in that passage. In Psalm 104 God puts the focus on His providential care of His
creatures, and so it is right and proper that we focus on that aspect of His creatorship in that
passage. I would add that beginnings are not just important but essential to the character of
who God is. So it is never a ‘mistake’ when reading Genesis to put the full spotlight on the
question of origins, and when reading Psalm 104 to put the full spotlight on God’s
providential care of His creation. What DA and other TEs seek to do is divert attention away
from origins in Genesis 1-2 and insist that the Why of creation should be in the spotlight.

DA tries to distance himself from the deist view of creation, which assumes that God
created all the laws of nature “at the beginning and then occasionally returns to intervene or
meddle around with it” (29). He does not assume that God directly engineered every single
mutation leading to each species, but, like Galileo, who suggested that ‘nature’ was simply
the outworking of God’s will, DA defines his own view as: “This [Galileo’s view of ‘nature’]
does not at all mean that every particular even in ‘nature’ is micro-managed or specifically
determined by God – far from it – a theme to which we shall return several times in later
chapters” (33). Here we see the first hint of his doctrine of evolution. He believes that God is

                                                            
13 Genesis 1:2 is translated as, “The earth was invisible and unfinished, and darkness was

over the deep,” in The Orthodox Study Bible (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2008), p. 2. The OT
text of this work is based on the Septuagint and referred to as: SAAS, St. Athanasius
Academy Septuagint.
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not micro-managing what is going on at the mutational level. These changes are not
engineered by Him, though, presumably, they are under His control.

THE THREE TENSES OF CREATION
Psalm 102:25 is translated, “In the beginning you laid the foundations of the earth.” The

words “In the beginning” are not in the Hebrew, which has lephanim and should be
translated: “Beforetime [or: formerly] you laid the foundation of the earth.” This is a temporal
expression, meaning a time before the present. Matthew 25:34 is translated as: “the kingdom
prepared for you since the creation of the world.” The Greek does not have “creation” but
“foundation.”

The statement that, “The great creative events described in Genesis in which order was
brought out of emptiness at God’s command provide the essential backcloth for the whole of
the rest of the biblical narrative. The arrow of time is implicit throughout the biblical text”
(35). It is interesting that here DA takes a literal reading of the acts of God during the six days
of creation. This is not consistent with his figurative approach to Genesis 1-3 elsewhere.

CREATION AND MIRACLES
DA goes to some length to debunk the idea that the creative acts of God were equivalent

to miracles. But on any standard of the ‘normal’ the taking of a rib of Adam and creating Eve
out of it is a miracle! DA cannot deny that there were miraculous events at the Exodus from
Egypt, because this is how they are described in Acts 7:36, “This one [Moses] led them out [of
Egypt], having done wonders and signs in the land of Egypt, and in the Red Sea, and in the
wilderness forty years.” Compare Psalm 105:27, “They have set among them the matters of
His signs and wonders in the land of Ham.” Compare Neh. 9:10. The “wonders and signs”
that Moses did were done on behalf of God: “And I harden the heart of Pharaoh, and I have
multiplied My signs and My wonders in the land of Egypt” (Ex 7:3). God instructed Moses
that when Pharaoh requested a ‘wonder’ he was to turn his rod into a monster (tannin; called
a ‘serpent’ [nachash] in v.15) (Ex 7:9). But among the ten plagues of Egypt, one of them
included a natural phenomenon, the plague of locusts (9th plague; Ex 10:1-20). These were
brought in by a strong east wind (10:13) and removed by a strong west wind (10:19). The
‘wonder’ lies in the precise timing and control by God of all that He has made. The plague of
the beetle (5th plague), on the other hand, is called a ‘sign’ (Ex 8:23; Heb. 8:19; LXX shmei√on).

When Yahweh commissioned Moses to be the leader of His people, He gave him two
‘signs’ that would convince the people that he had been sent by God. The first sign was that
his rod would turn into a serpent and revert to being a rod again, and the second sign was
that his hand when put under his chest garment would become leprous and revert to normal
when he put it in a second time (Ex 4:1-9). If these two ‘signs’ (or miracles) did not convince
the people then a third, reserve miracle of turning ordinary water into blood was there for
him to use.

But there was one miracle that throws light on how God created living things in Genesis 1.
In the plague of lice (4th plague; Ex 8:16-19; Heb. vv. 12-15) Aaron was told to smite the ‘dust
of the land’ and it would miraculously turn into gnats. The Egyptian biologists attempted to
bring the same ‘dust’ to life but failed miserably. They were forced to conclude, “It is the
finger of God.” This is a clear case of dust being turned into millions  (if not billions) of living
insects in the second it took to smite the dust. This is instant creation. It is a miracle. If a
modern biologist had immediately put one of those instantly created gnats under a
microscope, it would have had the same basic DNA structure that any similar species of gnat
had before the miracle took place. When Jesus lambasted the Pharisees for their ‘know all’
attitude, He told them, “You do err not knowing the Scriptures nor the power of God” (Mt
22:29; Mk 12:24). The miracle was: “all the dust of the land of Egypt had been gnats in all the
land of Egypt” (Ex 8:17; Heb. v.13). It was not just the immediate dust that Aaron struck in
the presence of Pharaoh and his ‘miracle workers’ that God miraculously changed into gnats,
but God miraculously altered all the dust in Egypt into living insects. This was a nationwide
phenomenon. Now if God could do this miracle of transformation from dust to insect in an
instant and in a geographical area the size of Egypt in a matter of seconds, may He not have
done the same on each of the days of creation? God clearly turned dust (‘afar) into gnats
(kinnim) just before Nisan, 1446 BC. And He informs us that He turned dust (‘afar) into a
human being, in the person of Adam, who was made ‘dust from the ground’ (Gen 2:7). Both
were miraculous events by any standard. The parallel with God speaking and creation
followed in Genesis 1 has its parallel in Psalm 105:31, where in place of Aaron’s rod striking
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the dust to cause the gnats to come into being the Psalmist writes: “He spoke and a noxious
insect comes in–gnats in all their borders.” Also in 105:34, “He spoke and the locust comes
in.”

Some TEs, no doubt, would like to put a figurative interpretation on the fourth plague,
and deny it a miraculous origin, and use the ninth plague of locusts to argue that all the
plagues can be given a ‘natural’ interpretation, and that what was ‘miraculous’ was the
timing when it occurred.

What is commendable in the Egyptian biologists’ reaction is the correct interpretation they
put on the evidence of their own eyes. They had a gap in their knowledge and in their
wisdom and in their ability to perform what look like miracles, and they put God, the
Israelite God, in the gap. They ascribed the miracle of the origin of life to “the finger of God”.
And they were right. Modern TEs are much too clever to do the same. When they are
stumped at the mystery of the origin of the DNA molecule itself, for no biologist living today
has a clue how it originated, they just shrug their shoulders and declare themselves to be
agnostics! Ever the optimists, they will tag along behind their atheistic colleagues hoping that
they can come up with a solution which will eliminate “the finger of God”. Once an
evolutionist, always an evolutionist. As the leopard cannot change its spots, so neither can an
evolutionist become an AIK-creationist. His interpretation of his limited knowledge of
biology will be his chains to the end of his days. He will never be able to shake it off. He is
damaged goods. Damaged spiritually as well as in his thinking. He will never know the joy
of his brothers and sisters in Christ who can look at any one of the twenty million individual
species and contemplate the wisdom and power of God to create it, and endow it with
phenomenal attributes and powers, but most all that God has so engineered the reproductive
system that each individual species reproduces “after its kind” with amazing clone-like
accuracy, and yet each individual within a species has its own individuality and
characteristics. We have referred to this phenomenon as ‘diversity-within-unity’. The species
will not change into a different animal no matter how many millions of years it is given. It
will always remain within its original creation. This is what God described as reproducing
“after its kind”, which all biologists admit is the only system in operation today, and it is a
system that cannot be used retrospectively or prospectively to change one species into
another. Even Richard Dawkins admitted this.14 This is clear from the ‘diversity-within-unity’
that we see in all of Adam and Eve’s descendants. The diversity is contained within the unity
of the species, and the diversity within the human species is the best example of this. Of
course, DA denies that the Australian aboriginals descended from Adam and Eve, but that is
his problem. He is free to speculate as much as he wants, but if he wants to call himself a
Bible-believing Christian, then that is another matter.

DA is concerned  not to limit the term ‘miracle’, or ‘sign’ (as it is usually called in
Scripture), to the miraculous acts of creation in Genesis 1-2, or the Ten Plagues sent on Egypt,
because he does not regard these acts as any different from sending rain (37-38). He points to
Job 9:10 in support. The text reads: “He performs wonders that cannot be fathomed, miracles
that cannot be counted.” A more literal translation would be: “Doing great things beyond
investigation, and wonderful things beyond number.” The same words occur in  Job 5:9, but
in neither place does the LXX use the word shmei √on, which it reserves to translate the
Hebrew tWa ‘sign’. However, DA derives his idea that ‘miracle’ can also apply to the normal
phenomenon of rain from Job 5:10, where it reads: “Who is giving rain on the face of the
ground, and is sending waters on the face of the outplaces.” But the text goes on, “To set low
ones on a high place, and the mourners have been high in safety; breaking the thoughts of the
crafty ones, and their hands do not execute wisdom, capturing the wise in their craftiness, . .
.” If DA is correct that Job is making no distinction between God’s creative acts in the past
and the normal processes of sending rain, then he would have to include not just what is
contained in v. 10 but what is contained in v. 11 and following. This would mean that there
was no distinction between the Ten Plagues and ‘capturing the wise in their craftiness.’ Are
both ‘miracles’ of the same order of magnitude? It is clear what DA is attempting to do here.
He is making ‘giving rain’ in v. 10 to be the content of ‘wonders and miracles’ in v. 9. From
this identification he can then claim that ‘giving rain’ is a miracle; and if it is a miracle then
the creative acts in Genesis 1-2 are of the same order, and consequently if God used evolution
to bring about His creation, then it, too, can be classed as a ‘miracle’ of God.

                                                            
14 See my critique of Dawkins’ book, The Blind Watchmaker, on my web-site.
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The first thing we can say in reply to this is that in Job 9:9–15 we have a list of statements
about God’s character and activity as it relates to His interventions in the affairs of men. Job
states in 9:9, “Doing great things beyond investigation, and wonderful things beyond
number.” (This exact same statement was first used by Eliphaz in 5:10.) Then Job moves on to
the more merciful favours God has shown to mankind, by sending the rain (v. 10a). Then he
moves on to reversing social inequalities (10b). Then he moves on to God’s suppression of the
designs of the crafty and the devious, when they thought they might have got away with it
(v. 11-15). I conclude that it is best not to interpret ‘giving rain’ as a miracle. It belongs to the
care that God constantly exercises on behalf of His people. So the attempt to blur the
distinction between ‘giving rain’ and the miracles of the Ten Plagues is not supported by Job
9:9-15.

The second puzzling aspect of this exegesis is: Why is it deemed necessary to upgrade all
of God’s dealings with man to the level of ‘miracle’? The answer appears to be to counter the
impression that Genesis 1-2 gives of a stupendous series of one-off miracles on a scale never
equalled in God’s subsequent dealings with His people. The impression this leaves in the
reader’s mind is detrimental to evolution, which, in total contrast, is portrayed as a silent
process, creeping along at a snail’s pace. To counter this DA had to find some acts of God
which were operating in the present (like evolution), and which were called ‘miracles’ in the
Bible. If he could find a parallel to evolution, then an evolutionary interpretation of Genesis 1-
2 could be legitimately called a ‘miracle’. He thought he found such a parallel in Job 9:9-10.

DA argues that the creative acts in Genesis 1-2 are never referred to as ‘miracles’ in
Scripture (38), though he concedes that, “This does not exclude the possibility that God
performs particular miracles during his work of creation, but if that is the case then Scripture
is silent about that aspect of his creative work” (38). But we have noted the parallel between
the creation of gnats out of the dust of the ground, and the creation of Adam out of the
ground. The first one is called a miracle in Scripture. And this miracle, every TE would
concede, had no evolutionary history. The dust turned into living insects in a split second,
such is the power of God. TEs may find some plausible counter to this parallel, but it is more
difficult to wriggle out of the Fourth Plague than it is to wriggle out of the Sixth Day of
creation.

Job  noted that God makes void (or empty) the thoughts of the subtle, and that He traps
the wise men in their subtlety (Job 9:12-13). Just when the ‘men of knowledge’ (= scientists)
think they have conquered the world—for isn’t evolution now proclaimed a fact of
science?—and isn’t the entire academic world bowing down to this new golden image?—and
they have silenced all opposition to their ‘science’ so called, God has a way of bursting the
evolutionary chain that has been wrapped around His Word.15 The theory of evolution is a
counterfeit to the record God has given in His inspired Word. The Church is continually
under pressure by the ‘men of knowledge’, the new ‘wise men’, to replace God’s AIK-record
with Man’s evolutionary biology counterfeit.

THE TWO MISSING LINKS
There are two missing links that prevents evolution ever being accepted by the Elect. The

first is that the gulf between Man and the animal that comes next to him in physical likeness
is too vast, at every level, to be explained by delving into their respective DNAs. The Elect
‘sense’ this insurmountable gulf in their spirits, and know, through reading God’s account of
how He created Man separately from the brute animals, that he is on a different plane to the
animal creation; that he is their superior in every way, because he belongs to God’s family
and not to the animal Kingdom. The life that runs in his veins is totally different from the life
that runs in the veins of all other creatures, even if biologically it can be proved that we
partake of the same God-designed DNA structure. Since all things come from God, no matter
how deeply man may go in his search for the origin of Man’s life-force, it will always elude
him, because his life-force is none other than the very life-force of God Himself. We are His

                                                            
15 See 2 Tim 2:9 where Paul contrasts the preacher being bound, but God’s Word can

never be bound. When evolutionists think they have successfully chained Genesis 1-3 to their
interpretation, somehow the Elect Church instinctively refuses to be to bound by their
imposed interpretation, much to their annoyance. Many have tried to chain Genesis 1-3 to
their particular theory, but the plain meaning of the text refuses to be suppressed. It keeps
bobbing to the surface in every generation.
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offspring; our nearest so-called relative is not, and never will be. The gulf is fixed by our
respective DNA structures.

The second missing link is the absence of a mechanism that will develop an ape (typically
the chimp) into a man. While man and the chimp share with all living things a physical body
that has arisen out of their respective DNA coding, these codes are such that they are fixed to
enable each species to reproduce ‘after its own image and likeness’.16 This is not to ignore the
observation that there is ‘diversity-within-unity’. The present replication machine in all
animals is so accurate that it is not fit for purpose to produce any other body but the one it is
pre-programmed to produce. It is a known fact that the present mechanism that produces the
chimp will never produce Man in a billion years of replication. It was this stark fact that
forced Richard Dawkins to speculate that there must have been a different system of
replication in the distant past other than the DNA method, to allow greater ‘cumulative
mutations’ to occur more often, in order to produce twenty million totally different animals
all of whom are now locked into their respective DNA codes.

But this raises a problem. If there was a different method of replication before DNA
evolved, and this pre-DNA method is responsible for the twenty million different species
today, how come that all twenty million species now have an identical DNA method for
replication? What is admirable about Dawkins, and other atheist evolutionists, is their
openness in stating that biologically the present DNA method of replication is not capable of
changing one species into another. It may change them theoretically, and it can be worked
out on the back of an envelope, but they recognise that the present DNA method of
replication in all animals is not fit for purpose when it comes to evolution. If evolution did
occur in the past, they note, it did not come about through the present DNA method. In
contrast to this openness and the frank admission that biologists lack a mechanism whereby
evolution could change one species into another, is the silence of theistic evolutionists. They
have ignored this vital missing link which is imperative if evolution ever occurred.

Why, then, are Christians drawn to support evolution? There will be many reasons no
doubt, but I would suggest the following. (1) Because it is the academic consensus. (2) Out of
a sense of insecurity (ignorance) or immaturity. (3) The need to belong to an elite group of
people. (4) To avoid being ostracised by ones academic peers. (5) To get a science post in an
academic institution. (6) To gain academic respectability. (7) Uncritical acceptance of
evolution during primary schooling. (8) Plausible arguments based on the shared, universal
use of the DNA mechanism, locking in all animals to a common method for building each
species. (9) The constant bombardment of the media, especially television programmes which
assume evolution as a scientific fact (mass indoctrination). (10) Because it is the best theory to
explain the diversity of life. (11) The inability of any single person to process the sheer
mountain of data leads to taking the short-cut of following the ‘wise men’, who follow the
‘wise men’ before them, who follow the ‘wise men’ before them, ad infinitum.

Point (11) is the apprentice route, and it applies to almost all walks of life. As a child we
copy those around us until we are sufficiently mature to reject, modify or endorse what has
been handed down to us by our parents, Church, and society. In the case of evolution, in a
pre-scientific age, it became respectable for all men of learning to go along with the theory of
evolution. It had an air of academic plausibility about it, judging from the outward similarity
between a chimpanzee and a man (though not of the female of the two species). This
respectability was soon transferred to the learning institutions, where it was convenient to
exclude God because it was now possible to see the means whereby life was generated.
Whereas before, men (especially the psalmists) saw the universe nestling securely in the palm
of God, now the ‘wise men’ took the universe out of His hand and took it away into the
laboratory to examine it more minutely, thus distancing the created thing from its Maker.

The Christian should return the universe to nestling in the palm of God, and always view
everything in it as the work of His hands. In this way the full impact of His creative works
will be the means whereby he, and all men, can “plainly see” God’s eternal power and
Godhead, which will result in all men being made inexcusable, “because, having known God
[through His creation] they did not glorify Him as God, nor gave thanks, but were made vain
in their reasonings, and their unintelligent heart was darkened, professing to be wise, they

                                                            
16 “There are about 35 million single-nucleotide changes which separate us from our

nearest living relatives [the chimps], representing about 1% of the [human] genome” (362 n.
135).
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were made fools, and changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness of an
image of corruptible man, and of fowls, and of quadrupeds, and of reptiles” (Rom 1:19-21).
The Christian should never remove the universe from nestling in the palm of God, but even
when examining His universe in the laboratory or under an electron microscope, he should at
all times be fully conscious and be fully aware of the palm upholding all things by the word
of His mouth. The same goes for a walk in the forest, or a walk by the sea, or climbing a
mountain. Never divorce what you see from its Creator. Always view it nestling in the palm
of God, your Maker. Take time to admire the beauty of each flower and thistle, for both alike
come from His hand. The stupid (the ostrich) and the most subtle (snake) also come from His
hand, and are protected by Him. The good and the bad cells (cancer) are also His handiwork.
Death and life, heaven and hell, are His creations. “In his hand is the life of every creature
and the breath of all mankind” (Job 12:10). Nothing exists which did not come from His hand.
We may not be able to understand His purposes in creating cancer cells and diseases, thorns
and thistles and roses, carnivorous and vegetarian animals, but the sheer breath of His
creations reveals a God who does not fit easily into any model we see on the earth. But the
sheer variety, diversity, and apparent evil in God’s universe reflect His unfathomable nature.
He cannot be contained in any philosophical box we might make for Him. He cannot be
comprehended fully in all His ways. And it is this contact with His incomprehensibility that
leaves all men inexcusable for not glorifying and thanking Him. It is this awareness of His
awesome, enigmatic nature, that profoundly stretches our minds to contemplate for a second,
in a flitting glimpse, the God with whom we have to do. This fleeting glimpse of God
produces awe in us, and which, in the moment of glimpsing Him, humbles us in an
involuntary act of terror, which soon passes, and we resume our normal, hum-drum
existence. But constant visits back to the forest, sea, mountain and laboratory, will narrow the
gap between us and our Maker.

The evolutionist can never enter into that experience because he has divorced God from
His creation, and the creation is examined in isolation, and without reference to Him. The
evolutionist is like a man who has found a watch on a beach, but has never met its maker.
The Christian is like a man who has found a maker holding his best watch in his hand. The
maker can explain in general how and why he made this particular watch. The evolutionist
has to use an inductive method to try and understand the watch. He is at a huge
disadvantage compared to the Christian who trusts the word of the Maker to guide him. The
evolutionist starts off on the wrong foot by deducing that the complex watch he is examining
must have evolved out of a very primitive timekeeper, and so all his efforts are focused on
looking for its less complex predecessors and ultimately he finds a very primitive ‘watch’
with very few parts, and therefore crude, from which to trace the origin of the watch.  The
Christian, however, learns directly from the watchmaker that He created it without
predecessors, and it represents the very peak of His skills and wisdom. The evolutionist
rejects this as too simplistic an explanation.

DOES THE BIBLE TEACH SCIENCE
DA defines science as the facts pertaining to observed regularities and the logical

induction to unobserved regularity (38). It is this latter statement that can lead to trouble.
Finding a watch on the beach is one thing, but one is not able by induction to learn anything
about the moral nature of the watchmaker. But meeting the watchmaker with the watch in his
hand will enable one to discover what kind of person the watchmaker is. It is vital, therefore,
at no stage should the universe be examined without the aid of the Watchmaker, and this the
Christian has in the form of an infallible revelation, superintended by the Spirit of God
Himself.

The word ‘scientist’ was coined in 1834, and in the Middle Ages the term ‘science’ referred
to any collection of facts.  Today science is defined as “an organised endeavour to explain the
properties of the physical world by means of empirically testable theories constructed by a
research community trained in specialised techniques” (39). The use of the word ‘explain’ in
place of ‘discover and illustrate’ how the physical world operates, is fraught with subjective
undertones, and liable to be high-jacked in the interests of a vested ‘research community’,
such as evolutionary biologists. The very term ‘evolutionary biology’ is unscientific, because
it assumes what has still to be proven, and if it is used to identify the ‘research community’,
then that community is already committed to a theory that has still to be proven. If by
‘empirically testable theories’ this is seen by the entire ‘research community’ as being
compatible with the theory of evolution, then the test is not empirical, but biased. To refer
back to the watch. If the researcher into its origins is the one who finds the watch on its own,
he has no way of knowing who the maker was, and he will conduct his research on that basis.
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He is at a severe disadvantage. If the researcher is a Christian who believes Genesis 1-3 is
historical narrative, then he knows who the Watchmaker is, and he can obtain data
unavailable to the first researcher, from another reliable source. This reliable source is none
other than the Bible itself. But in modern science this other ‘reliable source’ is not admissible
because the ‘research community’ has judged it to be ‘unscientific’ or unverifiable. But how
can the Christian researcher verify the statements of God? They are revelation. They cannot
be tested by any criterion. Yet they are true.

Genesis 1-2 may not be written in technical, scientific terms, but for all that, it is true to
fact, and to observed fact in the case of each species reproducing itself ‘after its kind’.

It is worth remembering that a peasant who knows his land, his animals, and his crops,
through a life-time of working with them, plus what was handed down to him by his
community, is as much a ‘scientist’ as those who don white coats in sterile laboratories. Both
can be fools and adulterers and yet be masters of specialised knowledge. The white-coated
kind are no different in nature than the knowledgeable peasant—the brown-coated ‘scientist’.
What separates them is external to them in that the one might store his knowledge in a
notebook (or in his memory), while the other stores his knowledge on a computer to aid his
memory. The difference lies in the complexity of the knowledge that is accumulated over
time, and obtained by using specialised equipment.

But all knowledge (i.e., ‘science’) is partial and incomplete, for no man can know
everything about anything. This is the preserve of God alone. The most that man can do with
his tiny brain is learn a tiny fraction of what is known fully to God. The danger in possessing
a tiny fraction of this full knowledge is that its possessor may assume he has all the relevant
data to hand to make an interpretation of it, especially if its possessor knows nothing about
the Watchmaker Himself, or worse still, who denies there could be a Watchmaker.

DA is therefore correct when he states, “Without God’s will there would be no science:
since God is the ultimate source of all that exists, scientific journals can only be full of
attempts to describe his works, for there is nothing else to describe” (42). The danger lies not
in ‘describing’ (Oh that they kept to that!) but in putting their evolutionary spin on the
description. David Attenborough may describe and present the animals of the world as they
presently exist, but he never misses an opportunity to present these in an evolutionary
context, or with an evolutionary gloss, because he views all life through evolutionary-tinted
glasses. This is not science; this is philosophy, his belief, his religion. Evolution is a belief
system. It has no basis in science. A theistic evolutionist is one who has merged two belief
systems into one. He claims to believe in God, who exists, but cannot be proved empirically
to exist; and he believes in evolution, which does not exist, nor can it be proved empirically to
have ever existed.

DA is also correct when he states that “religious explanations are in no sense rival to
scientific explanations. . . . We need both scientific and religious levels of understanding to do
justice to our understanding of God’s world” (42). True also is the statement: “Still it is the
certainly the case that the Word of God is written for the understanding and salvation of all
mankind in all epochs, written in timeless narratives which are not tied to the latest scientific
advance or insight” (46). The Bible may not be written in medical language but the medical
advice it gives is sound. Paul advises Timothy, “no longer be drinking water, but a little wine
be using, because of thy stomach and of thine often infirmities” (1 Tim 5:23). Now because
this is not written in specialised medical vocabulary, does not mean it is not medical. The
Bible is not a medical, or a scientific, or a military textbook, but when it speaks on medicinal,
scientific and military matters, these are still medical, scientific, and military. God does not
divide up His world into subject compartments. He views all as a whole. Medical, scientific,
and military, to name but three topics, are one holistic ‘science’ to Him. And He can convey
medical, scientific and military knowledge to His people without having to invent specialised
vocabulary. So when God states that He created (bara’) the great monsters of the sea and
every teeming creature in the sea “after their kind” He was using the brown-coated,
biological language of the time. There was a clear meaning in what He was saying, because
what it meant then is the same as what it means today, namely, the great sea creatures
produce great sea monsters, and dogs produce dogs, and man produces man. Biologically,
the phrase ‘after its kind’ has not changed its meaning from the time that Adam was created
from the dust of the ground, to the present day. We know exactly what God meant, because
we see the same, fixed law of replication with our own eyes today. And ‘diversity-within-
unity’ was understood to be an integral, and indispensable, part of that replication. Nothing
has changed. “All things so remain from the beginning of the creation,” to quote 2 Peter 3:4.
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CHAPTER 3: WHAT DO WE MEAN BY EVOLUTION? DATING, DNA AND GENES
The purpose of this chapter and the two that follow, are “to summarise for the non-

specialist the current scientific understanding of biological evolution” (47-48).
DA notes the statement of Richard Dawkins that belief in evolution and belief in God are

incompatible (47). While DA opposes this statement, I thoroughly agree with it, but not for
the reasons that Dawkins gives. I endorse the statement because evolution is incompatible
with God’s own statements in Genesis 1-2. DA cannot read evolution into the text of Genesis
1. It would violate the language and grammar to attempt to do so. In order to make evolution
compatible with Genesis 1 he has to throw a blanket over its prose language and insist that it
must be read in a figurative manner.

“The purpose of Darwinian theory is to explain the biological diversity that we see all
around us on our planet” (48). God reveals that this is due directly to His creation of each
species as a separate entity, which was given the command to go forth and replicate itself.
Biology confirms that this is exactly what all twenty million species have been doing since
given that command. Consequently we have been given the explanation for the biological
diversity that we see all around us on our planet.

Brushing this ready explanation aside, DA sets out his alternative approach that “The
purpose of biological evolutionary evolution is to explain where this teeming mass of life
comes from and to work out how different living things are connected with each other. Our
planet contains an estimated 10-20 million living species. Where do they all come from and
how?” (48). He then claims that, “The aim of science is to find the best explanation for these
kinds of questions” (49). This is not science. This is philosophy. Once you leave off gathering
the facts and enter into speculation about how this species is related to that species, you have
passed from being a scientist to being a speculator. The aim of science should be to
understand how each organism operates. A comparison of the results then becomes the
preserve of the speculator. It is when science becomes the object of speculation that evolution
can be imposed upon it. Evolution does not fit the facts. The facts are made to fit evolution.
For example, we frequently see on Darwinian propaganda films a row of fragments of what
look like human skulls set in a particular sequence and then comes the speculation that this
hominid evolved into this hominid, and this into this, etc., etc. This is not science. This is
speculation. On this simplistic arrangement it would be possible to arrange a set of modern
human skulls from pygmy to giant size, from tiny brain to one three times as large, and every
possible shape and bone thickness, and deduce that they cover a period of millions of years,
when in fact they could be all contemporaries! Evolution has to be imposed on the facts; the
facts do not demand evolution.

EVOLUTION IS A LONG PROCESS
DA informs us that, “Biological evolution is a slow process taking place over many

millions, in fact billions, of years” (49, 110; cf. 97). The problem with this statement is that the
first man, Adam, lived, according to DA, between 6000 and 4000 B.C. (241). These dates
would be roughly in agreement with the 77 generations that Luke gives between Adam and
Jesus.17

DA then embarks on modern dating methods of rocks, and the fossils within them. If the
universe is 13,700 million years, and the material of the earth is 4,566 million years old, I have
no problem with this, except to say that I am agnostic if not sceptical about such calculations.
The majority of fossils date only from the last 10% of the earth’s history (51).

God has revealed that the present world had its beginning in a global flood (see Gen 1:2),
which created a line of discontinuity between all the previous creations and the present one.18

                                                            
17 However, the genealogies of Genesis 5 & 11 cannot be used for chronological purposes

as it is clear that some of the births are genealogical, not chronological, years (see Heb 7:10). I
would place Adam about 15000 B.C. at the maximum, given the constraints of the figures in
Gen 5 & 11.

18 The Times reported on Friday, October 24, 2008 (p. 30) that one of the world’s most
valuable fossil beds had been rediscovered near Christian Malford in Wiltshire. The
discoverer, Phil Wilby, said, “He hopes that freshly recovered fossils can help to explain why
tens of thousands of animals died simultaneously in episodes repeated many times over
about a million years [ago].” All over the world we have evidence of similar, huge disasters
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It would appear that the present creation will be the last of its kind, and the planet will be
burned up (2 Pet 3:10). A new heaven and a new earth will be created in which there will be
no more death and suffering, and no more sin. The fossil record belongs to the creations before
the present one, therefore they are irrelevant for dating the origin of any species in the
present creation.

WHAT ARE GENES?
Genes are encoded by a chemical called DNA (55). All the information for our inheritance

is encoded in our DNA. When a cell divides each DNA molecule makes copies of itself by
‘unzipping’ the two stands of chemical ‘letters’ of the genetic alphabet, each of which then
replicates itself to make two ‘daughter’ DNA molecules. A gene, then, is any DNA segment
that provides information needed for the development and functioning of the organism.
Humans have only about 20,000–25,000 protein-coding genes (57). A small plant of the
mustard family has about 26,500 genes, and rice has as many as 41,000 genes (61).

DA notes, “[v]ery early on in DNA research, the DNA not used for encoding proteins was
written off rather dismissively by some scientists as ‘junk DNA’.19 Big mistake. It is now
becoming clear that much more than 5% of our DNA might have important functions, though
the jury is still out on how high that percentage might be. . . . The field of genomics is rapidly
turning upside down many previously held ideas in genetics, and there will almost certainly
be many more surprises to come”(59). This illustrates the fragility of our present knowledge
on how the human body was ‘built up’ by God.  One of the big surprises, notes DA, is that
the size of the genome bears no relationship to the complexity of the organism involved (59).
This is only a surprise if one approaches the data from an evolutionary point of view. But
from an AIK-creationist point of view, God is not bound to follow the simplistic law of
evolution that organisms evolve from simple to complex forms. We would expect God to
design each species independently to occupy a specific place in His overall plan of creation.
DA commented, “Common sense predictions [he means an evolutionist] might dictate that
the more complex a living organism becomes, the bigger and more complex become its
genome and the number of genes required to encode all that complexity. But common sense
[i.e., the expectation of evolutionists] in this case is quite wrong” (59).  He notes that onions
have 17 billion nucleotide base-pairs in their DNA compared to just 5 billion in man, and
some fish have 350 million base-pairs. This runs counter to the prevailing theory that
complexity is the infallible marker of  higher forms of life.

DA relates an instance where the complexity of the human genome can return some
surprises. Individuals can now, for a price, have their genome sequenced. Craig Venter’s
genome was the first sequence obtained from the two copies of each DNA molecule that all
human cells contain. Comparison of the two copies revealed more than four million
variations between them, and no less than 44% of Venter’s protein-coding genes contained a
genetic difference between the two copies. “So it appears,” concluded DA, “that we may be
containing more genetic variation within our DNA than we had first imagined” (58). And yet,
despite this unexpected colossal variation, Craig Venter is as human as the next man! This is a
good example of ‘diversity-within-unity’. But this case also shows that you cannot ignore the
surface result of our biological diversity, in other words, the initial diagnosis of human
intelligence that two things are different, such as Mr Jones and Mr Smith, and that this
difference will find a corresponding difference at the level of our genes, can be applied across
the board. Thus the 100% difference between man and chimp will be the result of a 100%
difference at some biological level of our genes. No human being would confuse a human
with a chimp at first glance. The two, at the surface level, are 100% different in every visual
respect, that there is no likelihood of the two being confused, at least, not for very long. This
surface level, or instant analysis carried out by the human brain in a fraction of a second,
should never be ignored. The evolutionist knows that the battle is lost on the surface, so to
keep the theory going, he resorts to going under the skin, and to exploit the genetic
similarities to cancel out the surface analysis. The deeper he goes into the genetic makeup of
all life, the more similarities he finds, and thus he is trapped in his own findings, because of a

                                                                                                                                                                             
instantly sealing under tons of liquid sediment huge herds of animals as though they had all
sought the same route to safety, only to be trapped and drowned in liquid sediment which,
over a period, solidified into rock. There is no suggestion that these belong to Noah’s Flood.

19 This included the Director of the Human Genome Project, Francis Collins in his book,
The Language of God (New York: Free Press, 2006). See my critique of this book on my web-
site.
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theory that one form of life evolved from another, and he thinks he can see it at the gene
level. But the witness of the surface, the end product, of the genetic makeup of each species, is
crucial to understanding God’s creation. God did not stop half-way through His work in
building up the body of Eve. On the way there may have been stages where what He was
building looked very similar to the apes, but just as He did not stop at that stage but went on
to complete her build up and did not rest until He reached the finished product, so likewise
the Christian in biology should follow the same pathway, and not look for similarities below
the skin in the hope that he can see a common form behind some apes and man, and then
impose an assumption of ‘branching’ on what he sees. This is not biology but speculation.
The unity of each species is seen in its unique genetic makeup, and that unique genetic
makeup may have, of necessity, due to the end product that God has in mind, similarities to
some of His other creations. We would expect this when He is using the best possible tool to
create all life, namely our DNA sequencing. It is unique for each species. So whether we look
‘under the skin’ at the unique DNA sequencing, or look at the surface result (the finished
product), we see unique species. And there is a biological wall between each unique species
that we see at the surface when each species replicates itself in its offspring.

What the ordinary Christian should be aware of is being fooled into believing that the
surface differences between a chimp and a man can be undermined by looking under the skin
of both. Going ‘under the skin’ is not going to change the biological differences at the surface,
no matter how close the genetic sequencing may be at the invisible level. But increasingly the
invisible level is being exploited to cancel out the end result, what we see with our eyes, and
which was the intended goal of all of God’s engineering feats at the invisible level.
Evolutionary biologists are like the courtiers who persuaded the king to put on their brand
new, invisible garment. But the little boy spoiled their game when he pointed out that the
king was in the nude! And the ordinary Christian can confound the TEs by pointing to the
difference in the end product of different sequencing of the DNA codes between Man and the
Apes. That sequencing is fixed for all time to come, as far as we can tell. No species is at
present undergoing a transformation into another species. All diversity is ‘diversity-within-
unity’.

The other thing that Christians should be aware of is the constant gloss put on new
biological discoveries in favour of evolution. Nothing is ever interpreted or glossed, which
would question it. That is not permitted. It is an axiom of all such initial glosses that they
must support evolution, and so the new information is put through the filter of evolution, and
a scenario conjured up which would reconcile it with the theory.

Take for example the explanation why some plants and rice have more genes than
humans: “It turns out that much of this expansion in gene number is explained by the
duplication of genes that has occurred during the course of evolution” (61). Note the word
‘explained’, in other words it is someone’s gloss on the difficulty this new information poses
for evolution. Evolution dictates that things evolve from simple to complex. Rice has 41,000
genes; humans have only 26,000 genes. This is an anomaly. Later on DA concedes, “As for the
variable size of genomes, there may be some good reasons for this, though the explanations
remain somewhat speculative” (61-62). Now, because the theory of evolution is sacrosanct
(after all, it is has been declared a fact by DA), the difficulty has to be given a conjectured
scenario which will ‘deal’ with the problem, and remove it from upsetting the theory itself.

Scores of these ‘explanations’ can be found in TE literature. Always the theory is
cocooned, protected, safeguarded, from any difficult, new information, which would bring it
into question. If the Christian is aware of these ‘explanations’ and how they protect the
theory, he will be on the way to establishing his own independent assessment of the new
information before he allows the theory-friendly ‘explanation’ to block out his own,
independent assessment of what is going on. When all these theory-friendly glosses are
removed I expect we will find that each rice plant, for example, has been engineered in such a
way that it requires more genes to achieve the end result that God was working toward, than
was needed in creating Adam. The Christian in biology should come at all the evidence from
the standpoint that God has revealed in His Word. First, He has revealed that He made each
species directly from the ground, just as He made the Egyptian gnats directly from the ground
in an instant (Ex 8:17). Secondly, He has revealed that He made each creature (water, air and
land) to replicate ‘after its kind’. Biology confirms the latter revelation, therefore he can trust
the former revelation. If he does so, he will be in a better position to appreciate his Father’s
engineering skills, than all those who despise these two revelations, including all TEs, who
are numbered with the atheists and the indifferent in rejecting these profound insights into
God’s creative acts.
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These two revelations have profound implications for all biological studies. They certainly
safeguard the uniqueness of Adam and Eve’s creation as having come into existence for the
first time independently of the other animals that God created, albeit using the same,
miraculous mechanism of DNA sequencing. In safeguarding the uniqueness of their origin,
they also safeguard the unity of the entire human species as their descendants (including the
Australian aboriginals). In safeguarding the unity of the human species, they also safeguard
the universal consequences of the Fall of Adam and Eve, and the universality of Original Sin
being inherited by all of their descendants. DA rejects the uniqueness of Adam and Eve’s
creation. He also rejects the unity of humanity in Adam and Eve. He rejects the universal
consequences of the Fall and the inheritance of a fallen nature. These rejections stem directly
from his conviction that evolution is a scientific fact. Because it is a fact, the account in
Genesis 1-2 is not factual, because he recognises that the two accounts are incompatible as
they stand. But we have seen how he has equated God’s stupendous creative acts in Genesis
with God giving rain. Both are put on the same level. Now if rain, a normal, everyday affair
(in some countries), is of the same order as the creative acts, then so is evolution, is the sub-
text. God is still working silently but steadily, carrying on His work of evolution today, DA
believes. Presumably all twenty million species of living things on the earth today are also in
an imperceptible state of evolution.

DA gives examples where large genomes and small genomes are an advantage (62), but
the AIK-creationist can see the wisdom of God in designing each creature specifically for the
place He has designed for it to fit. They are all His products, not the result of blind, hit-or-
miss mutations.

CHROMOSOMES AND DNA PACKAGING
DA writes, “The tight packaging of DNA into cells is one of the most remarkable feats of

biological engineering in the world” (62). Six feet of DNA are packaged into a single cell to
form 23 pairs of chromosomes. If all the tightly packed DNA in all the cells in a single human
being were stretched out (and a hundred cells would stretch across the head of a pin), it
would reach to the moon and back 8,000 times (63). As millions of our cells divide every
second, each individual cell produces thousands of miles of newly copied DNA every
minute. If we extract some DNA from cells and look at it in a test-tube, then all we can see is
little strands of white, pasty kind of material. It is truly remarkable that the information
contained in this DNA – in genomes – can be translated into complex living entities like
whales, kangaroos and human beings (65). Yet it all came together by sheer chance, the
atheistic Darwinians assure us.

Another astounding fact about the genome is that we have pairs of identical
chromosomes, in other words, two complete copies of our genomes in each cell, because that
means  we have a back-up information system in case one fails. In practice we are probably
all carrying many deleterious or even lethally defective genes, but we will usually never
know what they are because our back-up gene on the other chromosome of the pair does the
same job just as well (65). It is a mystery how the body knows which is the defective gene and
which the ‘correct’ one to choose. Why should it ‘choose’ the one that has the least harmful
effect?

DIVERSITY-WITHIN-UNITY
DA informs us that “every human individual differs from every other in the world by

about one in every thousand of the [three billion] nucleotides in their DNA,20 as well as other
quite significant differences in sections of their DNA that have only recently been identified.
In addition, a further surprising discovery is that human individuals . . . differ in the actual
number of copies that we have of various genes” (67). For medical reasons the International
HapMap project aims to map the diversity that exists among individuals all round the world
(68). Taken altogether, the average genetic differences distinguishing individuals may
represent as much as 0.5% of our genomes (68).

DA then turns to the level of similarity between the mouse, the dog, and the human. He
notes that virtually all (99%) of the protein-coding genes in humans are found in the mouse
and the dog (69). So what? we might ask. It is not what is similar, but what is different that

                                                            
20 “Approximately 90% of this variation can be explained by about 10 million differences.

That might sound like a lot but it represents only one relatively common difference for every
300 nucleotides in our DNA” (68).
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matters. This is a superficial level of comparison.  What is crucial is the regulatory genes for it
is these that determine the shape of the body of every creature. Although fruit flies have only
four chromosomes, there are eight genes located on the third chromosome. They are neatly
arranged in order along the chromosome in the same sequence as the eight body segments of
the fly. Geneticists can manipulate single key control genes and legs will grow out of the fly’s
head, or wings will grow where legs should be. Be that as it may, the question an AIK-
creationist wants an answer to is, Where did the information come from that determines ‘this
will be a wing’, or, ‘this will be an eye’?  It is fun to play around with genes further down the
road, after they have been created, but the difficult question is, Where did the instructions
come from, which determined the shape of the limb, be it a wing, a leg, or a flipper?

CHAPTER 4: WHAT DO WE MEAN BY EVOLUTION? NATURAL SELECTION AND
REPRODUCTIVE SUCCESS

DA writes, “The theory of evolution consists of two ‘big ideas’ joined together . . . . First,
there is the generation of diversity in the genome, for example by mutations of various kinds .
. . . Second, there is the ensuing process of natural selection, whereby genomes generating
organisms with slightly better survival and more offspring tend to be the ones passed on to
succeeding generations. . . . Therefore evolution is a two-step process: a device to generate
diversity followed by a method for testing that diversity by natural selection” (73).

GENERATING GENETIC DIVERSITY
DA repeats the information that, “All the humans in the world differ by an average of one

nucleotide per thousand, plus some other differences already mentioned” (73, 101). So what?
we might ask. They are all still humans, despite these differences. Would increasing the
average to 50% of all nucleotides make any difference? What is forgotten here is that each
species was already packaged at creation to be what it is, and nothing else. It can never
become anything else because the replication mechanism is so precise that quirks and
deformed specimens are not able to survive and reproduce themselves. On the other hand,
diversity-within-unity is a well-established observation, but it would be mischievous to
interpret this as evidence for evolution. So where can mutations occur which can replace a
vital control gene, such that a man sprouts wings instead of legs?

DA suggests that while humans differ from one another by an average of one nucleotide
per thousand (73, 101), and all mammals in the world (that have been studied so far,) differ
from one another by much more, the remarkable thing is that their genomes are remarkably
similar. So what? we might ask. They are totally different species at the surface. We need to
focus not on what they have in common but on what they differ over, because it will be in
that area that we shall see the ingenuity of the Creator to bring about completely different
creatures.

Instead of focussing on the differences between the mouse, dog and human, and the
monkey, fern and bacteria, DA asks the irrelevant question: How do all these differences
accumulate in the different genomes? The answer is simple: they do not accumulate. They are
there because the Creator was intent on creating different creatures using different genomes.
The question is wrongly formulated by describing the different ratios per thousand
nucleotide as an accumulation. Why should they be interpreted as accumulations? Why not
interpret them as necessary differences to produce a different species according to the wisdom
of the Creator? After all, it is these necessary differences that distinguish man from the mouse
(or rat, as Richard Dawkins prefers to call it). It makes no sense to put the spotlight on the
differences at the nucleotide level between mammals, if these are indeed the genes that
control the body of rat, dog and man. It is what we would expect of a Creator God. If God
wills to create different creatures, He will use different genomes.

Uncovering the mechanism whereby limbs and body parts are formed is not going to
result in evolution. It only enables us to view how God built up the fruit fly, just as He built
up Eve’s body from Adam’s rib.

The Christian in biology must be alert to two dangers. The first is the attempt to
bamboozle him with a flood of information by an expert, usually by someone who assumes
an air of knowing all things, and expects you to adopt his evolutionary view of the world, or
else be considered an imbecile. It is useful to ask him, Where did the information come from
that resides in the genome? The Christian knows that this information can only come from
God. It has no other source. The second, is to be aware that in describing how control genes
work, this is subtlety turned into a mechanism to change the specific genome of one creature
into the specific genome of another creature.
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It should be remembered that all modern biology and examples of mutations are taken
from living specimens. But all modern specimens  exhibit the same basic law of replication, in
that they reproduce after their own likeness. We saw above that Richard Dawkins ruled the
present DNA system of replication as not fit for purpose to produce evolution. All talk of
mutations and the dramatic effect they may have are constrained by the AIK law of
replication. “. . . only mutations that occur in the germ cells will be passed on to succeeding
generations” (78). This is extremely important. It is not enough to illustrate all kinds of
mutations that can, and do, take place in the somatic cells. The focus must be on mutations
occurring in the germ cells, if evolution is to take place. However, if Dawkins’s analysis is
correct, the time for species-changing mutations ceased a long time ago, if it ever existed. The
present DNA system of replication is not capable of producing the kinds of mutations that
would be needed to produce twenty million distinct species from the time that God ‘created’
Adam about 8,000 years ago, according to DA (241). It is this hard, biological reality that TEs
will not face up to. They observe the microscopic variations at the nucleotide level and
presume that this is the mechanism that produced twenty million distinct species.

There are no known modern cases where a new animal has appeared as a result of a
mutation, and that that animal has then gone on to replicate itself. It would take exceptional
circumstances for this to come about. First, both a male and a female would need to make the
same mutation if it is not to be diluted. Both would then need to find one another and mate.
After mating they would need to be isolated so as not to have the mutation diluted. They
would need to interbreed; sibling would mate with sibling, in order not to dilute the mutated
gene. So, on paper (the back of an envelope will do), scenarios can be conjured up all evening
to establish a case of evolution by mutation, but we live in the real world.

Then we have the telling admission that in the case of the bacteria (which has only one
chromosome), “The rate of mutation, per nucleotide base, per replication, is about one in a
billion; so mutation doesn’t happen very often” (78). Having spent considerable time pointing
up the many kinds of mutations that can occur, we are then informed that the chances of it
happening are one in a billion. Is this not a case of shooting oneself in the foot? So we can
safely rule out the chance that a chimp could turn into a human being at this rate of change.

Both Dawkins and DA note the self-correcting mechanism that is built-in to the present
creation whereby when the DNA divides, normally one strand in the double helix is copied
very faithfully into the daughter strand, and the fidelity of replication is checked by proof-
reading enzymes (catalytic proteins) that shuttle up and down checking that the replication
was carried out properly” (75). This is an incredible thing to happen every time the DNA
divides. Who put that mechanism in place? How could it possibly have arisen of itself? This
mechanism is screaming at us the message: “I, the Creator, created this thing.” The TE, on the
other hand, allies himself with his atheistic colleagues and suggests that science will come up
with a less intangible explanation which will push God’s hand further back in the process of
creating the first single-celled organism, and his atheistic colleague, looking over his
shoulder, will add, “and even then we will find an explanation for that which will do away
with the need for your God!” The Christian can see the trend in scientific, and especially
biological, studies, that the further back God is pushed in the process of creation, the more
distant He becomes. And the more distant He becomes the less we can see Him directly in
His creation. The end result is that the forces of mutation come between God and the
observer of His works, so that what is His work and what is the work of evolution becomes
confused, blurred, and a mess.

 This then blunts the force of Paul’s argument in Romans 1:18, “For revealed is the wrath
of God from heaven upon all impiety and unrighteousness of men, holding down the truth in
unrighteousness. Because that which is known of God is manifest among them, for God did
manifest it to them, for the invisible things of Him from the creation of the world, by the
things made being understood, are plainly seen, both His eternal power and Godhead – to
their being inexcusable; because having known God they did not glorify Him as God, nor
gave thanks, but were made vain in their reasonings, and their unintelligent heart was
darkened, professing to be wise, they were made fools. . . . who did change the truth of God
into a falsehood, and did honour and serve the creature rather than the Creator, who is
blessed to the ages. Amen.”

Paul states that God is “plainly seen” in His creation, but if He is pushed right out of the
picture and pushed so far into the background that He appears as a tiny dot on the canvas of
creation, in what way is “every man” able to “plainly see” God? By every man we must
include the pygmy in the densest forest, the Arab crossing the Sahara desert, the Eskimo
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herding his deer, and the city banker taking the tube to work. How can Paul claim that every
man on the planet is without excuse for failing to glorify and thank God for who He is,
because He can be seen without the need of a powerful electron microscope? If God can only
be detected on the extreme edge of His creation, i.e., by bringing together some chemicals in a
muddy soup from which emerged a single-celled ‘thing’ that eventually gave rise through
‘natural selection’ to the emergence of twenty million distinct species, then this would not
hold up in a court of law as credible evidence of His existence.

In what sense would TEs insist that God can be “plainly seen” by every man on the planet,
and that the evidence for His existence is so overwhelming that it would justify God sending
every one who ignores it to hell? “They are inexcusable” says Paul, and the atheist laughs his
head off at this puerile argument, and the TE is left smiling in embarrassment. The atheist
and the theistic evolutionist are bedfellows when it comes to the evidence for the existence of
God in His creation. There is no evidence if all we see is the result of hit-or-miss mutations.
The theistic evolutionist can be redefined as an atheistic evolutionist dressed in religious
language. The difference between them is purely cosmetic. At heart, there is no difference
between them when it comes to interpreting God’s world. The TE can endorse every
interpretation of the atheist. He differs only in prefixing a take-it-or-leave-it inconsequential
preamble that God probably was there somewhere in the very beginning, and He probably
started off the process of life, but that probably He had nothing to do with what followed. He
probably let nature take its course. Little does the TE realise that in endorsing the findings of
the atheistic academic community (he has no other choice) he is making their case for them,
that God cannot be “plainly seen” in His own creation, and therefore they undermine Paul’s
statement. Do we follow the expert in biological sciences, or do we follow the Apostle Paul?

The Christian in biology should be clear that the difference between an atheistic
evolutionist and a theistic evolutionist is purely cosmetic. The cosmetic is a little bit of
religious foundation cream applied to his face to make him appear a little bit different from
his atheistic colleagues (for after all he is a Christian). But in practice, and in his mental
development, he is no different from the atheist. The TE craves the status of being a ‘scientist’
and therefore he must go along with his atheistic environment in keeping God out of his
scientific papers. And he is happy to work in the academic environment under this hard,
inflexible regime. He has no choice. And if he doubts this just let him submit a scientific
paper which makes a reference to God the creator and he will soon realise who rules the
roost! But TEs love the status that goes with belonging to such a religiously sanitised
academic environment and to be called a ‘leading scientist’ is not something to let slip.
Preferment comes to him who successfully suppresses (or holds down, to use Paul’s
expression) his belief that God created all His works in an AIK-manner.

The aspiring TE must be extremely careful not to offend his atheistic-controlled academic
peer-group when it comes to submitting his research findings. He must remove all reference
to his Creator’s hand being seen at any level, because this would not be tolerated for one nano-
second by his peer-group assessor. Pleasing the atheistic-controlled academic assessor is
more important than pleasing God. It is for this reason that TEs are indistinguishable from
atheistic evolutionists in their academic work.

Once the mind is totally committed to the theory of evolution everything is passed
through an evolutionary filter before it is added to the sum total of knowledge. Even tentative
findings are captured to serve the cause of the theory. Note the following statement: “Copy
number expansions were particularly pronounced in human (134 genes specifically
duplicated in humans) and include a number of genes thought to be involved in the structure
and function of the brain. Taking the human genome as a whole, more than 20% of genes are
thought to be the product of the duplication and evolutionary emergence of ancestral genes, .
. . . Gene duplication provides an important way of generating novelty during the course of
evolution because with time the duplicated gene can accumulate other types of mutation that
provide it  with new functions, different from those of its original parental gene” (77). Note
the use of the word ‘thought to be’. Where did this come from? Why, from an evolutionist
trying to make sense of the data. The other obvious question is, Is there any clear cut instance
where such a mutated duplication in a human gene has been duplicated in another species, or
found already duplicated in another species, resulting in both evidencing the same outcome
(whatever form that might take)? One suspects that evidence of mutation within one species
is not necessarily being matched by evidence of the same mutation in another species, but
rather we are dealing with hypotheticals in the interest of blurring the AIK distinction
between species that God has set for each. We know that each species keeps within its species
genome, so that whatever mutations take place within each distinctive species is not going to
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change its original genome. There will always be ‘diversity-within-unity’, but not
‘divergence-from-unity’. Put another way, there will be ‘mutations-within-unity’, not
successful ‘mutations-away-from-unity’. The latter only produces deformed specimens.

The mechanism for producing viable ‘mutations-away-from-unity’ resulting in brand new,
viable species does not exist, as Dawkins recognised when he realised that the present,
incredible, self-correcting DNA mechanism is not fit for such a purpose. It shows the
extremes that TEs have to go to when they try to exploit the normal ‘mutations-within-unity’
that are observed in every AIK species under the sun and claim that they are potential
‘mutations-away-from-unity’, and therefore the pathway to evolution.

It is a well-known observation of biology that large, single ‘mutations-away-from-unity’
lead to deformities within that species, such that we get two-headed goats, etc., etc. It is
because God has created the DNA mechanism to such a high standard of precision that it is
able to reproduce only after its own likeness in a truly astounding foolproof manner that we
have twenty million absolutely distinct species today. If the mechanism was not built to such
a high degree of precision we would have no distinct species today, but a finely graded series
of creatures so that it would be hard to say where a new animal began. The analogy would be
if only man existed on the earth. He exists in such a fine grade of differences that it is
impossible to say whether the pygmy, or the Australian aboriginal, or the European, or the
Jews, or some other nationality, is the ‘original man’ from which all the rest have evolved.

If the DNA method of replication that characterises the present creation had been present
in the previous creations that we observe in the fossil record (and which have no direct
continuation into the present era21), then evolution would not have been possible, simply
because its mutations can only take place within the species itself. We need to distinguish
between single mutations that are capable of radically altering the genome of a rat so that it
becomes a dog, from mutations that affect only the internal genome of the rat itself. The latter
may exist; the former has never been shown to exist. And this is what creationists of all
colours and none are challenging TEs to produce. The atheistic evolutionists and the
creationists know for a fact that the DNA model of replication cannot evolve one creature into
another distinct creature because of its incredible precision in reproducing ‘after its kind’. It
remains for the TEs to recognise that they have been duped all along into the belief that it
could be the pathway to evolution. To achieve evolution they would need a defective model
of DNA which would permit ‘cumulative mutations’ to occur to advance the process in a fast-
tracked manner.

It is unfortunate that TEs have to try to down-play God’s awe-inspiring DNA mechanism
in order to exploit its apparent flaws in replication as the means to transform one species into
another.

Due to the Fall God’s creation has passed through the filter of death and sin, so that it is
impossible to reconstruct creation as it emerged in all its perfection from the hand of God in
the Garden of Eden. We do not know what the animals within that Garden looked like in all
their perfection. The bodies of Adam and Eve immediately became subject to death. It says
something of the perfection of their bodies that it took 930 years for Adam to die. As sin and
death worked its way down the generations, the average age of man dropped considerably
between the Flood and Abraham, who died at 175 years of age.

Similarly, the awe-inspiring DNA mechanism whereby ‘like produces like,’ was not
immune from the effects of sin and death. It, too, reflects the imperfection that characterises
all life on the planet. There is not a single item in the world, not a single blade of grass, that
does not have the ravages of the Fall written all over it. Even the earth itself groans under the
effects of sin and death, and awaits is release from these effects, just as the sons of God do
(Rom 8:22). All is subject to death and decay. There is nothing perfect under the sun. But
despite the effects of the Fall on the mechanism of replication, by and large, the system has
not broken down, and the unity of mankind has been maintained despite the billions of
mutations that have assailed it over the millennia.

                                                            
21 I do not rule out the real possibility that God re-introduced animals which He created

in the other creations, into the present one. Why wouldn’t He? The evidence is in the fossils.
Fossils formed under exceptional circumstances and by the million. Those circumstances no
longer exist in the present creation so that fossils of the present age are extremely rare.
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So despite all of DA’s attempts to list various ways in which mutations can and do occur,
some hurtful and some beneficial, they come to nothing, because despite the billions of
mutations that bombard every living organism on the earth today, we still witness the
strength of God’s will when He told each individual species to go forth and multiply ‘after its
likeness’. His voice, and will, is still being obeyed silently by His creatures today, and this
will continue to the end of time, despite, and in the face of, huge threats to its stability.

So the Christian in biology can safely dispense with the chapter on mutations because
these can never threaten the unique life that God gave to each individual species. Yes,
because of sin and death, disturbances of the genome will occur, but the species as a whole
will continue to the end of time. And continue as determined by God when He determined
the number of chromosomes and genes that each of His creatures would be given in His
wisdom, to fit into the niche He foreordained for each of them to fill. God is in control of
every mutation, and no mutation can disturb His work of creation except He designed it to
do so, as part of the effects of sin and death entering into His creation. The fruit of sin is
death, suffering, pain, tears, cancer, AIDS, HIV, deformities resulting from harmful genetic
mutations, disruptive mutations of all kinds, and hereditary diseases. These were not part of
God’s original creation as described in Genesis 1-2. They are unnatural and the opposite of
what God desired for His creation. But He, and He alone, linked them to sin. He determined
that they would enter His creation if sin entered into it. Sin entered only through Adam’s sin,
therefore death, suffering, pain, tears, cancer, AIDS, HIV, deformities resulting from harmful
genetic mutations, disruptive mutations of all kinds, and hereditary diseases, only entered
into God’s creation at the moment of Adam’s sin. They did not exist before that moment.

DA is adamant that death, suffering, pain, deformities resulting from harmful genetic
mutations, disruptive mutations of all kinds, and hereditary diseases, existed in God’s perfect
creation before Adam sinned, and they existed from the beginning of life on this planet. This
is in stark contrast to what God has revealed in His Word, as conveyed through the Apostle
Paul in particular. DA has put himself on a collision course with God. There can only be one
winner in such an unequal contest.

DA wrote: “We have spent some time on these three main ways of introducing variation
into genomes because it is often erroneously thought that evolution involves just the slow,
plodding change arising from ‘point mutations’ in single nucleotide base-pairs. As we have
seen, that is far from the truth: the generation of novelty in the evolutionary process is driven
by an impressive array of different mechanisms” (80). But earlier he described evolution as:
“Biological evolution is a slow process taking place over many millions, in fact billions, of
years” (49). There is confusion here.

NATURAL SELECTION
By natural selection DA means that through mutations in the genome, some will be

harmful and others will be beneficial. The harmful result in a disadvantage; the beneficial
result in an advantage. The harmful will become extinct; the advantaged will live longer
and/or be more fertile. “Over the generations beneficial variations will be preserved and
multiplied; injurious or less beneficial variations will be eliminated” (81). One wonders,
therefore, how the sloth managed to evolve, never mind survive to the present day!

It is based on the unbiblical assumption that God did not create the original animals in a
state of perfect perfection; that His early works were very imperfect and flawed, and it
required evolution in a hit-or-miss process to bring His work to the standard of near
perfection that we see in all life today. Is this a legitimate way for a real Christian to read the
Genesis 1 account? God records His own assessment of His work at the end of the sixth day
of creation as: “And God sees all that He had made, and lo, very good.” If God could describe
His work as “very good”, who is man to contradict Him? DA has put himself on a collision
course with God’s own statement. There can only be one winner in such an unequal contest.
Some men can be too clever for their own good.

The AIK-creationist view on ‘natural selection’ is as follows. When God made each species
He made it fit for purpose. Through the entrance of sin into God’s world, and the creation
being made subject to aging and decay, individuals within each species fall below that fit for
purpose standard. These are weeded out by fit for purpose predators., leaving the fit for
purpose specimens to survive and replicate the next generation of fit for purpose specimens.

A species cannot surpass its original, perfect, fit for purpose creation. It can only meet that
standard, not exceed it.
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The fit for purpose victim and the fit for purpose predator will ensure that each survives at
its fit for purpose goal.

Survival of the ‘fit for purpose’ standard is maintained when the fit for purpose target pre-
set by God for each species is reached. The balance is destroyed when either the victim or the
predator fall short of their fit for purpose goal.

In the event that the predator fails to reach its set target it will become extinct. In the event
that the victim is not culled, to weed out the not fit-for-purpose specimens, it will become
unfit for purpose. When both the victim and the predator are at their fit-for-purpose peak,
then both will survive in that predetermined state. This is the balance we see all around us in
nature today.

The Definition of Evolution
DA notes that the “basic biological principle of ‘make lots of something and then select the

best for the job to be done’ applies to all living things” (85). Evolution can be summarised in
three short phrases:

(1) Genes mutate
(2) Individuals are selected
(3) Populations evolve [see p. 98]
DA gives two examples where ‘natural selection’ is at work. The first is the wastage of

millions of sperm when it takes only one to fertilise the egg. The second is the wastage of
neurons to complete the development of the brain. Only one in three neurons become part of
the brain; the others shrivel up and die. In reply it can be said: If this is how God designed
modern, fallen man, to be capable of fulfilling His command in Genesis 1:28, “Be fruitful, and
multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it, and rule over fish of the sea, and over fowl of the
heavens, and over every living thing that is creeping upon the earth,” then He has taken care
to install a method whereby His own will for mankind will not be frustrated by producing
degenerate or weak humans. So what might be termed ‘wastage’ by the white-coated wise
man, may reflect the wisdom of God.

Sometimes the arrogance of the scientist spills over in a statement such as: “Some people
find it hard to see how such a basically simple two-step process (the first two phrases above)
could lead to all the creativity and complexity that we see all around us in the living world”
(85). The inference being that such people are stupid. But even some people with PhDs not
only find it hard, but impossible, to see how these two steps can cross the species barrier,
such as exists between Man and Ape. There is no biological bridge spanning the gulf between
them. They are unique species, having a unique place in God’s world order, and they have
completely different functions and destinies, all of which was predestined before the
foundation of the world. The “simple two-step process” cannot create new species, at best, it
can only lead to the preservation of the original ‘kind’ that God created in its finished form in
the beginning.

‘Natural selection’ for the AIK-creationist means that the weak, sick, deformed, and
imperfect of each species (except mankind) are removed by predation or, by being unfit for
purpose, are culled from the original ‘kind’ that God created in its finished form in the
beginning. The AIK-creationist takes every word of God into account in formulating an
answer to the evolutionist. If God reveals that He created for Adam a garden full of
vegetarian animals, so that there were no carnivorous animals terrorising other animals
among them, and therefore there was no pain, suffering or death, in the Garden, then the
creationist will take that at its face value, because it fits with other ‘unlikely’ revelations, such
as immortality, nakedness, and God walking in the Garden in fellowship with Adam, all of
which are taken at their face value by Jesus and the apostle Paul.

God prepared for the eventuality of His own family, Adam and Eve, deliberately defying
Him and asserting their own independence. It was no accident that Adam and Eve were
ejected from the Garden. God had already designed an imperfect world outside the Garden
that would be a fit place for these rebels to live out their days. Outside the Garden was the
animal kingdom we now experience—a tooth and claw world, where, pain, suffering and
death were the order of the day. This was a fit place for Adam and Eve to bring forth their
family. And we are their direct descendants. We were ejected from the Garden because we
were in the loins of Adam.
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God has also designed an imperfect world outside this world that will be a fit place for all
who spurn His offer of salvation through His Son. “As in Adam all die, so in Christ shall all
be made alive.”

God, through His revelations to His covenant people, in the first place, but really to all His
family on earth (for are we not all His offspring?) in the long run, has traced the devolution of
Man from once being a perfect, sinless being, then he became an imperfect being, and now he
stands at the cross-roads of either becoming a perfect being again through and in Christ Jesus,
or descending still further from the fallen image he is in, to being cast in an irreversible
descent into hell, which was prepared before the foundation of the world for Satan and his
angels. Thus the window into God’s world that He has opened for us to ponder in Genesis 1-
3 is one of devolution: Man has descended from being like God, to being like the brute
animals around him.

In contrast to this, the window that the evolutionist opens for all men to ponder, is one
where we were once a single-celled amoeba, who crawled out of a chemical soup, and
gradually bettered himself by transforming himself into a brute beast, with no image of God
in him. From that brute stage he evolved upward leaving no trace of the intervening links
behind him. Then, somehow, he acquired the ‘image of God’ and a conscience. Today he has
total control over every square mile of the earth, and he is even reaching out to the planets.
The story of Man is a success story so far. He has come a long way. He has evolved through
many stages. There is no reason to think that he will not continue to evolve to an even higher
physical stage and evolve a brain that will operate at an even higher level. Evolution is the
correct window to be looking through to understand where Man has come from, and where
Man is heeded for in the future. To look through the window that God has opened, and to
believe what one sees through it, is to see the devolution of Man, not the evolution of Man.
The two are incompatible windows into Man’s past and his future. The atheistic and the
theistic evolutionist are inseparable, bosom companions. They are ‘one flesh’ in their
insistence that Evolution, not Devolution, is the truth about Man’s past.

EVOLUTION – THE WIDER PICTURE
DA claims that evolution does not occur gradually. “Many people somehow have the

impression that evolution began billions of years ago with single-celled organisms like
bacteria, and then since that time there has been a steady increase in the complexity and
diversity of living organisms, until finally we arrive at the level of diversity we see all around
us today. Although the first part of that assumption is correct [evolution took billions of
years], the rest is quite wrong” (86; cf. 49, 97). He then explains that evolution should be
viewed as a series of sudden jumps “under the sovereignty of God” (86). It is not clear what is
meant by “under the sovereignty of God” in this context. Does DA envisage God intervening
in His creation at sporadic points in time and altering the DNA code to create new species?
Would new species evolve without the direct intervention of God? Dawkins, on the other
hand, recognised that single step changes are random, but cumulative steps are not.
Darwinism is a theory of cumulative processes, he argues, so slow that they take between
thousands and millions of decades to be noticeable.22

DA has only himself to blame for the impression he rejects. He wrote, “Biological
evolution is a slow process taking place over many millions, in fact billions, of years” (49).

The impression of ‘painstakingly slow evolution’ is gained through popular TV
programmes, which relentlessly drive home the message that living creatures change their
own destiny themselves by adjusting to new environments, which in turn helpfully alter their
ability to cope within the new environment. When presented in this Lamarckian format,
evolution is going to be gradual. Lamarckism here refers to the idea that acquired
characteristics can be inherited, e.g., a giraffe stretches its neck to reach food on a high branch
and then passes its longer neck to its offspring. DA rejects this theory of evolution with the
remark, “This idea does not form part of current evolutionary theory, although examples of
Lamarckian inheritance are still proposed occasionally” (361 n. 119). Yet we still hear the
giraffe gaffe on the lips of supposedly ‘wise men’ on our screens and in secondary school
departments. The giraffe gaffe is the foundation of the ordinary man’s understanding of
evolution. Even though it is false, it is in the interests of TEs not to produce any hard,
biological evidence to disprove it. This could harm their cause. The Lamarckian view is

                                                            
22 Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Penguin Books, 1986; Appendix,

1991), p. xiv.
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correct but for the wrong reasons, evolutionists would quietly mutter to themselves. If TEs
used as much ink to refute the Lamarckian theory as they use to refute the ID movement,
then this would remove a lot of support for evolution among the public, and it would cause
TEs to retreat to biology as their last stand to keep the theory going. And it should be borne
in mind that the biological argument is the only argument of substance left to them;
everything hangs on this one source.

If it can be shown that the present DNA method of replication is incapable of producing
the necessary major biological jumps, advocated by DA, to produce a major organ change in
any of the twenty million distinct species on the earth, then the last hope for evolution
collapses, and it leaves the field to the pre-Victorian status quo, namely, that God directly
created each species to remain within its original design and function, and this history has
shown to be what happened, and the human species is an example of it. This, it must be
stressed, does not rule out the biological ‘diversity-within-unity’, but it does rule out
‘divergence-from-unity’, which invariably results in sterile deformities and monsters, such as
two-headed children and animals, etc.

Central to DA’s thesis that all life forms have developed from a single-celled organism, is
the observation that all life forms are built around “the very same genetic code that we use in
our own bodies today” (88). He assumes that, between the emergence of the single-celled and
the multi-celled organisms, most of the genes were formed which were to build the bigger
and more complex organisms, amounting eventually to twenty million distinct species. But
alongside this is the gradation of the fossils. The microfossils are at the bottom (Archaean Era)
and the multicellular fossils are found in the Cambrian Era. Larger and larger fossils are
found in the following eras. The gradation itself then becomes an argument in support of a
simple-to-complex evolution.

However, this interpretation of the fossil record assumes that the fossil record is a true
record. But how do we know that the environment in the pre-Cambrian eras was the same as
in the post-Cambrian eras? In a million years’ time from now how much of the present
creation will be reflected in the fossil record? Fossilisation is extremely rare in today’s world,
and when it is detected it is the focus of attention. Of the present creation, God decreed that it
would return to dust, not turn into fossils, and this is the case today. It is doubtful if very
many of the twenty million species alive today would appear as fossils in a million years
from now. It may be that the environment of the pre-Cambrian eras was such that, like
today’s environment, nothing but micro-organisms were fossilised. If so, then we cannot be
sure if the fossil record is a true reflection of what existed in those eras. The present may be
the key to interpreting the past. Is there a filtering sieve in place that permits micro-fossils to
slip through, but not larger organisms?

DA cannot press the argument that evolution passed from simple to complex, because
there is biological evidence that “there is clearly no simple linear relationship between gene
number and bodily complexity” (90), even though there is a superficial ratio in the number of
different cell types that make up different organisms. For example, bacteria have only one cell
type, mushrooms have seven, fruit flies have 50, and humans have 200 or more.

DA believes that evolution occurred after the single earth mass broke up into five
continents. “Each continent has its own distinctive collection of living things. In Africa we
find rhinoceroses, hippopotamuses, lions, hyenas, giraffes, zebras, lemurs, monkeys with
narrow noses and nonprehensile tails (tails not adapted to grasping objects), chimpanzees,
and gorillas. South America, which has a very similar latitude to Africa and plenty of similar
habitats, has none of these animals, but instead has pumas, jaguars, tapirs, llamas, raccoons,
opossums, armadillos and monkeys with broad noses and large prehensile tails. Africa and
South America were once all part of the same super continent known as Gondwana, but the
tectonic plate on which they are located began to break apart around 150 million years ago. . .
. But once they went their separate ways their animals evolved separately, giving rise to the
very different animals that we see today” (91).

This is one interpretation. The other interpretation is that before God spoke on Day One,
South America and Africa were already in their present positions. Both continents were
submerged below a world flood. Nothing existed on either continent. On Day Three God
commanded the waters under the heaven to be collected into one place, “and let the dry land
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be seen” (Gen 1:9).23 Only at this point do the five continents appear above the surface of the
seas. So when God populated the different continents, He distributed the species according to
His own pleasure, and this would account for species existing on one continent and not on
another. It allowed the sloths to survive to the present day in South America, which they
would not have done in Africa.

The statement, “But once they [Africa and S. America] went their separate ways their
animals evolved separately, giving rise to the very different animals that we see today,” is so
much ‘say-so-science’. But it is characteristic of TEs that they can conjure up scenario after
scenario, sometimes originating in the writings of their atheistic bedfellows, to counter any
suggestion that God did what He said He did in Genesis 1-2. They are never lost for a
dreamed up scenario that will substitute for God’s revelations. Often, when I have read of
some interesting fact of biology, or watched a nature programme on TV, I can immediately
dream up a way to absorb this into an evolutionary view of creation, and sure enough, sooner
or later, I find my dreamed up counter-scenario in the domain of the evolutionists, or on the
lips of the narrator/presenter. Whether these instinctive, intuitive, dreamed up scenarios
have any scientific backing or not is irrelevant. It is the fact that the narrator is so clever in
dreaming up a plausible way of integrating what he sees into an evolutionary history that is
so rewarding and satisfying to his mind. He feels good about his intuitive ‘solution’, and he
will take great delight in parading his ‘insight’ over and over again to get the same buzz of
feeling superior to the poor creationists, who lack the ability to make imaginative leaps to
connect every fact of nature to the theory of evolution.

Consider the way that DA interprets the distinctive collections of flora and fauna in
Australia and the islands of the Pacific Ocean. Because these are islands with no land bridges,
the first animals to migrate to these isolated places “have a huge advantage if they face no
competition in filling up the different ecological niches. As they do so they diversify further
to take advantage of all the resources provided” (91). This, it would appear, explains why
Australia is dominated by marsupials in which early development takes place in an external
pouch, as in kangaroos, moles, anteaters and Tasmanian wolves. On this simplistic view, all
Australian marsupials are descended from a single marsupial, which migrated from, say,
Malaysia, where, conveniently, being populous there, they became extinct, leaving only the
pair that got to Australia to multiply, and then diversify into kangaroos, moles, anteaters and
Tasmanian wolves. A likely story! This is the kind of ‘say-so-science’ that a school-boy would
be proud to invent. It is not an approach to God’s creation that any truly born again Christian
should be found advocating. It is demeaning to God, and demeaning of His Word.

From an AIK perspective this approach is a ‘one theory fits all’, and therein lies its
mesmerising fatal attraction for the atheistic and his cosmetic brother. Once ensnared by its
‘two easy steps’ rule, it is too easy to run to it every time to find a ‘solution’, which then
numbs the intellect to ponder if there might not be truth in what God has said about His own
creation. The simplicity of evolution, once it is in place in the mind, will prevent anything
more complex ousting it. Its simplicity should be its undoing, but once in place, it has the
effect of deadening and darkening the intellect to question it. The ‘wise men’ cannot break
from it, or view it objectively. They don’t want to. They need the praise of their academic
colleagues, more than the praise of God. There is great store placed in being regarded as an
outstanding academic both in society and in the Church. It is good for one’s self-esteem. It is
good to be looked up by one’s own peer group, but especially by the younger, ‘aspiring to be
scientists’ groups. To seriously question the foundation of all scientific and academic
institutions, is to throw away one’s reputation to be a credible scientist. Few men can do this.
The cost is going to be great. The few that have done it, have been ostracised by their peer
group.

CHAPTER 5: WHAT DO WE MEAN BY EVOLUTION? SPECIATION, FOSSILS AND
THE QUESTION OF INFORMATION

DA concluded Chapter 4 with the note: “Like all scientific theories, evolution is a theory
that seeks the best explanation for what is observed” (92). We might interject that the best
explanation is that given by God Himself, namely, that He made each species distinct from all

                                                            
23 Solomon knew from experience that, “Where the word of a king is, power is” (Ecc. 8:4).

When God spoke, it was not just sound waves that were emitted, power went forth to
accomplish what He desired. The speaking and the accomplishment were one. This is not
always the case when a human king speaks.
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others and empowered each pair to go forth and multiply ‘after its kind’. Scientifically, that is
what all twenty million species are still doing to this very day. DA goes on, “Evolution makes
perfectly good sense of the biological diversity that exists around the world. But is it only
relevant as an explanation for minor changes within a species? What about bigger changes?
Can one animal or plant gradually change into something quite different with the passage of
time?” (92)

SPECIATION
The term ‘microevolution’ is traditionally used to refer to variation within a species,

whereas ‘macroevolution’ refers to changes above the species level (93). The AIK-creationist
would avoid the use of the term ‘evolution’ in any context. The preferred terms are ‘diversity-
within-unity’ (for microevolution), and ‘deviation-from-unity’ (for macroevolution). The
reason for this is that when God created each species, they emerged perfectly designed in
every part of their being to fulfil His purpose for each species, and this enabled them to
successfully replicate themselves ‘after their kind’. When God designs and creates, and then
stands back and views His completed works, and then declares that all that He created was
“very good” (Gen 1:31), coming for such a Supreme Being, this must mean that each creature
had reached a standard that God could say was “very good”. And if God called each species
“very good”, then that is some commendation coming from Him. As an integral part of this
“very good” standard, we see His incredible power and wisdom in endowing each with an
incredible array of powers, skills, and intelligence, to carry out His will for it. But we also
must take into account that with the entrance of sin into God’s creation, all of God’s creations,
and even the earth itself, became captive to death. As part of the outworking of death, all of
God’s creatures endure imperfections in their bodies. Imperfections of the immune system
which permits disease, suffering, pain and old age to ravage its once “very good” state.

An AIK-creationist will, naturally, look upon these imperfections, which are visible in
every species under the sun, as the direct result of sin and death. These imperfections will be
manifest at the surface as well  as at the deeper level of the cell. He will expect mis-copying of
the DNA, but he will also see that God has put in place mechanisms which will counter these
sufficiently to allow it to replicate itself. Of course, such mechanisms are not designed to
eliminate the imperfections in the system, otherwise this would result in everlasting life. All
of God’s creatures have, since Adam’s sin, been programmed at the biological level to die,
and the path to death will take many forms, but all will return to the dust from which they
were taken.

The AIK-creationist can explain the imperfections at every level of man’s existence as due
directly to the Creator’s decision to take away his immortality and reduce him to a mortal
being. This alteration must have a biological foundation. Due to this alteration in Adam’s
body, the AIK-creationist, expects to see ‘diversity-within-unity’ working itself out in Adam’s
descendants. And this is precisely what we see within the human family. Every aspect of
Adam’s body is pulled and stretched in every direction. We have giants and pygmies, fat and
thin, different sizes and shapes of skulls, different brain sizes, different muscle
configurations, differences in every conceivable organ of the body, differences in DNA,
different immune systems, but despite all these variations, weaknesses, and imperfections at
every level, Adam’s descendants remain within his image and likeness. That is the marvel of
the stupendous, immortal body, that he started out with. The term to sum up these
thousands, if not millions of variations that Adam’s body has been subject to in every
generation is ‘diversity-within-unity”. No matter how numerous the variations to Adam’s
body have been, and will continue to be, the human body will never be anything else but
consist of his ‘image and likeness’. Adam’s body may be subject to the most intense
bombardment and assault imaginable, but the Creator who designed it has safeguarded its
essence. It is going nowhere as regards evolving into another being. It will always be ‘adam’
(Gen 5:2), the name God gave it at the beginning. The function of the naming phenomenon in
Genesis is to recognise its permanency. God gives names to the ‘day,’ ‘night,’ ‘heavens,’
‘earth,’ ‘seas,’ and ‘adam[mankind].’ These are permanent fixtures and icons in His new
creation.24 They are going nowhere, even if they are subject to variation.

                                                            
24 Jer. 33:20 “Thus said Jehovah: If ye do break My covenant of the day, and My covenant

of the night, so that they are not daily and nightly in their season, . . . .”
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What applies to Adam’s body, applies to every other species under the sun. All are subject
to the same vast range of internal and external differences, but each reproduces after ‘the
image and likeness’ of its parents.

“A species refers to a population of organisms which interbreed with each other but not
with other organisms” (93). This is what ‘kind’ (Heb. min) means in Genesis 1. It goes without
saying that this definition cannot apply to fossil life.

DA makes three claims. First, that speciation definitely happens. Second, it has been
observed happening during the lifetime of an investigator. Three, there is more than one
mechanism for causing speciation. (94) DA does not define ‘speciation’, but the assumption is
that he means that a species is subject to a major mutation such that it cannot interbreed with
its parent stock.

Instead of giving us a clear example of his first claim, DA gives us a possible scenario of
how this might happen. (Haven’t we met this characteristic of TEs before, somewhere?!) We
are back to the African versus South American stock of animals. He says, “Speciation is
thought to occur . . . .” Note that the claim that speciation happens is transferred to an
anonymous individual. It turns out that he has no example of speciation occurring among
animals.

The case for speciation is weakened by the statement that, “Occasionally one species of
plant can fertilise another to form a hybrid. Normally hybrids are sterile, just as a female
domestic horse and a male domestic ass can mate to generate a mule (a hybrid), which is also
sterile. However,, unlike mules, hybridisation in certain plants can be followed by doubling
of the chromosome number, giving rise to a new species” (94). But is it a new species? Or is
this just a case of discovering what has always gone on? But more on this below.

The use of ‘occasionally’ and ‘normally’ in this statement suggest that the circumstances of
this happening are not unique. I would want to know, What are the exceptional
circumstances that permit this to happen, and will this throw light on the possibility of it
occurring in any other plant? The other weakness is that his examples are confined to plants,
not animals.

DA gives a case of hybridisation of two flowers (T. porrifolius and T. dubius) resulting in a
new breed (T. mirus) which can no longer interbreed with either of its parents. It is claimed
that this is an example of a new species.

The trouble with this, and his other examples of similar hybridisation, it that the result is
still a plant. He can claim that this is proof of speciation because his definition of a ‘species’
has been artificially narrowed down to the inability of the offspring of two parent flowers to
interbreed with its parent stock. This only shows up the weakness of the definition as it
applies to this particular flower. What Joe Bloggs is looking for is the hybridisation of the
same two flowers resulting in something that is not a flower. Hybridisation occurs among
dogs resulting in the inability of some dogs to mate with other dogs. If this is to be included
among examples of speciation, then we have to redefine speciation. When God created each
distinct species they each reproduced ‘after their kind’. But let us stand back and look at the
marvels of God’s handiwork.

Man was given the privilege of giving names to all of God’s creatures in the Garden of
Eden. Adam did not give names to the animals outside the Garden. Adam recognised that
God was the creator of all things, but he could not have the same knowledge as God
respecting the purpose behind the creation of each animal. He then fell, cutting off his
fellowship with the Creator who alone could have conveyed to him the wonder and purpose
of each animal. Left to his own devices, man eventually imposed his own fallible categories
on God’s creatures. He tried to find a logic in his seven-fold pyramidal classification in the
following list: species, genera, families, order, class, phylum and kingdom. But does this
hierarchical structure reflect how God views His own creation? Hardly. Man is guessing at
the relationship between the ‘kinds’ (min) that God created, and he is fallible.

The Classification of creatures in the Genesis account
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God created three classes of land animals. (A) wild beasts, (B) cattle, or domesticated
animals, and (C) creeping animals.25 It is interesting that from the beginning God created
domesticated animals for Adam to use. The Hebrew term ‘cattle’ includes sheep, goats, cows,
donkeys, and virtually any other beast (probably dogs and cats) that has been tamed by man.
Adam’s son, Abel, was “a keeper of sheep”, and he offered “of the firstlings of his flock” as
an offering to God (Gen 4:4).

So man did not need to domesticate the categories of (A) wild beasts, or (C) creeping
things. God provided for man’s needs from the very beginning. Proof of these three classes of
land animals is as follows.

(1) Gen 1:24, on the Sixth Day God created “living creatures after their kind, (a) cattle, and
(b) creeping things, and (c) beasts of the earth after their kind.”

(2) Gen 2:20, “And Adam gave names to all (a) cattle, and (b) to the birds of the sky, and
(c) to every beast of the field.” Here the domesticated animals (‘cattle’) are distinguished from
(c).

(3) Gen 7:14, Noah entered the ark with (a) every beast after its kind, and (b) all the cattle
after their kind, and (c) every creeping thing that creeps on the earth after its kind, and (d)
every bird after its kind. They entered in pairs, a male and its female.

(4) Gen 7:21, God used Noah’s flood to destroy (a) birds, and (b) cattle, and (c) beasts, and
(d) every swarming thing that swarms upon the earth, and (e) all mankind.

(5) Gen 8:1, “God remembered Noah and (a) all the beasts, and (b) all the cattle that were
with him in the ark.”

(6) Gen 8:17, After the flood was over Noah was told to “Bring out with you every living
thing of all flesh, that is with you, (a) birds, and (b) animals, and (c) every creeping thing that
creeps upon the earth, that they may breed abundantly on the earth, and be fruitful and
multiply on the earth.”

(7) Gen 9:2, God put the fear of Man on all the animals, but note He does not mention the
domestic animals (‘cattle’) because the fear of man had already been created in them from the
beginning of their existence. The text reads: “And God blessed Noah, . . . And the fear of you
and the terror of you shall be on (a) every beast of the earth, and (b) on every bird of the sky,
with (c) every thing that creeps on the ground, and (d) all the fish of the sea, into your hand
they are given.”

It is clear from these texts that Man did not need to domesticate wild animals. A wide
variety of ‘cattle’ were specially created for him by a foresighted God. This comes as a
revelation to the Christian. But coming to him is an alternative, and contrary, message, that
God did not specifically create domesticated animals for his use and comfort, but rather, by
dint of his own efforts and wisdom, he cleverly harnessed completely wild animals to accept
his mastery over them. So for example, we are told that all breeds of dogs are the result of
man taming the wild wolf.

So, on the one hand, the Christian wants to go with God’s revelation that Adam gave
names to domesticated and undomesticated animals as soon as he was introduced to them,
and on the other hand, the TE claims that the domesticated animals came later, so that Adam
could not possibly have named them at the same time as he named the undomesticated
animals. Yet it was out of the experience of naming all the animals in the Garden that Adam
realised he did not have a counterpart (Gen 2:20). His friendly dog did not qualify as “a
helper – as his counterpart” (Gen 2:18). So we accept on trust that God created Eve in the
same day that He created Adam and all the other land animals.

Who is the Christian to believe: God, or the atheist who denies His existence? Because God
does not exist, the atheist will always have a different perspective on creation. He comes into
the world with a blank mind (as do all humans), and ignoring the revelation that God has
already given to Man, he starts from scratch to try and make sense of what he sees. It from
this base and this perspective that everything that God has created is shoe-horned into the
theory of evolution. This theory overrides and cancels out the revelation that God has given
to Man. The atheist prefers to go-it-alone, without the crutch of the Bible, as he would see it.

                                                            
25 No specific mention is made of creatures that operate in two spheres simultaneously,

such as amphibians and birds that cannot fly, because this are minority groups.
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For him the Bible is a collection of pre-scientific folklore and myths. It is natural for him to
brush it aside as a distortion of the facts, just as a Christian would brush aside the apocryphal
Gospels as a distortion of the facts of Jesus’ live and ministry.

TEs cannot be seen to be following the perspective of the atheist evolutionary biologist,
because that would immediately alert the Bible-believing Christian to an inconsistency.
Instead, the TE quietly throws a blanket over God’s revelation and declares it not to be a
scientific textbook (which is correct) and therefore we must look for the ‘truths’ behind the
language, and not at the literal words themselves. So by sleight of hand the young Christian
is weaned away from a literal reading of the text of Genesis.

SPECIATION contd.
In the light of the foregoing section it is clear that God’s reference to the land animals

under three terms, wild beasts (untamed), cattle (tamed), and creeping things, that the
perspective is from Man’s relationship to His creatures. It is a utilitarian categorisation.

If, for man’s convenience, he imposes his pyramidal structure on the boundless twenty
million species, this cannot be taken to reflect how God sees His creation. It is the best that
man can do to try and impose some kind of logic to what he sees. Consequently, when he
arbitrarily defines a species as an offspring that can no longer interbreed with its parent stock,
is this how God views each ‘kind’ (or species)? Can we put God’s ‘kind’ in this box, and
restrict His use of this term to this definition? It seems not from the example that DA gives of
the hybrid T. mirus. If this hybrid is a natural phenomenon, and if, in turn, it can reproduce
after its own kind, and is not sterile, then it comes under God’s ‘kind’, but the definition of
‘kind’ must not be defined to include new species, when these can only be detected using a
laser-microscope! The use of ‘kind’ is very clearly defined by observation in the real world,
and in the real world each species reproduces its own kind in an incredibly faithful manner,
so much so that despite the observed ‘diversity-within-unity’ in the human species, there is
no evidence that any part of it is developing into a super-human species. It may be that
someone will make out a case for considering the scientific community to be a more
advanced sub-species of the human race than Joe Bloggs’ working-class, or that civilised
Europeans are superior to the Australian aboriginals. The fact that such a wide diversity
among humans exists should make us wary about accepting the diversity that exists between
T. porrifolius, T. dubius and T. mirus as constituting two distinct species just because we have
artificially drawn up a definition which does not all them to remain a biblical ‘kind’. If they
are linearly descended from one another, then they would qualify for the observational term
‘kind’. So Adam would have had no problem recognising that one descended from the other,
because the offspring are in the ‘image and likeness’ of the parent stock. He did not have the
benefit of a microscope when he gave names to each ‘kind’ that he observed with normal
vision

It is a sad commentary on the state of a Christian in science that he has to scratch around
looking for an example in nature which he can use to destroy the observational truth of
nature that like produces like. Exceptions are as rare as hens’ teeth, but nevertheless, they are
gleefully pounced upon and displayed for the Church to see that evolution has been proved
by some very exceptional productions in nature. The clear purpose behind such a display is
to drive the Church into the arms of evolutionary biologists, and warn them with evangelical
fervour to trust the scientists, rather than the Bible, in matters of biological truths.

When the Christian man holds a stick insect in his hands, he can only marvel at the
incredible skill of God to design every part of it so that the whole fits beautifully together.
The insect can have no appreciation of its own wonder. Only man and God can appreciate its
incredible design, and how well camouflaged it is as a means of survival. The same goes for
the chameleon with its independent swivel eyes. With twenty million designs to His name,
we can appreciate that God has explored every possible variation with regard to defence,
attack, and camouflage. Wherever we look, on land, in the air, or in the seas, we see a
diversity that could never have been achieved in a trillion microscopic random ‘hit-or-miss’
mutations, for these mutations can fluctuate at any given mutation between undoing all that
went before, or retaining the status quo.

Creation truly reflects the breath, depth and height of the wisdom and power of God.
Consider “the origin of species with parthenogenic females in which the growth and
development of an embryo occurs without fertilisation by males. Such species include some
shrimps and moths, as well as some beetles, fish and salamanders” (96). The sheer wonder of
bringing so many millions of species into being through myriads of different routes, some
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bizarre, others which take away our breath away, never cease to amaze us, even when we see
them on our screens for the second or third time.

Some offspring require years of nurturing before they become independent, others are
independent from the moment of birth. Every conceivable type of sensor, be it hearing,
smelling or tasting, is present in some animal or other. We are left open-mouthed at the
existence of echo and sonar detectors of all kinds found in bats, platypuses, and porpoises, to
mention just a few. On top of these incredible devices for detection and evasion, are the eyes.
The telescopic sight of birds never ceases to astound us. With twenty million different
species, there are thousands of different kinds of eyes, some capable of seeing an object a mile
or two away, others incredibly short-sighted; many with night-vision; some with full colour,
others with just black and white, while others have four, eight, or hundreds of eyes in their
heads. But with different eyes come different brains to process the information. Each of the
thousands of different kinds of eyes is specifically designed for each creature, whether it lives
in the sea, on land, or in the air. Each is perfectly designed. Each is fit for purpose, as we
would come to expect from a God who declared of each species that it was “very good”. Even
the eyes of humans are different. God has given the female of the species greater peripheral
vision than He has given to the male. Contrariwise, he has given to the male greater forward
vision than He has given to the female. These differences are related to their preordained
roles. They are not the accident of random mutations.

Reports of the incredible flexibility that God has built into His creation will continue to
astound us to the end of time. Mosquito species “are of particular interest since they can
breed only in environments modified by human agriculture, and so their history is very
much intertwined with the human history of Africa” (96-97). This could not happen unless
God programmed it to happen. Nothing can come into existence unless He has prepared for
its existence. Thorns and thistles, and diseases and viruses, are His creations, and as such
reflect His power and wisdom in the same way that all His others works do. No matter how
powerful and wise man may become to manipulate counters to these perceived negatives in
God’s world, they will never be controlled by man. Thorns and thistles are destined to be
with Adam’s descendants to the end of time. Sexual diseases are in existence to punish that
particular form of abuse of God’s creation. Paul observed: “males with males working shame,
and the recompense that was fit they received in themselves” (Rom 1:27). Note the words.
These homosexuals received in their bodies “a recompense that was fit”. This tells us that
even the diseases that God has created as a punishment for certain kinds of sins, these
diseases are ‘fit for purpose’. No disease is the accident of random mutations. Each disease is
fit for the purpose it was brought into being to serve. Man may counter each such diseases,
but God will always hold the upper hand and create another, and another disease. He can
never be controlled or frustrated in carrying out His will. He can tweak the genes to bring
about anything He wishes to, at any time.

Is it not to the Creator’s credit that His creation of T. mirus and homo sapiens cannot be
accommodated in man’s little box called ‘species’. Yet the Hebrew term ‘kind’ (min) does just
that. It covers the categories of interbreeding with the parent stock, and not being able to
interbreed with the parent stock, because in both cases, like produces like. And neither
creation can break out of being ‘human’ or being a ‘flower’. Their ‘diversity-within-unity’ is
taking them nowhere. They are not evolving into something else. They remain within the
category (or ‘kind’) in which they were called into being.

“It is thought that . . . .”
One needs to be aware of statements which off-load the burden of proof to an anonymous

source. These statements are usually introduced with the words, “It is thought that . . .”, and
then what follows is often doubtful scenario which supports the theory of evolution, without
having to reveal the supposed source (cf. 116). One such statement is given with respect to
the inability of T. mirus to interbreed with its parent stock. “Nearly 50% of existing flowering
plant species are thought to have arisen by polyploidy, so rapid speciation of this kind is very
common in the plant kingdom” (95). Where is the proof for this “thought”, and who first
“thought” of it? Did it arise from some speculation, which has been taken up and now
presented as a near certainty? It is one thing to record the fact of plant breeders utilising
polyploidy, because it can be verified, it is another thing to claim that this is happening to 50
% of plants. But by off-loading the statement in the form, “It is thought . . .” the writer can
create the impression that ‘rapid speciation’ has strong support, and this becomes support for
evolution. If the percentage was as high as 50% then the method of ‘increasing after its kind’
was there from the beginning, and the intended method for increasing and multiplying ‘its
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kind’, for plants will always be plants, and not turn into animals through polyploidy. The
fixity of such flowers to remain flowers is contained in the energising command of God to
replicate ‘after its kind’. The sheer ingenuity of God to create a multiplicity of flowers by all
sorts of weird and wonderful means never ceases to amaze me. And each plant that can go on
to replicate itself, reveals something of God’s ability to keep producing beautiful objects for
Adam’s race to enjoy and ponder, and marvel at the subtle ways they have been brought into
being. His creations cannot be put into little boxes and labelled. There is hardly a single
square yard on this earth which does not contain a creature which has been designed by God
to specifically fill that niche. Extreme cold (emperor penguins) and extreme heat (thermal
vents in the deep oceans) are no barrier to His ability to create something that survives
perfectly in those environments. It is worth noting, however, claims which are introduced
with the words, “It is thought that . . . .” as these may not be all that they appear to be. Check
the sources, and if no sources are given, be sceptical of the claims put out under this
phraseology.

A case of speciation is said to be cichlid fish in the great lakes of Africa. It is claimed that
“More than 1,000 species of cichlid have arisen during the past 1 million years in these lakes”
(98). Note the use of “it is claimed” which is a synonym for “it is assumed that . . . ”.

Another example occurs on p. 111, “Even older than yeast in evolutionary time are the
single-celled chaonoflagellates that emerged as a separate species very approximately 900
million years ago. There are about 150 species of chaonoflagellate . . . . Chaonoflagellates are
thought to represent living examples of what the ancestors of multicellular organisms looked
like.” Note the use of “are thought to represent”, which is a synonym for “we are guessing
here, but, since evolution is a fact, we think modern chaonoflagellates are examples of
chaonoflagellates that lived 900 million years ago.” In the mind of someone who is utterly
convinced that evolution is a fact, then this kind of speculation is a perfectly reasonable
assumption. But if one comes to the same evidence from an AIK-perspective, then there may
be no direct genealogical link between chaonoflagellates found in the rocks and what is alive
today, because of the line of discontinuity at Genesis 1:2.

Another example occurs on p. 116, “It was the incorporation of an aerobic bacteria into
those early cells, to eventually become what we now call mitochrondria, that is thought to
have bestowed upon them the ability to use oxygen, an enormous influx of useful genetic
information that had a huge impact on evolutionary history.” Note that everything hangs on,
it “is thought to have bestowed . . . .” I can understand someone who has passed beyond the
portal of being sceptical about other people’s conjectures, and entered into a world where
evolution is an unquestionable fact, extrapolating scenarios in which guesswork borders on
what (f)actually took place. Once the mind has stepped into that imaginary world and is
unable to step outside it again, then that individual is in real danger of being self-deluded,
having no defence against further indoctrination, so that conjectured scenarios become
‘realities’, and these ‘realities’ are so essential that they must be facts. By postulating
conjectural scenarios for every fact of research, which is then locked into an evolutionary
theory, it is perfectly possible to then link all of these scenarios into a continuous chain that is
extremely satisfying to the mind, and fills the researcher with a definite sense that only this
theory, and no other, can account for the unity of all life forms. But the chain is only as strong
as its weakest link, and so long as the chain is composed of conjectural links which begin
with, “it is thought that”, then the theory of evolution must revert back to being a speculative
theory, and not a fact of science.

But even if many of the proposed gaps in the theory of evolution, which rely on “it is
thought that”-links, are rejected by some evolutionists as weak links, and are seen as holes in
the evolutionary dam by anti-evolutionists, these weak points can be plugged by conjecturing
a better scenario. Or, as we shall we below, they do not flag up anything as conjectural but
just brazenly declare something to have definitely occurred millions of years ago, in the hope
that the reader will not realise that the writer is writing from the viewpoint that evolution is a
fact of science, and it did happen, and this is how it happened. The writer, understandably,
has become so immersed in his evolutionary world, that his conjectured scenarios to link any
data to the theory spring instantly to mind. Given the theory of evolution, I can predict a
scenario every time that can link any fact of nature to the theory. It is child’s play. It is this
quick fix imposition that appeals to the ‘natural man’ as extremely plausible, and once he is
hooked by a number of ‘proofs’ of evolution he is trapped in the web of evolution for life,
even after he has become a Christian. ‘Once an evolutionist, always an evolutionist,’ has very
few exceptions. It becomes a strong delusion. It devalues anything that God has said about
His creation. Science has replaced what He has said about his creation. The Bible is outdated.
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It served its purpose up while mankind was in its infancy. Now that mankind has grown up,
he can pat the Bible on the head, and say ‘Tut, Tut, it is time to move on.’ Through habitual
reference to the theory as a fact of science, the long-term effect is that the mind is imprisoned
by the theory, and the normal, critical faculty is deadened and dulled because the mind is
trapped by its love of logical solutions.

But whether the holes in the dam are stemmed by either of these two approaches, the
number of plugs become so great that the whole dam is weakened by them, so that
eventually the total dam collapses. While the diehard supporters of the theory of evolution
have been plugging the holes in the dam—on which they and their institutions are
standing—with special pleading and conjectural scenarios for well over a century, the
pressure building up behind the dam is growing. The pressure is coming from two directions.
First, through science itself. The evidence of irreducible complexity at the end of the
microscope is steadily uncovering convincing evidence that all the parts of every organism
(fauna and flora) needs to come together in an instant for it to come into existence. The
Christian acknowledges that Jesus’ miracles were largely instantaneous (e.g., ‘and immediately
he was healed’). The water is turned into wine in an instant. Lazarus’ rotting corpse was
instantly healthy again. In the fourth miracle of the Exodus, the dust of the ground instantly
turned into gnats. This latter is a good example where a miracle was performed, but it was no
miracle in God’s eyes. This was ‘normal’ for Him. It was only a miracle from man’s point of
view. The same goes for all of God’s creative acts. From man’s point of view they are
miracles, but from God’s point of view they are normal activities. It is nothing to Him to
create each species (or min) in an instant, out of the dust of the ground, just as He created the
gnats in an instant. When you remove God from the equation of origins, then you are left
with evolution. Evolution will collapse, just as surely as other dominant theories have in the
past, and those Christians who were its most vociferous evangelists will be numbered with
the atheists. The seeds of its destruction lie in the theological pressure that has been steadily
building up. The theological arguments are the most damming. They expose the theory of
evolution for what it is—a Godless explanation for the existence of all matter and life in the
universe. According to it, everything can be explained through science, and God can be safely
relegated to some nebulous ‘force’ which existed billions of years ago, to kick-start evolution
to inch forward by trial-and-error mutations, superintended by natural selection. Atheists
and theistic evolutionists are ‘one flesh’ when it comes to their total agreement that the bodies
of Adam and Eve were not brand, new creations. They were two Neolithic farmers, who were
genetically no different from their genetic stock, which had existed for 250,000 years or more
before ‘Adam and Eve’ came into existence.

The box becomes a coffin
There was a cockroach which fell into a hole but the sides were so steep that by the time it

got to the rim it fell back to the bottom, tumbling over and over and landing on its back. It
took some time before it managed to right itself and begin the struggle back to the surface.
The Christian evolutionist may be just visible on the rim of a slimy pit but if he is asked, “Is
evolution the best explanation for the diversity of life, and is it the only scientific explanation
for that diversity?” he will emphatically affirm this to be the case. At that moment he slips off
the rim and falls backwards into the slimy pit, where he feels very secure in the darkness and
crawling over all the multitude of all the other cockroaches down there. But because he is a
Christian he starts the long haul of trying to reach the light at the top of the pit, instinctively
aware that there might be another world up there where his brothers and sisters in Christ are
moving about, enjoying the sunshine of God’s love and provision. But each time he gets to
the rim he is faced with the same question: “Is evolution the best explanation for the diversity
of life, and is it the only scientific explanation for that diversity?” and he tumbles backwards
down into the slimy pit once again, and so he lives and moves and has his being among the
other cockroaches, always struggling but never being able to get out of the pit of evolution;
always learning but never coming to a knowledge of the truth about evolution.

There are two obstacles that will prevent him ever getting out of his pit. The first is the
argument from plausibility, the second is the academic pedestal he is standing on.

The ‘Plausibility Argument’
Once the child’s mind has been boxed in with the visual picture of the ‘ape-to-man’ wall-

charts in the schools this will orientate the child’s mind to look only in one direction to
explain the world about him. One chart in particular has been very cleverly drawn. It
captures the development from something small to something big, so the little chimp is on
the extreme left and the full-grown human is on the extreme right and in-between you have a
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gradation in height of ape-like to man-like creatures. That is very clever, and it taps in to the
‘plausibility/possibility’ argument. Another clever feature was the change from full body
hair on the little chimp to no body hair on the human man. The artist once again has captured
an evolutionary development. Neanderthal Man is almost hairless. But the greatest impact is
the way in which the artist has all of man’s predecessors walking in single file directly behind
modern man. That was very clever. It is as if the direction of the eyes of all of them is on the
Man at the front. Now once the human mind has been captured in this way and once it learns
that all scientists are agreed that evolution is the best explanation for the diversity of life, and
is it the only scientific explanation for that diversity, then the child’s mind will absorb that
information like blotting paper and it will be imprinted on the child’s mind for life.

However, this chart would not work as well to promote evolution if the artist had chosen
(A) the human female, and (B) reversed the order in which they are all walking. The human
female is so different from her immediate predecessor. Her milk glands are on the outside of
her rib cage, giving her body a greater sense of beauty and poise. She is unique in this
respect. Her sexual organs and birth canal are on the opposite side of her body. She is unique
in this respect. And if you reversed the direction of the single file, so that modern woman is
looking to the small female chimp at the front, you lose the sense of ‘evolution’ that the male
chart has very cleverly captured. So there is good psychology, and so good propaganda
value, in how you present and represent the inexorable march of evolution from chimp to
champion.

If we trace the huge propaganda advantage that the theory of evolution has in capturing
and orientating the child’s mind with ‘ape-to-man’ wall-charts in the classroom before it has a
chance to look at the biblical perspective, then it is not surprising that the entire academic
establishment is enslaved to one outlook. They are boxed in from an early age and it is
virtually impossible to escape from it. The box becomes the child’s living coffin. And when
every fact of science is quickly transferred into the theory of evolutionary development and
safely locked in and made conformable to that theory, it adds another nail to the coffin. As
the child grows up nail after nail is hammered home making the box extremely secure. The
child will live, move and do all its thinking within that box. It will know no other world that
is as real as the one it has grown up in from infancy. Scenario after scenario will envelop
every fact of life, with such plausibility that logically it is the only option open to the child’s
mind. It does not stand a chance of getting out of its box. They are the living dead. Dead to
the alternative that God has revealed in His Word.

As the child develops it will notice that all the doctors, teachers, university professors and
religious leaders have all been brought up inside the same box that they are in, and this
reinforces their feeling that the box is the ‘normal’ environment. They are all in it together.
This awareness of togetherness creates its own sense of security in coming to terms with the
prospect of having to cope with the vastness of accumulated knowledge at the highest,
academic level. The way to cope is to imitate those who are ahead of you in knowledge and
expert handling of their subject.  As Jesus once said, “sufficient to the disciple that he may be
as his teacher” (Matt. 10:25). If the teacher is a false teacher, then the disciple will imitate him.
If the teacher is a true teacher, then the disciple will imitate him. It is an acknowledged fact of
life that every institute of higher learning in the West is teaching evolution, unless it is an
institution specifically set up to combat evolution. If the teachers are teaching that evolution
is a fact of science, then their disciples (students) will teach the same to the next generation.
This is the present state in all Western, state-funded, academic institutions of higher learning.
It is hard to see how this chain of tradition can be broken.

We noted above that the handed-down wisdom from the institutions of higher learning
for the past century is that “Evolution is the best explanation for the diversity of life, and it is
the only scientific explanation for that diversity.” All teachers are united on this point – on
this tradition. It is a mark of arrogance in the disciple if he challenges his teacher on this
point. It is the expectation of submission to the superior wisdom of the teacher that will
ensure the tradition is handed on in unbroken succession from one generation of academics
to the next. Academics will select academics ‘after their kind’ to ensure this. And the
academics will produce student teachers ‘after their kind’, who in their turn will reproduce
children in the classroom ‘after their kind’, thus ensuring that only one ‘species’ of academic
will survive. Mutants, such as Intelligent Design academics and AIK-creationists, will be
ostracised from their company (and journals) and kept out of the mainstream of academic
learning. The hope is that these mutant academics will become extinct through isolation. So
much for the argument from plausibility.
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The second obstacle that will prevent the Christian from breaking ranks with his academic
community is the academic pedestal he is standing on. The higher a Christian climbs the
ladder of academic respectability, the less likely will he ever see through evolution as a false
explanation for the origin and diversity of life. He dare not ever think of the possibility that
evolution could be a false theory. In a split second the disastrous implications of such a
thought will yank him back into line.

The thought of being ostracised by his peer group will ensure that he remains in their
company. His reputation is a stake. He is on a pedestal. And he has been put there by his peer
group. His granite image shows him with both fists defiantly reaching up to heaven in
defiance against any alternative to Evolution. He represents Evolution in all her splendour. If
she is toppled then so is he. He is highly respected as a defender of classic Darwinian
evolution. He has been crowned with glory and honour for his journal articles and books. He
cannot afford to lose all this. Academic honours will not come his way. Academic
respectability will evaporate in seconds once he leaves the club. He stands to lose everything
if he seriously suggests that God’s AIK-account is the best explanation for the origin and
diversity of life on this planet. The scorn and ridicule that he liberally poured over the ID
people and over the naïve Bible-believing Christians (‘fundamentalists’), will be poured over
him should he leave the club. He cannot contemplate coming down off his pedestal and
identifying himself with the scorned ID people. That would be a humiliating climb-down.
There is no shame as excruciating as academic shame. A man prides himself on his
knowledge, and when he has to admit he got something wrong that can be very humiliating.
How much more humiliating must it be to admit that all his life he had been wrong with
respect to believing evolution was a fact of science. While there is still a chance that evolution
might still be a viable alternative to God’s account, he will not step down from off his
pedestal and identify himself with the despised people of God who form a tiny minority on
the earth.

Even if such a man were to acknowledge that the account that God has given in His Word
is a truthful and reliable record of how He originated all life from the dust of the ground, and
that it cannot be reconciled with an evolutionary history, it is likely that he will think it
prudent to remain silent. In this way he can remain on his academic pedestal and at the same
time not openly be seen to reject the alternative explanation given in Scripture, and accepted
by the Church throughout all ages.

In the case of DA he has chosen to maintain evolution as God’s method of bringing all
things into existence, and to defend it using the very text of Genesis 1-3 to do so. This critique
has shown that evolution and God’s account are totally incompatible.

DA has got two problems. First, he cannot bring forward any evidence where one species
has changed into another, totally different species. The most that he can bring forward is
where, within a species, there is a wider range of variations in some than in others, which
might lead to interbreeding not being possible. But in no instance do these variations lead to
another, different species. From lupins come forth more varieties of lupins; from fish come
forth more variations of fish; and from birds come forth more variations of birds. But neither
lupins, fish or birds, change into different ‘kinds’ (min). Second, he cannot bring forward an
exegesis of Genesis 1-3 which permits evolution to be the mechanism that brought all life and
diversity into being, without severely distorting the text. The Hebrew text cannot be forced to
say what he wants it to say.

DA has failed in both departments to produce the justification for regarding the theory of
evolution to have been a reality at any stage in the history of the Earth. Of the two
departments, his greatest failing lies in his treatment of the text of Scripture. This is his
Achilles’ heel. If evolution was God’s method of bringing about Man, then God’s record is
not to be trusted, because it states a method of creation which is incompatible with gradual
creation whereby each species imperceptibly emerges out of the previous generation, and
that the present creation is the direct outcome of an unbroken chain of generations stretching
back for millions of years. The global flood mentioned in Genesis 1:2 breaks such a chain, and
is the starting-point for a new heavens and a new earth. The refurbishment of the Earth is a
very recent event in comparison to the age of the Earth itself.

Evidence for the gradual emergence of new species today
To revert to the evidence for speciation, another example of speciation is thought to have

occurred 1.5 million years ago, giving an average of one new speciation of lupin every 19,000
years. This is a problem for TEs, because DA places the emergence of Adam and Eve between
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6000 and 4000 BC (see p. 241). This does not allow time for such speciation to take place in the
course of the present creation, which commenced with a week of creation considerably less
than 20,000 years ago. The planet itself is extremely old, but we are part of a very recent
refurbishment of it by God.

For evolution to work, scenario after scenario is required to keep it afloat. When
everything is viewed through the lens of evolution then we get interpretations based on the
assumption that it took place, such as in the following statement. The embedded questions and
comments are mine. “Studies have shown [or assumed?] that the first lupins arrived in the
Andes about 1.5 million years ago [Who was there to witness this ‘arrival’? How many
species were in situ before they arrived? Is this a full history of the lupin in the Andes?], and
since that time no less than 81 different species of lupin have evolved [or reproduced after
their kind the way T. mirus did? which is not evolution] from these original [How do we
know they were original?] founders as demonstrated [assumed?] by botanic fieldwork in
conjunction with lupin DNA sequencing” (96). Extrapolations based on DNA sequencing are
subject to a good deal of interpretation. Any sequence of DNA can be made to fit the theory.
There is no fieldwork sequence of DNA that would prove evolution did not occur. Such a
conclusion would not be tolerated for one moment. Nothing, absolutely nothing, must be
deduced from any DNA sequence which would rule out evolution. A scenario can be
generated quickly which will accommodate any DNA sequence, so that no conflict is allowed
to stand.

DA addresses the question how speciation can occur in sexually reproducing animals,
“when a male and female animal give birth to an individual that represents a new species”
(97). He confirms that “there is no question of parental animals giving birth to offspring that
suddenly represent a new species” (98). So that shuts off one mechanism that might give rise
to evolution. DA then falls back on Africa and S. America scenario. If speciation is to occur in
sexually reproducing animals, he says, then the most common mechanism “is thought to
occur by gradual reproductive isolation, mainly allopatric, in which populations of animals
become separated by barriers of some kind, and then each interbreeding population
gradually accumulates its own unique set of genetic variations until finally, if brought back
together, the populations are either unwilling or unable to reproduce together. In other
words, the two new species have emerged by a lengthy process. We might need to wait for
hundreds of generations before we could detect any particular differences between the two
species, and even then we might need the trained eye of the zoologist” (97).

This last statement is an interesting admission that after hundreds of generations living in
isolation only a trained eye would be able to see any difference between the two new species.
Unfortunately, we do not have hundreds of generations between Adam and Jesus. Luke 3
records 77 generations between Adam and Jesus, and even if we allow another one hundred
generations to cover the gaps in the genealogies in Genesis 5 &11, this would still not be
enough, according to DA, to show any appreciable difference between the two species. If at
the end of hundreds of generations one species mutates into two distinct species (making
three species in all) through isolation, and we are told that it would take the trained eye of a
zoologist to spot the difference, then what are to make of the one species of Adam developing
into hundreds of tribes through isolation?

Do we not have a parallel speciation to this in new species of ‘man’? In this case we would
not need a zoologist to spot the differences! Their faces and physical build would mark them
out to be new species, would they not? So why are the former called new species, but the
latter are not? The answer lies in the inability to interbreed, and therein lies the problem with
DA’s scenario. He cannot produce a single example of his scenario having taken place
anywhere in the world. It is purely theoretical. It works on the back of an envelope. If
hundreds of tribes have lived in total isolation for centuries from each other, interbreeding all
that time, how is it that they, despite their huge physical differences (due to random
mutations?), are still able to interbreed when they are brought back together again? So
isolation accompanied by interbreeding are not the solution to speciation. DA’s case rests
solely on a dreamed up scenario. It does not rest on any scientific basis at all. It is a belief.
Without any hard evidence, the theory of evolution is stated by DA to be a fact, not a theory.
At this point one is hard pressed to see any integrity in this statement.

The other contradictory statement is: “In other words, the two new species have emerged
by a lengthy process. We might need to wait for hundreds of generations before we could
detect any particular differences between the two species, and even then we might need the
trained eye of the zoologist” (97). But earlier he condemned the idea that evolution is a
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gradual process: “Many people somehow have the impression that evolution began billions
of years ago with single-celled organisms like bacteria, and then since that time there has
been a steady increase in the complexity and diversity of living organisms, until finally we
arrive at the level of diversity we see all around us today. Although the first part of that
assumption is correct [evolution took billions of years], the rest is quite wrong” (86).

Populations evolve
On page 85 DA gives his three steps to evolution. First, “genes mutate”, then “Individuals

are selected”, then thirdly, “Populations evolve”. But here (p. 98) we are informed that it is
not the individual that is selected, but the whole population. And evolution to a new species
happens as follows: “In an interbreeding population, as various kinds of genetic variation
accumulate, some giving rise to beneficial adaptations – longer legs, thicker fur, bigger tails,
whatever it might be – so that population will gradually become more and more different
from the parental population until a new species emerges” (98). Here we are back to theory.
In fact, this scenario can only take place if a population is divided and the parts are kept in
isolation from each other. This is yet another example of dreamed up scenarios to keep the
theory afloat. This breaks down in practice, because it has not happened to the human
species. Stone-age tribes were found in Papua New Guinea some years ago. They were found
to be as human as their discoverers. This Stone-age population was interbreeding in isolation
therefore there should have been ‘various kinds of genetic variation accumulating in their
genome,  giving rise to beneficial adaptations,’ but the only ‘beneficial adaptations’ was their
ability to catch prey in the forest using their own, unique technology!

At length it becomes tiresome to keep reading of fantasy scenarios when what Joe Bloggs
wants is definite proof via clear-cut, unambiguous, incontestable cases of one species
changing into another. In forty years of searching I have not yet been presented with an
unambiguous example. Every single case that I have seen is subject to
interpretation—subjective interpretation—which assumes what has to be proved, namely,
that evolution is a fact. Once you assume evolution to be a fact then it is child’s play to string
together a series of dreamt up scenarios to connect all the fossils together in one long chain of
evolution. You do not have to be a scientist to do this, you just need a vivid imagination.

Evolution is being continually kept afloat on a raft of make-believe scenarios, which are
plausible on paper, but are not grounded in reality. It is a Victorian, pre-scientific, idea,
which, if it had been put forward as a new idea in the modern world would never have got
into any respectable, academic journal. The “study of the fossil record was critical in getting
evolutionary theory off the ground in the first place” (119). But because it arose in an age,
when plausibility was the determining criteria, it took hold in the academic community, and
once it got established it became a club ticket (and a short cut) to get the name ‘scientific’ and
‘scientist’ associated with one’s name and work. Those who did not join the club, were left
out in the cold.

Scenario after scenario, some fanciful, some plausible, are heaped on top of one another to
convince the uniformed reader that evolution did occur and is a fact. Consider the following
tale. “Just 4,000 years ago a small new lake called Lake Nabugabo became isolated from Lake
Victoria by a narrow sandbar and this lake already has seven different cichlid species, of
which five are not found in Lake Victoria and therefore most likely evolved during these past
4,000 years” (99). How naïve can one get? Anyone with a modicum of intelligence would ask:
Who was around 4,000 years ago to witness the ‘small new lake’ being formed? How do we
know the two lakes were separated by ‘a narrow sandbar’? And during this 4,000 year
period, did the two lakes become joined again? Do we have an eyewitness statement or
record that it was ‘narrow’ and a ‘sandbar’ and unbreachable? How do we know for sure that
stocks of species were not transported to or from Lake Victoria by fishermen? Instead of
asking hard, critical questions, the naïve believer in evolution goes straight to the only
solution that clogs up his brain, and declares that this is evidence of evolution!

In case the uninformed reader is not persuaded he is told that, “More than 1,000 species of
cichlid have arisen during the past 1 million years in these lakes” (98).

Another unproveable tale is: “Geological evidence suggests that the lake dried out
completely about 14,700 years ago and that it was then ‘seeded’ by two distinct lineages of
cichlid fish from the more ancient and much smaller Lake Kivu” (98). Here we have a tale of
fishermen stocking the rejuvenated Lake Victoria with two species of cichlid, some time after
14,700 years ago. How do we know it was ’14,700 years ago’ and not 147,000 years ago? Who
was around to record the year when this happened? Note the use of the term ‘suggests’,



53

which suggests a large element of guesswork. How do we know it dried out completely?
Could there not have been deep pools that survived the drying out stage in which the cichlids
could survive? We need to subject these fanciful tales to some hard questioning. How does
one prove beyond reasonable doubt that these examples of folklore reportings are true to
fact? It does not say much for the acumen of the one who reports these naïve tales as proof of
evolution.

Great claims are made for genetics. We are informed that, “In fact if there were no fossils
at all, we would still be able to construct much of evolutionary history just from genetics.
[For] unlike the fossil record, there are no gaps in the genetic record. By that I do not mean
that we have a complete record of all the genome sequences of every species that ever lived –
of course we do not have and never will have because 99% of them are no longer around to
get DNA samples. Nevertheless, in the 1% that remains we have a DNA record, including
disused genetic fossils, that take us back to the dawn of life” (119). A big claim indeed.

But the Christian who knows his Bible knows that all the fossil evidence has no direct
connection with the present, young creation. Fossils were beneath the feet of Adam. The total
extinction of all previous forms of life is a fact at Genesis 1:2. God begins a new creation with
Adam and Eve. So, whatever we learn about the earth’s environment, and its animals and
vegetation, from the fossil record, and plate tectonics, there is no continuity between them
and the present ‘new heavens and a new earth’ that were prepared for us—Adam’s
descendants. DA assumes throughout his book, and in his ‘bush of life’ image (109), that
there has been an unbroken, continuous life on this planet for billions of years. He does not
recognise the line of discontinuity that God has drawn and revealed in Genesis 1:2. But, then,
this is to be expected of TEs. They brush Genesis 1–3 aside as having no historical value.

A fanatical belief in evolution can lead to extraordinary applications, like the following,
“Birdwatchers in Europe will find both herring gulls – which have white heads and grey
backs – and the much darker lesser black-backed gulls. These are distinct species and they
don’t interbreed” (99). This is held up as an example of a new species on the assumption that
because they do not interbreed one of them must have evolved from the other. Apart from
the observation made above regarding T. mirus, and man’s narrow definition of what
constitutes a species, how do we know that one evolved from the other? Even if the external
difference in colour could be tied to one particular gene, what proof do we have that that
gene underwent a freak mutation, and why would that minor mutation prevent
interbreeding? Presumably albinos in every species can interbreed, so a difference in colour is
hardly the reason why the gulls cannot interbreed. From a creationist point of view, how does
one prove that God did not create them as distinct species? In any case, the observation that
‘like produces like’ holds up in the case of ‘ring species’. Black-backed gulls produce black-
backed gulls; and grey-backed gulls produce grey-backed gulls.

The case of the ‘ring species’ of gulls is open to some questions. For example, the grey-
backed herring gull is said to exist only in North America and northern Europe as far as
central Siberia. To the east of central Siberia, in eastern Siberia, there is a mixed grey-black-
backed gull. Can this eastern Siberian gull interbreed with the grey-backed and the black-
backed, or with neither? Secondly, why are the two species of herring gull not able to
interbreed? Is it possible that God allocated them their own niche, and that this is His way of
seeing that they multiply in their predetermined environment?  The fact that such questions
need to be asked shows the slap-dash manner in which half-baked research results are
thrown into the mix to give evolution some appearance of credibility. In nature, we have
learned that it is not all that it appears to be at first glance. Great care needs to be exercised,
particularly in cases of so-called ‘ring species’. Evolution is a snap interpretation because it is
a ‘catch all’ theory.

Claims that ‘intermediate steps’ have been found in the case of the Californian salamander
(100) need to be re-examined away from the dominant imposition of evolution on everything.
It is too easy to come to the data wearing evolutionary spectacles. As in many other aspects in
life, if one is looking for evolution in the Californian salamander, then the connection will be
found. Indeed, the young Christian should be aware that the entire subject of biology is based
on evolution being a fact of nature. Hence, all research will be contaminated by the theory,
and every field study distorted and interpreted in the light of evolution. The microscope has
become the instrument of tunnel vision. And tunnel vision dominates every aspect of
biological studies. Even in summarising someone else’s work, the presentation of the data is
invariably skewed to bring out the ‘hand’ of evolution in the significance of the study. No
study has meaning until it is placed in the context of evolution. The bottom line of the
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research into the Californian salamander is that salamanders reproduce salamanders, not
catfish. When God created the salamander, He created it to reproduce itself, and this it has
been doing ever since. It will never be anything but a salamander fish. It produces ‘after its
kind’, and this is proof that what God said it should do, it has done, and will continue to do
so to the end of time. It will always be a fish. The case of the salamander does not prove the
theory that a single-celled amoeba evolved into a human being. The most that this example
proves (if the study is confirmed by a biologist who is sceptical about the theory of evolution)
is that just as human beings show ‘diversity-within-unity’, so the salamander shows the
same. The ‘unity’ is that the all the salamanders in this study are ‘fish’. The ‘diversity’ of size,
colour, etc., finds its parallel in the human ‘diversity’. Whether some varieties of salamander
do not interbreed with others does not invalidate God’s command to reproduce and replicate
after their ‘kind’. Why shouldn’t He ring the changes on all sorts of variations within the
same ‘kind’? Can we fault Him for not keeping within our artificial definition of what
constitutes a ‘species’? If He laughs at our simplistic attempts to get our minds around His
myriads of creations and our feeble efforts to categorise His works by pigeon-holing them in
boxes that are too small or too large for them, that is our problem.

Redefining creation from a non-evolutionary perspective
Christians in biology may have to sweep away all the old, restricting categories, which are

classed according to human (atheistic) wisdom, not divine wisdom, and look at creation
through the Creator’s eyes. After all, the Creator is the Christian’s Father. He can give
wisdom to understand His wisdom. Ask the Creator for this wisdom. God is supremely a
God of order, and we should expect to see the stamp of His personality on all that He does.
The first category that should be abolished is the restrictive and inappropriate category of
‘species’. In its place should be the Hebrew term that God Himself chose to use, namely, min
(‘kind’) to describe His own creations. A ‘kind’ is a creature that reproduces after its own
image and likeness. The supreme example of this is Man himself (Gen 5:3, “And Adam lived
a 130 years and begat a son in his likeness, according to his image, and he called his name
Seth.”). Man is a ‘min’ — a ‘kind’, and every single ‘min’ will reproduce after its own image
and likeness. Man is not going to become a non-man, no matter how many millions of years
one might give him. His min is fixed for all time. What min exists today, existed ‘from the
beginning’ of the creation, unless one wants to speculate that God has been secretly creating
new ‘kinds’ in the jungles and in the seas since the Fall of Adam.

Obliterating the distinction between micro- and macroevolution
We have noted that God’s use of min (‘kind’) does not equate with man’s use of ‘species’,

which is restricted to creatures who expand through ‘diversity-within-unity’ and who can
interbreed with the expanding population. It excludes any productions where the offspring
are unable immediately on coming into existence for the first time, to cross-breed with the
parent stock (e.g., the T. mirus flower), or where some offspring, through some unknown
cause, after a few generations of isolation, are unable to cross-breed with the parent stock
(e.g., the Californian salamander).

The biblical min, on the other hand, and in contrast to man’s restricted definition of
‘species’, includes all reproductions where ‘like produces like’, in other words, it embraces a
wider range of replication differences than the term ‘species’ does. The wider range can
include differences in coloration which we see in the herring-gulls, the salamanders, and
humans. Differences in coloration prevented white humans interbreeding with black humans
for a long time, but eventually it became accepted, though some whites and some blacks have
resolved not to intermarry. Colour prejudice is still very much alive in some parts of the
world, especially where they rub shoulders together.

Whether colour plays a crucial role in the interbreeding habits of some animals, has still to
be determined. If the selection of a mate is determined by some visual pre-programming,
then this might account for the situation we see in the animal kingdom. Albinos can occur in
many species. Does this play any role in their survival? Is it an advantage or a disadvantage
to be a different colour to the parents? If an answer can be found to why coloration results in
geographical isolation, then this may explain the lack of interbreeding.

The case presented by DA is where there are two species of salamander, a blotchy one (in
Sierra Nevada) and a more uniform one (does he mean less blotchy?) with bright yellow eyes
(along the Californian coast). These two populations coexist in some areas but do not
interbreed, we are told. We are assured that these are two ‘separate species’. Then we are
informed that interbreeding does, in fact, occur between these two ‘separate species’ in the
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San Joaquin area. If DA has reported the facts of the case correctly, then this is not a secure
example of two ‘separate species’ evolving from a single species. So what are we to make of
the claim that “All of the intermediate steps, normally missing, have been preserved, . . . .”
(101).

The atheist who views God’s creations at close quarters cannot allow God to have any part
to play in the three examples that DA has brought forward to show that speciation is the
mechanism for advancement from micro- to macro changes. The distinction between micro-
and macro-evolutionary forces is one of degree only. All changes are evolutionary changes, it
seems. He illustrated this in the three cases of the flower (plant), the herring-gull (bird), and
the salamander (fish).

From an AIK-perspective, if God showed His wisdom in the production of twenty million
species, and each species was given His total concentration, and it was His will that each min
would go forth and multiply and fill the earth and the oceans, would it not be beyond His
skill to devise ways and means of dispersing the offspring? Among many species we see how
He has so ordered the life of each species that the young are forced out of the family and have
to find their own territory to live in. Many species are territorially orientated by God to
ensure dispersal, and so achieve His will that animals move out radially from a geographical
area. Is it just possible that He has built-in a feature whereby birds and fish, through means of
different coloration are impelled to move outward geographically? If so, would this not be
His way of dispersing His creatures across His planet? We have still to understand why
millions of animals migrate great distances. The Artic tern will fly from one pole to the other.
Why? The wonders of nature will never cease to cause man to marvel. But for the atheist, this
sense of awe and wonder is not channelled up to God resulting in praise to Him for His
incredible ability to keep every species alive in totally diverse extremes of environment.

Instead, he is content to see all created things as accidents ready to happen. The accident
of random mutations, resulting in himself. He has come from nowhere, and he is going
nowhere. Blurring the distinction between micro- and macroevolution is his way of grading
all life on this planet. It makes sense to him because there is no other force in operation. There
is no God.

Given the diversity that God has created between different kinds, where He has exploited
every possible variation, it seems (as in the case of man’s rich diversity of colour and physical
appearance, such as pygmy and giant versions within the same min), it should not surprise us
that He has also permitted the same range of variability within other species. Maybe He, in
his infinite wisdom, has ensured the survival of each min by enriching it with many survival
mechanisms, including changes of outward colouring. It is interesting that all the cases
mentioned by D. Alexander, revolve around differences in visual colouring. The difference is
only skin deep. There is no suggestion that difference in colour is matched by any
physiological differences.

The young Christian should be aware of being taken in by interpretations placed upon
these micro-variations within each min . Some will try to fit these variations into an
evolutionary scenario whereby there is no sharp distinction between ‘diversity-within-unity’
and ‘divergences-from-unity’. The former embraces all varieties of lupins, and salamanders,
and mankind; the later postulates major organ changes, such that a salamander turns into a
land animal, and a chimp-like creature turns into man.

Blurring the distinction between micro- and macroevolution is the atheist’s way of grading
all life on this planet. This view is not the preserve of the atheist. The theistic evolutionist is in
total agreement with the atheist’s viewpoint in this regard. Here is DA’s statement, “It should
be clear by now that there is nothing particularly special about speciation from a scientific
point of view and as our understanding of genomics increases, so the distinction between
micro- and macroevolution begins to look less useful. For the fact of the matter is that there is
often greater morphological variation within a species than there is between species” (101).
We pointed this out with regard to our own species (or min).

Intentionally or not, the effect of this statement is to blur the min distinction that God
created in the beginning.

DA follows up his statement with the notice that “organisms varying greatly in
appearance can all belong to the same species and have very similar genomes” (101). He uses
the dog to illustrate this phenomenon. He notes that all 1,000 breeds of dogs belong to a
single species (i.e., a single min). Yet the ranges of dog size, shape and behaviour are far
wider than in the human population. The largest dog is fifty times larger than the smallest
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dog, yet all dogs can interbreed in theory. But it happens that the variation becomes so wide
that the top and bottom ends of the spectrum cannot interbreed. So here is a case of a min
which has diversified to such an extent that interbreeding becomes an impossibility at the
extremes. But the Christian can attribute this huge diversity to an all-powerful, all-seeing
God, who has deliberately created such ‘diversity-within-unity’ within each min. Now if God
can permit 1,000 different breeds of dogs to spring from one min, what does this tell about all
the other mins which He created? The potential that He has packaged into one min is gigantic
and enormous, but the important thing to take note of is that God ordained that each min
should replicate itself. The dog-min reproduces only dogs—hundreds of varieties of them.
The dog-min cannot produce cats. Cats can only be produced through a cat-min. DA noted,
“Comparison of gene sequences from a wide range of dog breeds shows that their genomes
differ about one nucleotide base in a thousand, which is comparable with the variation
between individual humans. . . . The differences in size can be largely attributed to a single
variant gene known as ‘insulin-like growth factor 1’” (101, 73). Christians recognise in Adam
and Eve a new, single min that God created, and from this single min every human on earth
has descended in a direct line. We are all one in Adam; one in nature; and one in his Fall. The
chimps have descended from a different min. The two cannot interbreed.

Such are the marvels of nature that visual similarity, if not total identity externally, can
hide a huge dissimilarity at the genome level. Two worms which even “trained worm people
have a hard time telling . . .  apart” (101) have a genome base of about 20,000 genes, but they
differ in 800 of these, yet these differences hardly reach the visual surface. Then comes the
speculation. It is speculated that these “two species of worm last shared a common ancestor
around 80-110 million years ago” (102). Here, we have moved from science to science-fiction.

There is not one min out of which all life evolved, as theistic and atheistic evolutionists
emphatically declare with all the authority and gravity that they can muster. Evolution does
not speak for itself, as the truth of direct creation does (Rom 1:19-20). It requires sustained
advertisement and sponsorship to keep it alive. It has to be ‘read into’ the data. It is not there
naturally, otherwise we would have worms differing in 800, 799, 500, 300, 299, 100 and 10
genes. If we had a complete, graded series of worm-genomes containing unique genes
ranging from 1 to 800, then we might have a case for ‘diversity-within-unity’, given that there
is no morphological difference between them. If the two species are unable to mate then these
two worm species would fit into the biblical min, especially if God has allocated a different
function within His world to both ‘kinds’ of worm.

The two worm species belong to a group of ‘cryptic species’, which refer to creatures that
appear visually identical but are genetically quite distinct. Then comes the evolutionist gloss:
“it has been suggested that as many as 30% of all animal species may turn out to be of this
cryptic variety” (102). Note the guesswork behind this gloss, “it has been suggested . . .”. It is
only a suggestion, but it is in keeping with the drive to blur the distinction between micro-
and macroevolution. Evolution requires a gradual, graded change from the single-celled
amoeba to Man, so it suits their position to bring forward every example of ‘cryptic species’,
where the externals are basically unchanged (as in the worm mins), because all the changes
take place ‘below the skin’ (as it were), and the resultant species cannot interbreed. The other
kind of change is where all the externals are changed (as in the dog min) but no major change
takes place in the major organs of the species, and the resultant species can interbreed.

The introduction of ‘cryptic species’ can become a tool in the hands of the evolutionist to
speculate what happened in the past. We are told that the African elephant is the result “of
two separate non-interbreeding species” (102) of elephants. It turns out that the two species
are “the African bush elephant and the African elephant”, which is odd, since one of the
species is the African elephant itself! This example of a ‘cryptic species’ cannot be verified
because there are no footnotes to where the original research findings were published. The
same goes for the skipper butterfly. By throwing out example after example, without any way
of checking the results, the supporter hopes that he can rely on the inertia of the reader to
have his examples accepted without checking them, and this is how evolutionists have
gained support for the theory in the past. But things are not always what they are purported
to be in these kinds of summary presentations of serious research. By throwing out multiple
examples of cryptic species, without any way of verifying them, the presenter presents
himself as his authority for the truthfulness of his assertions. This is not acceptable when it
comes to authentication of a theory that has no evidence for changing a major organ, or
introducing a major organ into a species that formerly did not have it.
Three per-cent difference between Man and Monkey
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It is interesting that humans have about 20,000–25,000 protein-coding genes (57), which is
about the same as each of these two species of worms (102). If 4% of the genes of one of the
species of worm can be changed, and yet the external, visual identity is still 100%, this
undermines  the 3% difference that is said to exist between Man and Ape, where the external,
visual difference is 100%. This suggests that what lies at the base of the external differences
between these two comparisons (worms and hominids) is not solely based on gene
differences. There must be another location which accounts for the difference between the
two species of worms, on the one hand, and the difference between the chimp and man, on
the other hand.

Indoctrination in Biblical Studies
The dominance of the theory of evolution and its distorting effect on all that presently

comes under its iron domination, reminds one of the dominance that the JEDP Source Theory
had on Old Testament studies for over a century.26 While it held sway over Old Testament
scholars it distorted the study of the text of the Hebrew Bible. Thank God the chains of that
theory have been broken and Old Testament scholars can breath again, and look at the text
for what it is. But if you were an Old Testament scholar living through that century of
dominance and your articles had to pass through a peer-group wedded to the ‘fact’ of these
four sources, you did not stand a chance of being published by many academic publishers.
You were not considered a member of the club of ‘serious’ biblical scholars, which meant that
you had to work outside that club.

Similarly, in the case of New testament studies, the dominance of the Source Q Theory
shackled the majority of New Testament scholars in academic institutions. While the theory is
still around, its grip has lessened, and it is no longer expected to place every study on the
Gospels in the context of the Q-source theory.

Fashions can ebb and flow in biblical studies. Sometimes, as in the case of the JEDP theory,
they can last for over a century before they are gone, and its place is known no longer. With
hindsight, one wonders how anyone could have been hoodwinked into going along with
such ideas. Yet there were always those who could see through the theory, but fashions are
stronger than rational contemplation, and the majority dominated the minority. But in the
end the minority proved to be correct, and what was once thought of as a colossal fixture in
biblical studies crumbled and fell. It is buried and forgotten. But to be in the grip of a fashion
and willingly forego the right to question it is a dangerous situation for any scholar to get
himself into. Mass indoctrination of a group can occur as surely as mass indoctrination of a
nation can, for how else can we explain the rise of Hitler? No doubt the psychology of group
and national behaviour in the light of indoctrination has been well documented (I expect that
money plays a big part along with yearning for status).

Darwinian indoctrination
Even though mass indoctrination (reaching down into the primary schools) since the time

of Darwin has been in place over the entire academic world and has enslaved its entire
community, there are still those from within this community who have seen through the
theory of evolution. But fashions are stronger than rational contemplation, and the majority
dominate, and utterly despise the minority ID community, who are seen as a real threat to the
stability of their cosy world of make believe.

Too often the reflex of TEs is to relate every crumb of research to the theory of evolution.
Once they have linked and locked it into the theory that appears to be the end of it. However,
follow-up research will often reverse some of the earlier findings, or reveal a more complex
situation than appeared the first time round. The young Christian should always use God’s
yardstick for assessing the claim for evolution by asking himself: Is this result compatible
with this creature reproducing ‘after its kind’? If not, then it becomes suspect. And the fault
will usually be found in the data being interpreted to fit the theory of evolution, and the field
notes written up to that effect. The Christian should separate the interpretation from the data,

                                                            
26 This theory postulated that there were four documents which were dovetailed together

in a very intricate manner to form the present Pentateuch. If a scholar’s work did not take this
theory into account and construct his research work on the assumption that it was as near
being a fact as evolution is, then he was not a member of the club of scholars. He would have
he same pariah status that Intelligent Design scholars have in the eyes of evolutionary
biologists.
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and ensure that the data has not been trimmed or selected to suit the theory. It is possible to
be selective in what data to record, if those doing the research are already under the influence
of the NHS (‘nodding head syndrome’) condition. The young Christian scientist should ask
hard questions and adopt a rigorous and sceptical attitude toward any data that has been
selected to support the theory of evolution, or a summary of data which is presented as ‘hard
fact’, as has been done by DA. I suspect that upon closer inspection of the data, these ‘closed
cases’ may not be as ‘closed’ as they have been made out to be.

Adam named the animals God created
No one knows the exact number of species on earth. The number already classified is

around two million. There are 4,629 mammalian species, about 10,000 species of birds, 15,300
fish species, 250,000 flowering plants, 69,000 species of fungi, 50,000 species or groups of
species of trees, 850,000 insect species, of which 300,000 are beetles. It has been estimated that
80-90% of insect species have yet to be named and classified. So that the final tally of species
in the world could be nearer twenty million than two million (103).

Given the enormity of twenty million different species, how could Adam have named all
of them in the day that he was created? Eve was created in the same day that Adam was
created and after he had named the animals.

First, it should be noted that God had made a garden for Adam to live in. Thus the earth
was divided into two areas. A no-go area, which lay outside the Garden of Eden, and the
Garden of Eden itself. The Garden had one entry point into it, and it was through this entry
point that Adam and Eve were to exit the Garden never to return into it again. An angel with
a flaming sword guarded the entrance in the Garden.

Second, the topic of Genesis 2:18-25 is the arrival of Eve by Adam’s side. How did it come
about? God decided that it was not good for Adam to be alone and so He created a desire for
a helpmeet. It is at this point that the writer goes back to the beginning of the story which
would culminate in the marriage of Adam and Eve. The animals are going to play a vital role
in preparing Adam to accept Eve. The writer, therefore, begins by mentioning that God
created “every beast of the earth and every bird of the heaven,” but he ignores “the cattle”
and all the marine life, because they are not going to play a role in the marriage of Adam to
Eve.

Thirdly, after the writer has mentioned the two main categories of creatures, he uses the
Hiphil of the verb ‘to come in’. The Hiphil form means, ‘He causes to bring in’ unto Adam the
‘beast of the field’ and the ‘bird of the air’ to see what Adam would call them. To ‘bring in’
could be taken to mean, God brought a series of animals in through the single entry point
into the Garden, or that these animals were already permitted inside the perimeter of the
Garden, and they were brought to the place where Adam was situated within the Garden.

Fourthly, as the animals passed before Adam he divined in some way what they were
created to fulfil in God’s world. Through the process of analysing the form and purpose of
each creature, he gave names to the ‘cattle,’ the birds, and the ‘beast of the field’. The term
‘cattle’ is only introduced into the account after all the animals have been analysed and
named. It is therefore probable that these ‘cattle’ were not domesticated wild animals, but
created by God specifically for humans to possess close to them. Genesis 2:19 corroborates
1:24 where God created ‘cattle and creeping thing, and beast of the earth.’ So that ‘cattle’ were
‘cattle’ from the beginning of their creation, and it was this that Adam divined when he came
to name the animals that God brought to him.

There is nothing in the account which suggests that God brought every species of ‘beast’
and ‘bird’ to Adam to name. The purpose of the exercise was achieved when Adam came to
the realisation that he was one of his kind in the world, and that, unlike all the animals
brought before him, he had no female counterpart. The account should not be stretched to
make fun of it, by imagining that God brought millions of species to Adam to get him to
name them. The impossibility of naming all the animals in one day is then exploited to
demolish the sixth day as being of the same duration as the preceding five days.

The words of Adam are recorded when God brought her to him. He called her is shah or
‘woman’, and adds the significant realisation of her origin, “for from is [man] has this been
taken” (2:23). She did exist outside the Garden, as if she had been made like all the other
creatures from the ground, and brought into the Garden at the end of the long queue of
animals. She did not exist before him, as the animals did. Two significant theological truths
were encapsulated in her origin. First, she was not equal in time with Adam. And secondly,
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she derived her body and life from Adam. Hers was a derivative life. She was formed
specifically to be unequal to him, so as not to challenge his priority and headship over all of
the earth, including her. She was not exempted from his rule and control. Only Adam, Christ
and God the Father exercise headship over god-like beings. Adam exercised his headship
over God’s creation when he named the animals and then named his wife Eve. She did not
name herself, or choose her own name.

It was these two theological truths that were revealed to Paul in 1 Corinthians 11. Many
issues were raised in the Corinthian church, including the uncovering of the head by the
female members, women speaking in the assembly, and other disorders no doubt involving
the male-female relationship in the Christian community as well as in the Church. Paul
begins by giving them principles or foundational truths, by which they could live and work
out for themselves what was spiritual and beneficial for them. Paul goes straight to Genesis
1–3, and in particular to 2:18-25, to bring order to bear on the Corinthian disorder.

The first truth Paul extracted from Genesis 1–3 was that man was the head of woman.
Because this was the disputed pair, Paul wisely puts it in the middle. He says that the head of
every man is Christ. No one in the Church could challenge that relationship. There could be
no dispute. He then states that the head of woman is man, and follows it quickly with the
statement that the head of Christ is God (1 Cor 11:3). The last relationship, like the first, could
not be challenged. So by sandwiching the disputed headship between two undisputed
headships, it safeguarded the headship of man for all time. Man was given this headship over
woman while both were in a sinless, perfect state. It predates the Fall, therefore it represents
the true state that should exist between every Christian man and his Christian wife.
Christians are called to go back to the pre-Fall state to find the will of God for their new life in
Christ. Jesus went back to Genesis 2:24 for His teaching on Christian marriage. It pre-dates
the law of divorce that hard-hearted men used to break the marriage covenant. Paul followed
the example of his Lord when he went back to Genesis 1–3 to solve the theological issues
raised in the Corinthian disorder.

The second truth Paul extracted from Genesis 1–3 was that man must not cover his head
when he prays or prophesies (either in private or in public) because he is in the ‘image and
glory of God’, whereas woman is the ‘glory of man’ (11:7). This distinction is to be kept
throughout all ages in the visible covering or uncovering of the head. The sexes are to be
distinguished in this way to remind them that they have different duties and responsibilities
before God which were laid on them before the Fall of Adam and Eve.

The third truth Paul extracted from Genesis 1–3 was that man must not cover his head
because he was not formed from Eve’s rib. He came directly from God’s hands, and God
breathed into his body His own spirit, so that he was truly God’s son (Lk 3:38), reflecting His
headship by having headship over other beings made in His moral image. Woman does not
have a headship relationship. In this she falls short of the ‘image and glory of God’ that
belongs to man alone. Paul states the truth clearly, “for man is not of woman, but woman is
of man” (11:8). He got this truth directly from Adam’s own statement, “for from man has this
[Eve] been taken”. It is clear that Genesis 2:21-22 must have come from God alone, because
Adam was in a deep sleep when his rib was taken from him. In 1 Timothy 2:13 Paul instructs
Timothy how he should conduct himself in the house of God. “Let woman in quietness learn
in all subjection. And woman I do not permit to teach or to rule man, but to be in quietness,
for Adam was first formed, then Eve, and Adam was not deceived, but the woman, having
been deceived, into transgression came.” These spiritual principles are extracted from the
pre-Fall and post-Fall historical events as recorded in Genesis 1–3. Without the historical
events, the spiritual truths are groundless. They stand or fall together.

The fourth truth Paul extracted from Genesis 1–3 was that man must not cover his head
because Adam was made for God, and Eve was made for Adam. It is interesting that Hebrew
does not use the familiar verbs, bara’ and ‘asah (‘create’ and ‘make’) to describe the creation of
Eve. Rather she was ‘built’ (banah) by God. He took special care in her creation, which shows
the high value he put on her reason for existing. Everything about her was designed with
Adam in view. Paul encapsulates this truth, “for man was not created because of the woman,
but woman because of the man” (11:9). He was created because God existed; she was created
because man existed. Adam represents all men; and Eve represents all women. They each
know, from reading Genesis 1-3, where they fit into God’s will for them. They know that they
are in a hierarchical relationship with clear lines of authority, responsibilities and privileges.
One of those privileges is that God has permitted only males to speak in His churches (1 Cor
14:34-35; cf. 1 Tim 2:11-15).
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It might seem like Paul is taking four heavy sledgehammers to demolish a single nut. The
nut being that men were covering their heads in private and in public, when praying and
prophesying, and the women were doing the opposite. But if Paul has used his heavy,
theological guns to demolish this false practice, then we should pay close attention to it lest
we allow the Corinthian disorder to infect our church services and our Home Bible Study
Groups, for wherever a man prays, he exists as ‘the image and glory of God’, and the ‘glory’
of God should never be covering when engaged in spiritual duties, either praying to His
Creator, or conveying messages (prophesying) from God to mankind. He should remember
his high calling in Adam before Adam fell. Feminism began with Eve, and will exist to the
end of time. But if the Christian man pays close attention to the teaching in Genesis 1–3, he
will have the mind of Christ and of Paul, to know how he ought to conduct himself in the
present evil world.

One of the real dangers of allowing theistic evolutionists to be Bible teachers is that they
have a very low view of the historicity of the Genesis accounts. They would never have
extracted the theological truths that Jesus and Paul took out of the historical events, unless
these had already been extracted by them and written down in the New Testament writings.
If the history of Genesis 1–3 is false, then the foundation on which Jesus and Paul built their
pre-Fall view of God’s will for human beings is undermined.

A chart on page 105 details six catastrophic extinction periods. These are Late Cambrian,
End of the Ordovician, Late Devonian, End of the Permian (80-96% extinction), Late Triassic,
and the K–T (between the Cretaceous and the Tertiary eras 65 million years ago which was
the extinction of the dinosaurs when about 60-75% of all species went extinct). From an AIK-
perspective these would represent distinct periods of new creations. Each creation ended in a
global flood, as the sedimentary rocks show. Strangely, these catastrophic disasters are
interpreted as “triggering off new waves of species diversification” (104). The present
creation arose out of a similar global flood which extinguished all life on planet earth. Genesis
1:2 bears witness to this global flood. According to DA “more than 99% of all the species that
have ever lived on this planet are now extinct” (104). The evolutionist lives in a make-believe
world if the following is anything to go by: “And although the loss of 90% of all species might
appear to be a cataclysmic event indeed, yet eventually an even greater diversity emerges
from the ruins” (108). It is almost as if evolution had a mind of its own!

GENETIC FOSSILS (ANCIENT GENES)
DA attributes rationality to the genome. “Genomes are like canny Scots. If they find a gene

that works well, they try not to lose it. And even if they cannot use it immediately, they store
it away for use later” (108). This is not the real world. The genome is not capable of knowing
what works well and what does not. It is subject to random mutations and those mutations
will either be neutral or hinder survival. This is the outcome of ‘natural selection’ we are
assured by evolutionists. And ‘natural selection’ is mindless. Only what survives will go on
surviving. What survives is not in control of its own survival. That will depend on whether it
is permitted to survive by forces outside its control. So in the end survival is not in the power
of any species to effect; it survives only if it is permitted to do so by a combination of many
factors including the amount of food available, temperature and environment. Evolution does
not know what it is doing. It just mindlessly survives until it doesn’t survive.

It is a ubiquitous flaw in the classic evolutionists’ case that they attribute rational to
soulless chemicals. The genome is said here to “try not to lose it”, and the assumption is that
it is always a good gene, never a bad gene that is being saved. How could the genome
possibly differentiate between the two, if is a soulless collection of molecules? It has no mind,
no will, and no power to effect anything, never mind know the consequences of storing any
gene, good or bad. We are further informed that “genomes are loathe to throw away old
genes, even when they’re no longer in use. For example our own genomes are loaded with
‘pseudogenes’, stretches of DNA that are so similar to functional genes that there is no doubt
where they came from, yet so full of mutations that they are functionally incapable of making
protein, . . . . Just taking chromosome 7 alone as an example, this stretch of DNA contains
1,150 protein-coding genes, but also has 941 pseudogenes, sitting there like genetic fossils of
our evolutionary past” (110).

We are assured that, “All genomes of organisms that have evolved recently are littered
with ancient genes, still in use, that we can identify as going back into evolutionary time. But
in addition they are replete with relics of genes no longer in use, and additionally with
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stretches of non-functional DNA, . . . providing indelible signatures of evolutionary histories”
(108-09). How would one recognise an ancient gene which was still in use, as opposed to a
new gene which was still in use? How would one recognise an organism that ‘evolved
recently’ from one which evolved a long time ago? Time will tell if these interpretations have
any basis in fact. I am reminded of the adage: ‘Wonderful things in the Bible I see, some put
there by you, and some by me.’ This can happen in any subject, especially where the writer
goes beyond his knowledge. Talk of ‘ancient’ genes, ‘junk’ genes, ‘relics of genes,’ and
‘evolutionary time’, suggest, ‘Wonderful things in biology I see, some put there by you, and
some by me.’ Fact and fiction are so intertwined in biology that the subject has become an
enemy of God’s clear revelation. The fiction element has become so dominant that some
departments are called, ‘Evolutionary Biology’, so that the term ‘biology’ has become
synonymous with evolution. A more accurate name would be ‘Creation Biology’, because
some TEs claim that all biology, mutations and all, reflect the direct hand of God in all that
happens on this earth. He is the supreme Director of Biology. He is the Controller of
Evolution, we are assured by them.

From an AIK-perspective, man did not ascend from a previous animal. Man had an origin
directly from God’s hands. His body was made directly from the substance of the ground (as
was every other animal body). Genesis 1 reveals Adam’s separate origin from the animals.
But we also have a more sure word about his origin because we have the recorded words of
the Creator to Adam. God said to Adam, “by the sweat of your face you will eat bread until
you return to the ground, for out of it were you taken, for dust you are, and to dust you shall
turn back” (Gen 3:19). For the AIK-creationist this is history—real history—accurately
recorded history. It is not figurative language. The creation of each distinct species (or min)
has its origin in the dust of the earth. I have not yet heard a TE corroborate this statement of
God. Biology can reveal that God used the best possible encryption system that He could
devise as the basis for all life on earth, including the brand new Adam. Every animal,
including mankind, returns to dust, because this was where they originated from. So the final
end of the physical body is the key to its origin. It came from dust and it returns to dust. But
each species, using the same universal encryption system, is a separate min or ‘kind’, as our
eyes inform us every day. Dogs produce dogs, and only dogs. Fish produce fish, and flowers
produce flowers. It will never be anything else, because it has been like this from the
beginning of the creation.

From an AIK-perspective, man had immortality from the moment he was created as a
distinct being (Genesis uses bara’ to record his origin). Adam did not have to die. This is
impossible in the evolutionist’s history of life. If Adam lived forever on this earth, there could
be no evolution. DA claims that one cannot have evolution without death. It is through
procreation that a window of opportunity opens to permit ‘diversity-within-unity’ to occur
when replicating the next generation. If accidents happen in the replicating process,
damaging the encryption system, then the changes are likely to be lethal (110). Evolutionists
see in the faults that occur during replication, the opportunity to alter the min of the animal
and produce a different min.

From an AIK-perspective, man had immortality and lost it. In losing it, he lost the
potential to live forever. From a TE-perspective, Adam never had immortality to lose it. He
ascended from a Neolithic animal to become an adopted ‘son of God’. From an AIK-
perspective, the fact that Adam lived a further 930 years after the death sentence was passed
on him, tells us something about the wonder of that original creation. For sin to have taken
that long to break down his perfect body confirms the biblical record that he had immortality,
but lost it. How else do we explain the 900+ years that the first ten generations exhibit before
the Flood? From a TE-perspective, Adam never had immortality to lose it, and so he must
dismiss the record of the longevity of the patriarchs in Genesis 5 & 11. DA makes no reference
to the longevity of the patriarchs in Genesis 5 & 11, which is puzzling. Longevity and biology
are inseparable. TEs are embarrassed by the longevity of the patriarchs. It does not fit into an
evolutionary history of life. Where the Bible presents a top-down view of Adam, TEs present
a bottom-up view of man. You cannot get a more polarised position than this. They are
contradictory histories of man’s origin. Who do you trust, D. Alexander or God? Do we have
to choose? Creation or evolution: do we have to choose? Only one can be correct. It is a choice
between God and creation, or Alexander and evolution.

Because the Bible starts out by presenting us with a perfect human body for Adam and
Eve, flawless, ageless, painless, deathless, and then goes on to reveal that that same glorious
body became subject to aging, decay and finally death, we would expect human biology to
reflect this changed status in Adam and Eve’s bodies, and it does. But can it ever restore the
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body to its deathless state? Or can biology see a mechanism within the present encryption
system that could allow the aging system to be ‘corrected’, and so restore longevity? Because
evolutionists approach the human body from the perspective of it ascending from a lower
form of life, it would never occur to them to look at the human body from the perspective of
its once deathless state. But you might expect a Christian biologist to take this possibility
seriously, if he has any respect for God’s revelation.

 The fact that atheists and theistic evolutionists are inseparable in their biological approach
to the origin of Man’s body, and especially to its unique origin, means that God’s revelation
will have no bearing on biological studies. It is this fact that makes every TE unsuitable to be
a Bible teacher. He is not viewing God’s creation from God’s side but from the atheist’s side.
Theological and biological truths are inseparable in Genesis. They stand or fall together.
Theology and biology should not be put into separate, isolated compartments. They are a
unity. Distinguished but not divided. What God has joined together, let not man put asunder.
When they are divorced, the atheist can divorce God from His creation. And TEs are content
to go along with this separation between biology and theology. It spares them the
embarrassment of sharing their theology with their antagonist peer-group, who are under the
control of ‘the ruler of this world’ (Jn 14:30; 16:11; 12:31), who “walk according to the age of
this world, according to the ruler of the authority of the air, of the spirit that is now working
in the sons of disobedience” (Eph 2:2).

There comes a point in a man’s life where he sincerely believes there is no God. This point
is reached when God hands him over to Satan. Paul speaks of this person as being dead while
they yet live. Their foolish minds are darkened. They walk in the dark. They are detached
from God in this life and continue that state in the next eternal age. It maybe hard for a
Christian to put himself in the shoes of such a ‘dead’ man, but this man is not stupid when it
comes to academic ability. They are usually heads of departments in most universities. He
can usually be identified by being an atheist and an evolutionist. The two go together.

When the ‘dead’ atheist, therefore, contemplates the origin of life, he has been provided
with a perfectly logical explanation—mutations followed by pruning out the unfit to survive
offspring. These two events are sufficient to explain everything. Because the ‘dead’ do not
have any knowledge of God there is no alternative theory competing with it. The theist, on
the other hand, has a theoretical knowledge of God (or has been brought up to believe there
is a God), and therefore he is well aware of a competing alternative explanation for the origin
and diversity of life. He has to juggle two competing and contradictory explanations as he
goes through life. The juggling results either in the Christian biologist going over to the side
of the ‘dead’ and adopting an agnostic view on the truthfulness of Genesis 1-3, or else he goes
over to the side of the ‘dead’ and tries to salvage something from the Genesis 1-3 without in
any way compromising the theory of evolution at any stage. On the one hand he can go along
with all the ‘naturalistic’ solutions that the ‘dead’ place on all biological discoveries. He is
happy that they lead the way in this area, because they do not have the aid of a Creator to
bridge the gaps. They will always find a scenario which will obviate the need to invoke the
help of a Creator. The Christian will happily go along with any ‘naturalistic’ interpretation,
because he, too, believes that God’s hand cannot be seen directly in any living thing. God, for
him, is behind all things, but the forces that determine the shape and environment of every
living thing is left to ‘natural selection’ to determine, and God is happy with whatever it
produces. By relegating God to a point in His creation where His hand is not visible or
essential, this Christian biologist can accept any interpretation that the ‘dead’ wish to put on
His creation.

In order to retain the respect of the ‘dead’, who form the vast majority of scientists and
biologists, the Christian who aspires to academic accolades must deny God any immediate,
direct hand in guiding evolution toward its final products. Man is just another product of
evolution as every other twig and branch is in the ‘bush of life’. The moment the Christian
introduces ‘God’ into his work the ‘dead’ will ensure he accepts their leadership or be
sidelined.

The reality is that the ‘dead’ control the biological curriculum at every stage of the
educational system in the West. The Christian Church has relinquished all control over the
orientation of biological studies. The orientation is anti-God. The ‘dead’, who set the agenda,
see to it that ‘religion’ (which is myth to them) is kept out of the topic. Is it any wonder that
the entire educational establishment is orientated against admitting God back into His own
creation? Is it any wonder that the children who are imprisoned and indoctrinated in such an
anti-God curriculum enter university orientated solely toward evolution, and become the



63

unwitting transmitters of a Godless approach? Modern professors and directors of
institutions are the product of such an educational system. They know no other way of
investigating God’s works except through the lens of a Godless theory.

So pervasive has the theory of evolution become that it colours books that Joe Bloggs
might read. For example in the book by Barbara & Allan Pease, Why Men Don’t Listen &
Women Can’t Read Maps, we are given the factual data that the eyes of men and women are
different. Women have more peripheral vision than men, but men have greater forward
vision. Then comes the obligatory, evolutionary gloss, or interpretation of this observation.
“As a hunter, a man needed vision that would allow him to zero in on, and pursue, targets in
the distance. He evolved with almost blinkered vision so that he would not be distracted
from targets, whereas a woman needed eyes to allow a wide arc of vision so that she could
monitor any predators sneaking up on the nest.”27  Christian evolutionists would easily fall
for this nonsense because they sincerely believe that God did not make Adam and Eve as new
creations. They sincerely believe—along with the ‘dead’—that Adam and Eve ascended from
very primitive animals, and so the gloss is plausible, and makes sense from an evolutionary
standpoint.

Jews have been circumcising their males babies for millennia now, but there has not been a
single recorded case of a male baby being born already circumcised, and every biologist
knows why it will never happen in a million million years. The same applies to the difference
in the vision of men and women. They came from God’s hands as they are. ‘Kinds’ are
programmed to produce ‘after their kind’. That is the killer blow to the theory of evolution.
Biologists have known about this irreducible truth for millennia. All the huffing and blowing
of the entire serried ranks of academia cannot budge that biological truth. It is the fixed truth
of biology that evolutionists shy away from when it comes to arranging their fossils
according to an imaginary sequence, “illustrating the evolution of one life form into
something quite different” (126; cf. 92).

Whereas atheists like Richard Dawkins have given up on the present DNA system of
replication ever altering anything now living into “something quite different”, the Christian
evolutionist holds out the hope that because there is a God, He can get over this hurdle and
carry on with “the evolution of one life form into something quite different” (126). DA even
holds out the hope that man is still undergoing transition “into something quite different,”
because this is the nature of evolution. It can never cease. If DA is correct, then one day, homo
sapiens as we know him today will disappear from the face of the earth to be replaced by ‘new
man’ (neo homo sapiens). Maybe he has already arrived, If so, it is just a matter of time before
his offspring out-number the present population of homo sapiens, who will become extinct as a
result.

Before a Christian embarks on a biological career, he should first of all obtain a thorough
grounding in theology in preparation for such a career. If he gets his theology right, then he
stands a chance of getting his history of biological origins right. If he embarks on his biology
first, he is unlikely to get his theology right, for his biology will determine his theology, as it
has in the case of DA. Scripture texts will be skewed to make them fit an evolutionary view of
the origin of all things. Biology determines the theology. Biology determines the exegesis.
Biology determines what Scriptures are to be taken literally, and what are to be taken
figuratively. Biology determines one’s whole orientation toward God, His Word, and His
world. It is this false perspective that makes every TE unsuitable to be a Bible teacher.
Theologically and biologically, he is facing in the wrong direction. He is heading in the
wrong direction. He is leading in the wrong direction.

From an AIK-perspective, the human body has descended from a perfect state. This will
have biological implications. With the fall of Adam came the fall of the whole creation.
Everything became subject to decay and death. We cannot measure the fall from perfection to
extinction of each individual life form. We will all have our own individual descent into
death. It is an inevitable consequence of Adam’s first sin. “As in Adam all die,” the Scripture
affirms. How death has affected the genetic code to bring about death, or rather to ensure
death, may be little understood at the biological level. God has ordered death for every living

                                                            
27 Barbara & Allan Pease, Why Men Don’t Listen & Women Can’t Read Maps (London: Orion

Books Ltd., 2001), p. 22. There are millions of differences between man and his closest looking
animal, the chimp, and these sometimes come to the surface in the observation that only
humans have whites behind their pupils, which is absent in all other primates.
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thing, and that order cannot be countermanded or evaded by the encryption system. Indeed,
the encryption system has been deliberately altered by God to ensure that His will is carried
out. Death is an abnormal end to all that God created. But it was His decision to link the one
sin of Adam to the death of all His creations. Even the entire universe, the billions of galaxies,
were affected by Adam’s single sin on this Earth (2 Pet 3:7, 10, 12). Literally everything has
become subject to decay and death (eventually). The TE may scorn this revelation and its
implications for the study of biological systems, but the true Christian will always bear in
mind that Adam’s Fall had biological consequences for all animal and plant life on this
planet.

GENETIC FOSSILS
The genometric bush of life
If there is one page that encapsulates the perspective from which D. Alexander views the

whole of evolutionary history it is page 109. This contains his ‘bush’ of life image. “If we
imagine all the species that ever lived as comprising branches and twigs on one enormous
bush, with mammals and flowering flowers on the branches near the top, and single-celled
organisms like bacteria and yeast near the bottom, then we immediately notice three things.”
The first is that living species take up very little space on the bush. The second is that the
roots represent living things that must have existed during the first stages of life forming on
this planet. Of these we have no trace. The third is that “the whole bush is united in having
the same genetic code. The triplet nucleotide codon system for encoding amino acids is
universal throughout all living organisms, with some very minor variants. All
independently-living organisms use DNA to encode themselves. The whole bush is united by
sharing the same encryption system” (109).

TRADITIONAL FOSSILS
It is a feature characteristic of the ages prior to Genesis 1:2 that fossils formed in

abundance, whereas today it is virtually impossible for fossils to form anywhere in the world.
A study of the fossil record shows that for many animals death was virtually instantaneous
and they were suddenly engulfed in massive sedimentary material, which then appears to
have hardened very rapidly. A curious feature of the Cretaceous chalk is that it is pure white
with no impurities, which suggests that no sediments were able to darken it. Yet we are told
it took about 40 million years to form! It is difficult to imagine an environment lasting that
long with no sediments or wind-blown material landing on it.

Apparently fossils can be dated as follows (m.y. = million years):
First plant spore fossils: 475 m.y.
First complete plant fossils: 430 m.y.
First complete plant with leaves: 390–350 m.y.
First land animals, amphibians and insets: 350 m.y.
First reptiles: 300 m.y.
From 230-65 m.y. dinosaurs ruled the world
First fossil birds: 150 m.y.
Mammalian fossils only occur after the extinction of the dinosaurs.
The fossil record is irrelevant as far as the present creation is concerned. It casts no light

whatsoever on the date of any life-form in existence today. It might tell us something about
God’s creations in other ages, but the line of discontinuity at Genesis 1:2 separates the
dinosaurs from all life on the Earth today. There is no direct continuity between the present
creation and the creations locked away in the fossil rocks. God started with a clean sheet as
far as this age is concerned. Since all creatures in all ages came directly from the hand of God,
it is reasonable to expect that He might reintroduce animals from previous ages should He so
wish, and if we find clear evidence of a few fossil animals still alive today, this would not
constitute a problem for the creationist, or the AIK-creationist.

Everything can be grist to the mill of evolution. Take for instance the incomplete fossil
record. Fossils can only form in marine environments, we are informed (122), and only a
fraction of all living animals are found in fossil form. It is assumed that there is a gradation of
primitive fossils at the lowest level rising in complexity to the top layers. “Such a record is
consistent with an evolutionary history involving common descent in which every twig and
branch on the great bush of life can be traced back in time to the trunk and the roots from
which the whole bush originates” (125).  When you have a simplistic one-theory-fits-all-the-
evidence solution, you can’t go wrong with any claim you make, it seems.
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FOSSILS: FROM SEA TO LAND
DA acknowledges that there is not sufficient evidence to put all the known fossils in an

unbroken sequence with representative transitional forms linking all of them (126). If so, does
this not undermine the ‘bush of life’ that he claimed showed that all forms went back to
single trunk and root? In this section, he claims that he has no unbroken branch leading back
to the single trunk, but at some point high up on the bush he thinks he can see an area where
some twigs branch off other twigs, and although the picture is not complete there are enough
twigs to link one to another, even if the patch of development is isolated to just one area of
the bush. But he thinks he can see similar patches in other parts of the bush without being
able to link them as they (hopefully) descent toward the trunk. The claim runs as follows:
“But with some very recent fossil discoveries on board, we do now have some clear and
detailed step-by-step transitional fossil records illustrating the evolution of one life form into
something quite different” (126). A claim like this is a safe illustration because there is no
chance that DNA sampling would upset the so-called ‘transitional forms’. He goes on, “Space
does not permit description of all these various well-established fossil sequences, so here we
will illustrate the idea with just one example, the transition that took fish out of water to
become terrestrial creatures. . . . It is from the lobe-finned fish that the tetrapods [animals that
live on land] evolved” (126-27). “Other equally well-attested examples include the evolution
of mammals, evolution of the whale (a mammal that returned to the sea from land . . .), the
evolution of elephants and horses, the evolution of turtles and many other examples besides”
(126). What sticks out here is the surprising claim that whales began life in the sea, then for
some reason they evolved into land animals, by evolving legs, they then returned to the sea
and lost their land legs! When a man is wedded to a one-theory-fits-all, his imagination is the
only barrier to supplying all the missing twigs and branches in his imaginary ‘bush of life’.
Such a man can claim, “So despite the gaps in the fossil record, the well-attested evolutionary
sequences that we do have are impressive” (129). If by ‘well-attested’ he means ‘well-tested’,
then this is not so in the case of the whale who disliked the sea so much that he grew four
legs and walked on land for a few million years. Then he got tired of that and went back to
the sea, where he lost his legs! In evolutionary parlance ‘well-attested’ means one man’s well-
publicised opinion.

From an AIK-perspective, if twenty million species (or mins) were confined to the three
spheres of land, air and sea, without any species operating across any two of these spheres,
this would be difficult to achieve, but not impossible with God. Apart from creating millions
of creatures which are confined to just one sphere, such as land animals, birds, and fish, God
has displayed His power and his awesomeness in creating millions of ‘kinds’ which can exist
in two spheres, such as amphibians, or flying squirrels, or flying fish, and fish that can
survive on land for a while, such as lungfish. God has revealed His genius and ingenuity in
creating a creature for every nook and cranny on this Earth. God has dazzled us with every
kind of weird and exotic life form. From the highest region of the sky to the lowest trenches
of the oceans, God has a creature of some description which inhabits every inch of those
extremes. It therefore comes as no surprise to discover that He has created land animals that
can also live in water, and vive versa; that He has created aerial creatures that can also
survive in water, and vive versa; that He has created fish that can also live out of water, or fly
through the air. The sheer volume of ‘kinds’ inhabiting two or more spheres reveals the
breath-taking inventiveness of God. Each ‘kind’ was carefully crafted to survive and bring
glory to Him as its creator. Having created each ‘kind’, God then placed them all over the
planet in a particular environment to serve a particular purpose in that place. Every
placement of every ‘kind’ reflects the Creator as a God of order. Order characterises all He
does. Intelligence exudes from everything He made. Design permeates everything He made.
It was inevitable that, in creating twenty million different species using the same encryption
system, there would be many elements common to each distinct ‘kind’, so that creatures
which God designed from the beginning to live and move in two or more spheres, might be
mistaken to be cousin species. Amphibians might have many features common to fish, and
many features common to land animals, such that they may be mistaken for them. Or worse
still, that someone would put a string of look-alike creatures in a row and claim that one
evolved from the other by some slight, chance mutation in the distant past (see p. 128 for just
such a simplistic, and misleading line-up28). The evidence that God’s account is the only one

                                                            
28 This attempt to win the argument by deception on the basis of external similarities

reminds one of the school wall-charts showing Man followed by a succession of more
primitive-looking hominids. What we are presented with on page 128 are five different
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that matters is revealed in His biological revelation that each of His twenty million species
can only reproduce after their kind. The “evolution of one life form into something quite
different” (126) is contrary to the instruction given by God to each of His ‘kind’. The present
method of replication is the key to interpret God’s instruction to each ‘kind’. Line-ups of
similar looking creatures which are put forward as evidence of evolution in the past might
fool the young and the ignorant, but they result in calling God a liar. The argument from
similarity is a child’s argument. It has no basis in biology. Its basis lies in theoretical,
evolutionary biology. Once this is recognised, then the theory ceases to account for the hard
reality of ‘after its kind’ replication.

There are clues in the fossil record that God was just as intelligent and just as creative in
designing marvellous creatures in previous creations on this planet. He does all things well,
and all His works declare His power, intelligence, wisdom and foresight. For this reason,
when God declared that He created all land animals from the dust of the earth as distinct
‘kinds’, who were then instructed by Him to reproduce ‘after their kind’, the trustful
Christian has no problem in translating this into biological terms to mean that dogs produce
dogs, and only dogs. They will never evolve “into something quite different” to use DA’s
words.

Where the theory of evolution breaks down is at the point of replication. The replication
system that God has put in place ensures that ‘like produces like’ and not something unlike
itself. There are twenty million witnesses to the truth of this biological observation. The
whole earth is a witness to this biological observation. Every biologist on the earth is a
witness to this biological observation. It is to no avail to draw up charts based on external
similarity if each reproduces after its own likeness.

CHAPTER 6: OBJECTIONS TO EVOLUTION
DA claims that science thrives in open debate and that the theory of evolution is not

immune from such debates, “But such debates are not about whether evolution happened or
not, which virtually no biologist in the research community actually doubts, but about
mechanisms, interpretations, classification disputes, . . . .” (130). So there we have it. Virtually
all biologists have moved beyond believing evolution to being a theory, to being a fact of
science. It is officially a fact of science. For a Christian to become a biologist, it will be
expected of him that he accepts that evolution is a fact of science. Here is the start of peer-
group pressure.

The total dominance of evolution is welcomed by DA. “One of the deep mysteries of life, .
. . is why people spend their time going round churches telling people that they don’t believe
evolutionary theory” (131).

Objections to the theory of evolution are invalid if they are not presented in a scientific
manner, we are told (131), and this involves becoming a member of the scientific research
community. The next hurdle is that any article objecting to evolution must pass through a
peer-review panel. “So really serious objections to evolution, if there are any, have to be
presented the tough but proper way, by publication of solid results in reputable scientific
journals” (131). Now, given that the entrance into the scientific community is virtually
contingent on accepting the theory of evolution as a scientific fact, and that the peer-review
group will be made up solely of convinced evolutionists, the bar has been raised so high that
it would exclude many in the ID research community and their supporters. It would also
exclude theologians. Peer-reviewed journals are a closed shop.

DA answers seven objections to evolution.
QUESTION 1: Evolution is a chance process and this is incompatible with the God of the

Bible bringing about his purposeful plan of creation
DA begins with the statement,” taken as a whole, evolution is in no sense a chance

process” (132). It is very important for atheistic (Dawkins) and theistic (DA and Simon
Conway Morris) evolutionists to get rid of, or suppress, the idea that evolution makes

                                                                                                                                                                             
‘kinds’ of creatures, not one fish which has mutated into four other varieties of the same
ancestral fish, which is the idea behind the sequence. There is no scientific evidence to back
up this artifical illustration, and it lacks integrity because it is presented as near certain to
have happened, when it is based on an imaginary scenario.
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progress through random mutations.29 The public would never accept this. It is too
preposterous to account for the beauty and order in the universe. So they are united in their
belief “that the evolutionary process is not a matter of chance” (132).

Dawkins’ made the deceptive statement that single step changes are random, but
cumulative steps are not. There is a fatal flaw at the heart of Dawkins’ escape into
‘cumulative selection’. The flaw is this. Cumulative selection is not an event, it is a
summary of events, and those events can only be one-step-at-a-time steps. He
dislikes intensely the argument that all came into existence by chance. He senses that
this is not a winning argument, so the ploy is to group a series of single steps into one
big single ‘cumulative step’ and get round the problem that way. It then looks as if
chance has been ruled out. But what does he say? “Each successive change in the
gradual evolutionary process was simple enough, relative to its predecessor, to have
arisen by chance” (p. 43). He continues, “But the whole sequence of cumulative steps
constitutes anything but a chance process, when you consider the complexity of the
final end-product relative to the original starting-point. The cumulative process is
directed by non-random survival” (p. 43). Hindsight is a wonderful thing! But even
hindsight has to admit that it was a freak set of millions of chance mutations that
produced every single end-product that has come through the process.30

Dawkins requires mutations to ‘drive’ evolution, but he puts his finger on the
problem of mutation. He noted: “But natural selection doesn’t choose genes directly,
it chooses the effects that genes have on bodies.”31 In other words mutations are
random, but if they do not harm the host body, the mutated genes automatically
survive because they are inside the body.32 And this process can go on indefinitely so
long as no mutation produces an effect that leads to its extinction. This is what
Dawkins means by ‘natural selection’ acting like an agent, and choosing the effects
that survive each mutation change. But Dawkins is aware that evolution cannot
choose the mutation itself, as these are purely random. So it is a statement of the
obvious to say that if a mutation is not harmful then it survives; and if it survives it is
only because the mutation was not a damaging one! Call it ‘natural selection’ or call it
a common sense observation, the result is the same.

DA’s statement is disingenuous because he is perfectly aware that mutations are random.
He is aware that he must not concede this point, so he looks at the end product of evolution
(as Dawkins did), which is the operation of ‘natural selection’, and there the effects of random
mutations will be severely tested. If the random mutations produce a disadvantage, then
natural selection will weed it out. This is how DA avoids conceding that evolution makes
progress through random mutations. The key phrase, he says, is ‘evolution taken as a whole’
(132). But then he contradicts the opening statement that “evolution is in no sense a chance
process”, with the statement, “Fertilisation is truly a chance process’ (132). The use of ‘in no
sense’ has been undermined.

In any case DA misunderstands the origin of each individual when he states “you could so
easily have been of the opposite sex to what you are now, and you could easily have looked
physically quite different. Fertilisation is truly a chance process. Yet you still believe (I hope!)
that God was sovereign in all these contingent events that brought you into existence” (132).
The simple biological truth is that if the sperm that carried my genetic makeup did not reach
the egg then I would not be born! I could not be ‘the opposite sex’, or ‘physically different’
from what I am. It is the sperm that fertilises the egg that produces the individual, as any
intermediate textbook on biology would show.

DA then turns to what appear to be ‘chance’ events in the lives of individual Christians
and extrapolates from this the idea “that God is ultimately in control of everything that

                                                            
29 Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Penguin Books, 1986; Appendix,

1991) acknowledges that all appearances to the contrary, the only watchmaker in nature is the
blind forces of physics.

30 Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Penguin Books, 1986; Appendix,
1991).

31 Ibid. p. 60.
32 Ibid. p. 57.
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happens” (133), and that all chance events “are within the boundaries of God’s sovereignty
and plan” (133). From this it is a short step to saying that all chance mutations are also
“within the boundaries of God’s sovereignty and plan”, and therefore “God is ultimately in
control of everything that happens”. This is just a shorthand way of saying that God has
controlled chance mutations to bring about a multitude of creatures. “There is never a hint in
the Bible that certain types of events in the natural world are any more or any less the activity
of God than other events” (133).

He concluded, “So as Christians we can perceive the evolutionary process simply as the
way that God has chosen to bring biological diversity into being, including us” (135).

What is puzzling about this solution is his concession that mutations are chance events
and they come about because “mutations in DNA can . . . be due to failures in the actions of
DNA repair enzymes that occasionally miss errors during the ‘proof-reading’ process” (134).
The question arises, Are these ‘failures’ not really failures, but God’s interventions to bring
about new species? From an evolutionary standpoint, this interpretation would give these so-
called failures a completely new context and a new and valuable significance. These ‘failures’
would point directly to God as His way of changing one species into another species.

But this raises a further question. Many mutations turn out to be harmful, if not lethal,
who is responsible for these harmful mutations? Is God the direct cause of these also? Does
God cause the bad mutations to occur, and then use ‘natural selection’ to undo His
‘mistakes’?

Another question arises out of the accumulation of useless genes in the genome of all
living things. DA notes, “natural selection preserves some genes so carefully during millions
of rounds of replication and millions of years of evolution, that some encoded proteins in
human and rabbit even have identical amino acid sequences” (134). The inference being that
this indicates a chaotic state of affairs. Is this God’s handiwork? Is He a God of disorder? Or is
evolution in some sense not His direct work, but His indirect work? If the latter, who or what
is in control? Who or what is causing the ‘failures’ to occur at the ‘proof-reading’ stage? Are
they ‘chance’ mutations, or ‘controlled’ mutations? These questions are not addressed nor
spotted, consequently we have no answers to them.

The original query read, “Evolution is a chance process and this is incompatible with the
God of the Bible bringing about his purposeful plan of creation.” DA gives a contradictory
answer. He first of all denied that “Evolution is a chance process” if you put it in the context
of “taken as a whole”, which appears to mean “if you look at the world around you today”.
But later on, he concedes that mutations are chance events as defined by his first definition of
the word ‘chance’ on page 133. There he says that a chance event is something that is
predictable in principle but not predictable in practice. In this case, a failure to ‘proof-read’
correctly is predictable, but why, how or when it will happen is not predictable. That is one
problem I have with DA’s answer.

The other problem I have with DA’s reply is that evolution is presented as God’s
instrument to bring His creatures into existence. God started off with a single-celled creature
and mutated this creature over billions of years to finally end up with Adam. Now if
evolution is God’s instrument, then DA has shown that it is a very unpredictable and
roundabout way to create Adam and Eve. It presents God in a very unflattering light. DA
wrote that it took “millions of rounds of replication and millions of years of evolution” to
produce Adam and the rabbit, because they share “identical amino acid sequences”. The
reason why DA predicted it took “millions of rounds of replication” is that progress is only
achieved through infinitesimal mutations, happening at an unpredictable rate, and he cannot
envisage “the evolution of one life form [turning] into something quite different” (126; cf. 92)
in fewer replications. Similarly, the reason why DA predicted it took “millions of years of
evolution” is that “millions of rounds of replication” are required to mutate one species into
another. So DA’s God comes across as a slow, ponderous, plodder, following on behind the
unpredictable mutations that are taking place, and letting everything just take its own course.
DA’s God is content to let evolution dictate what comes next in a very laid-back attitude to
His creations. ‘What will be, will be,” is God’s motto.

Contrast this picture of God with the picture presented in Genesis 1. There God speaks
and twenty million ‘kinds’ come into being in less than a week. God does not come across as
a slow, ponderous, plodder, following on behind “millions of rounds of replication” over a
period of “millions of years of evolution”, letting everything just take its own course, and
taking credit for it in His Word. Or take the picture of God at the Exodus. Moses and Aaron
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are God’s instruments for turning the dust of the earth into millions of gnats instantaneously
(Exod 8:17). God’s control of this miracle is further enhanced in that the gnats are restricted to
the land of Egypt, and within Egypt, the gnats do not invade the land of Goshen where His
people have been settled by Him. The God presented by DA is in marked contrast to the God
presented by the Holy Spirit in the Bible. DA’s God is a lethargic, ineffectual figure, at the
mercy of evolution, and a figure not worthy of man’s respect. This image of God is how Satan
would love to portray Him. This is the image of God that evolution will produce if evolution
was His instrument in bringing all things into existence. As Paul noted, creation and the
Creator reflect on one another. The Creator is reflected in His creation, and the creation
reflects its Creator. So close is this relationship that God’s works are capable of revealing His
power and his Godhead’ leaving all men without excuse that He exists. But evolution
removes the immediacy of God from His creation, and presents Him as a slow, ponderous,
plodder, following on behind the unpredictable mutations that are taking place in His
creation, and letting everything take its own course. This presentation of God in relation to
His creation, introduces a huge gap between the creation and its Creator, so that God’s
attributes are not clearly seen, and so man becomes excusable for not perceiving God through
what His works. From an AIK-perspective, there is no gap between God and His creation,
and God is not separated from His works. The immediacy is retained and this is reflected in
the way God is presented throughout the Bible.

Evolution becomes a necessity once God becomes ‘dead’ in the mind of human beings. If
there is no God, then the atheist is correct, evolution is the only explanation left to account for
the origin and diversity of life on this planet. Science then becomes the task of explaining how
a godless world came into being, and there could be no better instrument than evolution to
demonstrate how this could about (with the help of conjectured scenarios). The terms
‘godless’ and ‘evolution’ go together, just as ‘God’ and ‘creation’ go together. It is a mystery
to me how a Christian could exchange the revelation of God for the speculations of a godless
theory. Only if such a Christian is enveloped in a very thick fog of ignorance about God can
he be duped into believing that God’s works came about through evolution. Only by being
totally immersed in a very thick fog of evolutionary thinking, possibly lasting a lifetime, can
he be duped. Only by living under a thick blanket of accumulated data, brow-beating him
into submission to go along with his institution’s outlook, and by allowing this thick, heavy
blanket of knowledge to exclude the light of God’s revelation to penetrate through that thick
blanket, can he be duped into accepting evolution as God’s sole instrument to bring about the
present imperfect world. Only by neglecting to ‘know’ God’s Word and take its every word
seriously can such a Christian deviate from following the interpretation of Jesus and His
Apostles and the Church that God directly created all things. Jesus accused the religious
leaders of His day of deviating from the Truth because they did not “know the Scriptures, nor
the power of God” (Mt 22:29; Mk 12:24). Evolution is a spiritually debilitating theory because
it robs God of the glory that is due to Him.

It is for this reason that a Christian evolutionist should not be accepted by the faithful to
teach them about God the Creator. He will lead them into error. He will rob God of the glory
that is due to Him alone as the Creator of all things. Even the present fallen, imperfect world,
still retains the evidence of His character in it. And we can still perceive His wisdom in the
creation of each individual species of animal and plant. Christians view the present creation
as a descent, not an ascent. It has descended from a state of perfect complexity. It is not
ascending to a state of complexity. It was created in all its present state of complexity and
diversity from the very beginning. The stock of God’s wonderful creations are decreasing
annually. We are the poorer for these extinctions, because each species reflects the wisdom
and power of God.

From an AIK-perspective, Adam and Eve commenced their earthly lives with flawless,
perfectly formed bodies. These bodies would never have broken down. They had immortal
bodies, incapable of dying. Mutations, or disturbances/disruptions of the original, pristine
DNA structure, do not lead to life but lead to death. Adam’s descendants, up until the Flood,
lived to be 900+ years, before their bodily frame broke down and they died. Mutations are
now an integral part of God’s spoiled creations. Everything He created has been spoiled or
marred by sin, nothing excepted. Everything now has the mark of death written all over it in
the form of aging and decay, leading to death, disintegration and dust. It was not His perfect
will to undo His creative acts and reduce them to the dust from which He raised them up.
But He set about a disturbance in the balance of the deathless bodies He created, which was
to lead inexorably to their reduction to dust.
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From an AIK-perspective, our body began its existence in Adam and Eve. We were in seed
form in them. We have a similar revelation given to us in Hebrew 7:10 where we read that
Levi paid tithes to Melchisedek through the action of his great- grandfather Abraham,
because “he [Levi] was yet in the loins of the father [Abraham] when Melchisedek met him.”
So in a real sense ever human being living today started off our existence in the loins of
Adam possessing a body that was absolutely perfect, without a single flaw, immortal,
mutationless. Then came Adam’s sin, and immediately death entered our bodies. Our bodies
die because of Adam’s act of disobedience, but they began to die before our seed left his loins.
We became subject to death while we were still in the Garden of Eden, for we were in that
Garden in the loins of Adam our father. We were expelled from the Garden while we were
still in his loins.

While the internal disruption at the level of the genome was certainly brought about
directly by God in response to Adam’s disobedience, it must be always remembered that this
was not His revealed will for us. Our biological death was not in God’s plan for us. We lost
our right to immortality through the sin of one man, Adam. Through Adam came the
awesome range of mutations that now bring about our death in one form or another, be it
through cancer, AIDS/HIV, or the failure of our immune system to do its job, or whatever.

From the point of view that human life began on this planet in the form of a perfect,
immortal body, incapable of improvement, having been created in a perfect state, and then,
as an act of punishment by God, He determined to remove its immortal condition, then
mutations can be seen as God’s mechanism to bring about death in every animal that He has
created. But despite the constant assault of mutations taking place in our fallen bodies, from
conception to death, the body has an array of magnificent mechanisms to keep death at bay
until our allotted span of years has been reached and eventually we succumb to the
mutations introduced by sin. Death reigned in our bodies before we were conceived. And
where death is, mutations are not far behind. From the point of view of Adam’s perfect body,
a mutation would have marred that perfect body. No mutation could have been beneficial.
All mutations could only be movements away from perfection, otherwise he was not created
with a perfect, sinless, deathless body.

The atheist and the theistic evolutionist have no option but to deny this biblical view of
Adam and Eve, and substitute their own doctrine of the ascent of Adam and Eve from
primitive Neolithic farmers. It is for this reason that the Christian evolutionist is not fit to be a
teacher among God’s people. He has a low view of Scripture and a heretical view of the
Doctrine of Man.

In the light of what has been said above, DA’s statement that “evolution is in no sense a
chance process,” is nonsense.

QUESTION 2: The theory of evolution is not truly scientific because it does not involve
repeatable experiments in the laboratory

This is an easy question to answer because evolution does not lend itself to experiments in
the laboratory. The test of the theory belongs more to the courtroom than the laboratory. In
law, the aim is to establish beyond reasonable doubt than an event did or did not happen and
was brought about by whom, and how they did it. Biologists are in a very similar position
with respect to the theory of evolution. They were not there to observe the millions of years of
gradual evolution, nor all those incremental steps leading to speciation, but they can make an
‘inference to the best explanation’ whereby firm conclusions can be drawn based on the
wealth of evidence available” (136-37).

One wonders why the laboratory has been deserted for the law-court. It surely cannot be
beyond the capacity of biologists and biochemists to deliberately create controlled mutations
and produce a completely new species, and then repeat the procedure in the laboratory. The
task, then, would be to find out how controlled mutations could occur by chance to produce
the same new species. One suspects that mutating one gene at a time is not going to produce
a new species. But in making the attempt to create a new species under laboratory conditions
something will be learned about the possibility or impossibility of it happening. In the end it
is the laboratory experiments that will determine whether a new species can be created or
not. This cannot be settled in a courtroom. Exchanging the white-coat for a suit and tie is a
sign of weakness, it has the hallmarks of someone on the run.
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The decision to lockup the laboratory and open up the courtroom to settle the issue
whether evolution is a fact or not, is a weakness, because all the evidence cannot be
exhibited,33 and all the witnesses cannot be cross-examined. The principal witness, God,
cannot be present, let alone be cross-questioned. Also, who is going to be the judge, and who
constitutes the jury? On a good day, a jury might hint that evolution, as a theory, might be
possible. But an impartial jury could never say that it happened. And the suited brigade will
return to their laboratories with their white-coats between their legs.

The case for evolution has been summarised by DA. It is this: “The geographical
distribution of species, the existence of ongoing speciation events, the fossil record,
comparative anatomy and, above all, genomics, all provide an immense array of persuasive
data in support of common descent with variation” (137).

The case is weak. If we break down the evidence as the defence lawyers would do, we
have—

(1) the geographical distribution of species
(2) the existence of ongoing speciation events
(3) the fossil record
(4) comparative anatomy
(5) genomics
 The case for (1) is weak because God instructed His creations to spread out over all the

earth. The case for (2) is weak in that the term ‘species’ has been so narrowly defined that a
new species can be of the same biblical ‘kind’ (min). The case for (3) is likewise weak because
it depends on (4), which is weak because we do not have the DNA of the fossils to compare
them.34 Lastly genomics has to do with mutations of a single-celled creature resulting in Man;
the presence of ‘fossil’ and/or ancient genes, and relics or ‘junk’ genes within the genome.
The jury is still out on this last issue, but the Bible isn’t. It states clearly that God created each
min separately from the dust of the ground, and each min was sent forth to increase and
multiply after its kind. It has been obedient to that command to this day, and will continue to
be so to the end of time. No evolution is taking place anywhere in the world at this time,
otherwise it would be headline news, and under careful scrutiny by the scientific community.

DA will not give up on evolution. “The whole point about evolution from the biologist’s
perspective is that it explains so well all those many things that other theories can’t explain”
(108). He places his trust in it. “A powerful, big scientific theory that explains a huge
disparate array of data, as in the case of evolution, will inevitably take many years of work to
develop. . . . The theory itself is only challenged if refuting data are uncovered” (137). We need
to look at the language here. What does ‘powerful’ mean? What does ‘big’ mean? What does
‘scientific’ mean? He had conceded that he had no laboratory evidence to prove by repeated
experiments that evolution ever took place. He shut the laboratory door behind him and
argued his case for probability in a courtroom! So the adjective ‘scientific’ cannot precede
‘theory’ in this context. Now whether a theory can have ‘powerful’, and ‘big’ before it with
any content, I’m not sure. But it sounds good. It trips off the tongue easily.

The next clause is interesting. It reads, “that explains a huge disparate array of data.” This
boils down to “that explains the data”. In what way does evolution ‘explain’ the data? It
means that scenarios can be created which allow the data to fit the theory.

The next sentence is interesting. It reads: “The theory itself is only challenged if refuting
data are uncovered.” In the mouth of an atheist this demand would make sense, but in the
mouth of a professing Christian this is odd. Genesis 1-3 presents irrefutable statements by
God that He directly created each creature according to its kind, because each species is then
commanded to reproduce ‘after its kind’. Every biologist on earth, if asked, would confirm
that this is what is still happening today. The present is the key to the past. The present is also
the key to understanding what God meant when He told each species to replicate ‘after its
kind’. There is no doubt what He meant, and there is no doubt that this is how life has
continued on Earth since Genesis 1. We have no evidence whatsoever of a ‘kind’ reproducing

                                                            
33 According to DA the fossil record accounts for only 1% of all living creatures, and

fossils form mainly in marine environments, which means that the fossil record will be
heavily weighted in favour of preserving marine specimens or specimens close to a marine
environment.

34 See DA’s comparative chart on p. 128 showing the hypothetical evolution from marine
to land animals. This is based on comparative anatomy.
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something that was not after its kind. Lupins produce lupins, herring-gulls produce herring-
gulls, and cichlid fish produce cichlid fish. Each remains within its biblical ‘kind’ from the
moment of its creation. This includes ‘diversity-within-unity’ due to chance or random
mutations in a fallen creation.

The word ‘theory’ we are assured by DA does not mean that something is not true. “The
term ‘theory’ in science is used in rather a technical sense to refer to that overarching scheme
of ideas making sense of a certain set of data” (137). It is on a par with the expression ‘the
theory of relativity’. “A scientific theory connects up a disparate set of facts and observations
and weaves them into a coherent story” (137). First of all, the term ‘scientific’ is inappropriate
before the term ‘theory’. The theory has never been proved by repeatable experiments in the
laboratory. The sentence should be rewritten as: “A theory connects up a disparate set of facts
and observations and weaves them into a coherent story.” In the case of evolution the term
‘connects up’ refers to imagined scenarios in which the data can be made to fit the theory. The
term ‘coherent story’ refers to ‘a story’.

What Joe Bloggs is looking for is not a ‘likely story’ but a reliable record of what actually
happened. Evolution is a speculative story which connects up a series of dreamed up
scenarios with the sole object of making them fit into the theory and so confirm it. All data
must fit the theory. The theory is dominant. The theory is ‘powerful’. The theory is ‘big’. The
theory is all-encompassing. It is the mother of all theories. It cannot be challenged. It is the
Goliath that strides unopposed across the globe. There are no Davids this time to slay him.
He will dominate the scientific world to the end of time. He has no competitor (worth
mentioning). He has a mighty army of white-coated followers who will never be disloyal to
him. “Who will come out and challenge me?” he roars at the Church of God, for he knows
that it is only from that quarter that a challenge can arise. He has subdued the Earth to his
theology; it remains only to subdue the Church. But he has many of his white-coated
believers strategically placed in the Enemy’s territory, and they can become leaders and
teachers, and alter the Enemy’s theology from within. He has already subdued the
archbishops, bishops, and clergy to his theology. It just remains to subdue the foot-soldiers of
his Enemy and then he will have the whole world in his hand, singing the praises of
Evolution.

QUESTION 3: Evolution runs counter to the second law of thermodynamics
The law states that the entropy of a system always increases, i.e, the level of

disorganisation increases. The issue behind the question is that evolution bucks the law by
producing increased complexity and organisation, which is contrary to the second law. He
argues that evolution is an exception to the second law because “as one system (the sun)
‘runs down’ so another system (life) ‘runs up’. There is therefore no violation of the second
law of thermodynamics” (139). Is there a direct see-saw effect between the sun and life on
Earth, that they somehow balance each other?

QUESTION 4: Perhaps God makes things look old, although in reality they are much
younger, in order to test our faith?

DA notes, “if God has made everything with the appearance of great age, complete with
tree rings, ice cores, fossils in ordered layers of sedimentary rocks, and genetic fossils in our
genomes, but in reality everything is only a few thousand years old, then this surely makes
God into a deceiver on a grand scale” (141). Apart from the questionable “genetic fossils in
our genomes”, the AIK-creationist would agree with this. It is clear that the present world
started off after a global flood. The substance of the Earth was not created on Day One. It pre-
existed Day One. On Day Three the waters were lowered to reveal the ‘dry ground’ as we
know it today in the form of five continents. Plate tectonics and ice ages were distant events
by Day One. The fossils of previous creations and previous extinctions were already part of
Earth’s ancient history. On Day Five God, for the first time since He drowned all previous life
forms, used the term bara’ to describe His first creation of animal (or sentient) life on the
reconditioned Earth. He did not use this verb again until He came to the mention of Adam,
and this describes the creation of a much higher form of animal (divine) life.

If the questioner had made a distinction between the creation of the Earth (which is very
ancient), and the creation of the animals living on it (which are very recent in geological
terms), then he would have put the theory of evolution in trouble.

DA notes, “The idea that God deceives people by creating things that look as if they are
very old when in reality they are not, is potentially damaging for our biblical understanding
of the nature of God’s faithfulness, and subversive to the whole scientific enterprise. For if
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God can deceive in one area, then might he not deceive in any area of the created order? . . .
the implications are potentially grave for both science and faith” (142).

The same grave implications apply to evolution if God did not create all life on Earth in six
literal days, as He states He did (Exod 31:17). If evolution is true, then God is not only a
deceiver, but a liar. Evolution cannot be fitted into two days (Days 5 & 6), or 24 hours of
daylight. Someone has to give way. Someone is telling a lie. Is it God or is it Denis Alexander?
This is the pertinent question to address to every Christian who puts evolution before God’s
revelation.

QUESTION 5: ‘What is the use of half an eye?’
“An important aspect of evolutionary theory . . . is that it involves the emergence of new

properties by gradual incremental steps, each one of which is so favoured by natural selection
that the genes involved become more frequent in a population” (142).

“we now have quite a good understanding as to how the eye evolved based, to a large
degree, on living organisms with eyes representing the various stages of the evolutionary
process” (143). It would be more correct to state that his evidence comes totally from existing
species. This constitutes a weakness in his evidence. For if he can grade the capacity of
creatures to see according to their species, then the greatest degree of complexity should
appear in the last species to arrive on the Earth, which is said to be Man. But his eyes are
nowhere near as complex as the chameleon’s independent, swivel eyes. Some species have
both day and night vision. Some can see an object the size of a rabbit from two miles away.

From an AIK-perspective, God endowed each of His min (‘kind’) with the right strength of
vision according to the purpose He had in mind for it to flourish and multiply and survive.
Given that there are twenty million different species, we might expect to find twenty million
different designs of eyes (including no eyes at all). Clearly the presence of eyes are carefully
designed and fit for purpose. It is clear that one-design-fits-all is as inappropriate as one pair
of spectacles would suit all short- or long-sighted human beings. If the Creator designed
inappropriate eyes to each of His min, this would be a recipe for disaster. Consequently, the
AIK-creationist attributes wisdom to God in designing a perfect eye-brain connection for each
animal, according to the niche He fore-planned to set them in. He designs all things well, and
we see this in the multitude of different designs He has created.

The theory of multiple concurrent evolutions
The eye is one component that evolutionists concede could never have gone through a

single chain of mutations. To get round the threat to the theory a scenario is quickly
concocted. It runs like this: “the eye has evolved not once but many times during the process
of evolution” (134). So that is how to skip round any problem you may encounter with the
theory of evolution! This is a very handy idea to keep up your sleeve. This is what is meant
by ‘evolution is the best explanation for the diversity of life’! With a device like this to hand,
you can never falsify the theory of evolution. So long as you do not run out of improbable
scenarios, evolution can never be falsified. Its supporters will always come back with a quick
scenario that ‘takes care’ of any perceived threat to the theory. It does not matter how
improbable the scenario may be. So long as you fill the gap with a scenario of some
description, you plug the hole in the dam of evolution, and save it to survive another day, or
until the next hole appears, then you deal with it using the same device. You can plug
hundreds of holes this way for hundreds of years to come. Your proposed scenarios can
never be falsified, so you always win. It is no wonder that it has got the reputation of being
the ‘best explanation’. It should really be called ‘the theory of multiple concurrent evolutions’.
And instead of a single ‘bush of life’, we should envisage a forest of bushes of life each bush
devoted to a single chain of mutations of an original ‘eye’. So broken is the theory that its
supporters are reduced to the expedient of saying that the eye evolved at least twenty times
(cf. 134). When the theory hits the difficulty of finding a feature common to two species
which can not go back to a common ancestor, its supporters quickly come up with a quick-fix
solution—‘the theory of multiple convergent evolutions’. To cater for every conceivable
difficulty with the classic Darwinian theory of evolution its supporters can quickly conjure up
a theory on the back of an envelope to account for all perceived difficulties. The three main
ones being:

(1) the general theory of evolution (catch-all)
(2) the theory of concurrent evolutions (unaccountable deviations: e.g., eyes)
(3) the theory of convergent evolutions (unaccountable similarities across species)
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These three theories are probably sufficient to cater for most perceived difficulties with the
theory of evolution. And if none of them addresses a new problem, a fourth and a fifth theory
can be added to ensure that the theory survives. A ‘theory of divergent evolutions’ is also
another possibility to account for unaccountable deviations with the same genera. A ‘theory
of non-concurrent, but convergent evolutions’ will cover another set of problems. A ‘theory of
simultaneous, multiple convergent evolutions’ will cater for yet another set of problems. A
‘theory of arrested evolution’ would account for the ‘simple’ eye of present day limpets not
having evolved over millions of years (145). A theory can be quickly devised to cover any
eventuality. And each theory can be settled in a courtroom as legitimate. So it is possible to
draw up a Grand Unified Theory of Evolution which would consist of a set of multiple
theories of evolutions (expandable of course) to cover any perceived exceptions to the general
theory of evolution. With such a battery of theories at one’s disposal it would be virtually
impossible to falsify the theory, thus ensuring its survival for all time to come.

The ‘theory of concurrent evolutions’ invalidates the theory of evolution. If “the eye has
evolved not once but many times during the process of evolution” (134), and each ‘kind’
(min), or species, has its own, unique eye-to-brain connections, then this points to each species
having been individually designed by God.

The ‘theory of convergent evolutions’ also invalidates the theory of evolution. If species
belonging to different genera, families, orders, classes, or phyla, have identical (or almost
identical) unique features, this can hardly be attributed to chance, convergent mutations. The
chances of this happening are on a par with two monkeys managing to type out the same
Shakespearean sonnet on a typewriter. So-called ‘convergent evolutions’ point to each species
having been individually designed by God.

All Christians have a better alternative to the theory of evolution; it is the theory of
devolution. One starts from the bottom and works up (the ascent of Man); the other starts
from the top and works down (the descent of Man). Only the latter explains how Man has
descended to the low state that he finds himself in today, through Adam’s sin (Ecc 1:13; 2:23;
3:10).

To return to the question. DA presents us with cross-section images of eyes graded from
‘the simplest’ to ‘the more complex’ (145). We are meant to infer from this graded scale that
the ‘simplest’ came first and the ‘more complex’ came last, which fits the criteria of classic
evolution. Two things spoil this presentation. First, all his examples are taken from marine
creatures which are alive today. Therefore they are contemporaneous. They have all survived
for millions of years without further development. Secondly, each species has the best
possible eye design to suit its environment and function. A different design of eye would
require a different brain to process the information being received. It would appear that God
has specifically designed an eye-to-brain system for a specific purpose in a specific creature.35

That creature then replicated itself for millions of years (according to DA) not needing to
change it into ‘something quite different’ such as an octopus’s eye. The same can be said for
each species in the Figure on page 145. God had an eye for an eye that was perfect for each
creature He designed and created. This provides the Christian with a better alternative to the
theory of evolution. It is, to use DA’s words, “the best explanation for the origin and diversity
of life," because the imprimatur of God behind it.

Whereas evolutionists are entirely focussed on the physical aspect of Man's body, the
Christian sees it as a ‘vile body’ (Phil 3:21), a ‘mortal body’ (Rom 6:12), a clay vessel (Rom
9:21; 1 Thess 4:4), a temple for the Holy Spirit (1 Cor 6:19; cf. Jn 2:21). Man is more than his
genome. His body is a perfect instrument for expressing the spirit that God has breathed into
it. God made Adam in His own image and likeness. No animal body could reflect His image
and likeness. Before Adam was formed, God already prepared a body for the Son of God to
express His Spirit through (Heb 10:5). The vehicle God chose was ideal, and it pre-existed His
creation. This body received God’s full attention as regards its detail. “God did set the
members each of them in the body, according as He willed, and . . . God did temper the body
together.” (1 Cor 12:18, 24). God has “given to every seed its own body” (1 Cor 15:38). There
can be no doubt about the total involvement of God in the design He has given to everything
He created from the dust of the ground. There can be no doubt about His design of the
human body. It was not left to chance, or random mutations to determine its every detail.
Every detail was fully thought through by God. He gave a beard to men, and gave head hair

                                                            
35 God has “given to every seed its own body” (1 Cor 15:38).
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to women (which is her glory; 1 Cor 11:15). These are not ‘accidents’ of natural selection, or
leftovers from man’s animal ancestry. There is no good reason for shaving off the beard. It is
there because God put it there. It is a visible mark of his maleness. It is absent from the female
face. The Christian man will ponder the wisdom of God that is bound up in every detail of
his once perfect, immortal body. Every detail of its constitution declares God’s purpose for
him. He knew what He was doing when He gave man a beard and wired his brain in a
different manner to that of woman. He does everything with a purpose.36 As Paul pondered
the human body he could say with some assurance, “God tempered the body together.” The
Greek verb ‘tempered’ means, ‘to effect a harmonious unit’. ‘God’ in Paul’s theology is not a
synonym for a brainless, random energy called ‘Evolution’. ‘God’ for Paul was a Person,
possessing supreme intelligence. Wherever we look in nature we see the same hand
tempering the body of every single species so that it functions exactly as He planned it.

While the human body has been specially designed to be the perfect vehicle through
which the spirit of man could give full expression to his Godlike image and likeness, it is not
the essence of Man. The essence of Man lies in the life-force that God breathed into his body.
The life-force pre-existed the physical body, but it is certain that the human body was
carefully designed to reflect the life-force that would be housed in it. It may be that the
animal body of every species was shaped to reflect the life-force that was to be housed in it. If
so, then the spirit (man or beast) inhabiting the body will require the same ‘kind’ of body as
its progenitors if it to reflect fully the life-force within it. This means that if God created
twenty million different kinds of animal spirits, then He designed twenty million different
kinds of bodies in which to house them. At death, the spirit of man leaves the body and goes
upward, but the spirit of the beast leaves its body and goes downward (Ecc. 3:21).

Atheistic evolutionists would have no concern for the concept of the spirit of man or how
it might have shaped the physical body in which it was to exist. Their only concern has been
with the physical body itself. Christians, on the other hand, are aware that the human body
existed only in the form that we recognise today. We are all the direct offspring of Adam and
Eve. The ‘breath of God’ was breathed into a body that was, from the moment of its first
existence, destined to be the embodiment of that divine breath. The spirit and the body fitted
together like hand and glove. The same goes for the spirit and body of every species.

Because of the atheist’s concern for the physical body, comparative physiology plays a
dominant role in seeking to put all animals, or select groups of them, on a single chain of
gradual mutation, as if that procedure was the ‘scientific’ way to relate all creatures. DA has
adopted this method on pages 128 and 145. This illustrates the crudity of the lengths to which
atheists will go to oppose the obvious solution. The quest to shoe-horn all animals into one
‘bush of life’ is a misguided quest. The biblical view is that each species stands on its own.
There is no need to devise a theory that would deny them their individuality. Accept them as
they are — individual species, each with a separate origin, with a purpose built body, and
each assigned a predetermined place in God’s ordered world. The attempt to merge them
into a single ‘bush of life’ is a distortion of their biological history. The Christian biologist
should resist the crude attempts of the godless to ignore or overthrow what God has made
distinct. It is clear from this that the atheist and the Christian adopt diametrically opposed
views regarding the relationship between God’s creations, because both are operating out of
two diametrically opposed theologies. Theology and biology are distinguished but not
divided. They go together like horse and carriage. For both parties, theology is the horse, and
biology the carriage. The only surprise is that some Christians have adopted the atheists’
worldview and their leadership. These Christians can contribute nothing to the theology of
Genesis 1-3.

QUESTION 6: ‘Surely if evolution were true, God would have simply told us so in his
Word so that we don’t need to have all this discussion?’

This is not so much a question as an objection. DA evades the point of the objection by
erecting two straw men. First, he goes the extreme of commending the Bible for not “telling
us everything that we might want to know about any particular topic” (148). This sounds
reasonable until one considers that the Bible dedicates its first two chapters to telling us

                                                            
36 Adam was blamed for giving heed to the voice of his wife. God has given woman and

man different voices, so that when they speak, the hearer registers whether the speaker is a
woman or a man. Her voice signals her creational status as “a weaker vessel” (1 Pet 3:7). Man
is under no obligation to give heed to the voice of a woman.
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God’s manner of creating the world in which we live. So God does not ignore the question of
origins and diversity, but addresses it head on. If Genesis 1-2 was not part of God’s
revelation, then DA might have had a point. But that is not the case. So much for the first
straw man. The objector has a point that God has given us His version of how all life came
about, and it was clearly not through evolution, otherwise Darwin would not have been the
first to suggest it.

The second straw man is to note that the Bible is not a science text book, and if God had
given a scientific explanation “then no one would have understood it anyway, and our Bibles
would have ended up about ten times their present size!” (148). Rather, “By expressing his
creative purposes for the earth and humankind in such compressed and elegant theological
language, God has ensured that we should focus first of all on what is necessary for our
salvation and, as Bishop Wilkins so rightly says, leave the rest for humans to find out for
themselves” (148).

From an AIK-perspective, the Bible gives a truthful revelation when it touches on
anything that God created, be it in the realm of science, biology or geology, or any other
topic. ‘Science’ simply means knowledge, and the all-knowing God is capable of revealing
knowledge about His world which cannot be gleaned by man’s endeavours. On the other
hand, He has given man sufficient intelligence that he can find out many things that He has
not revealed in His Word. But what He has revealed in Genesis 1-3 should not be brushed
aside because it is not written in the language of a scientific textbook. It is still ‘science’
nevertheless.

DA does not meet the objection head on because he is acutely aware that God’s version of
origins and diversity, does not tally with the ‘theory of multi-concurrent evolutions’, to give
the Darwinian theory its more accurate description. It is possible to rewrite the creation
account in the same “compressed and elegant theological language”, so that evolution would
not be excluded.

Genesis rewritten to reveal Evolution as God’s cryptic means of creation
Both strong and weak Christians were—in all of Paul’s churches—under the obligation to

keep the universal, weekly Sabbath. Man is to take a weekly rest in imitation of God’s own
rest. Exodus 31:17 reads, “for (in) six days Yahweh made the heavens and the earth, and in
the seventh day He ceased, and is refreshed.” The fact that the Creator Himself needed to be
‘refreshed’ after His six days of labour, makes the keeping of the Sabbath Day absolutely
essential for Man. The Creator did not keep the optional Sabbath days belonging to the
Mosaic Law, but He did keep the weekly Sabbath Day for ‘rest’ and ‘refreshment’.

In the Holy Spirit’s account of the creation, God is pictured as a human craftsman. Like the
human craftsman, He takes a daily rest during the hours of darkness, as well as a weekly rest
at the end of the week. Like Man, God only works during daylight hours. “Man goes forth unto
his work and to his labour until the evening” (Ps 104:23). This identification with the human
craftsman is so close that God Himself is left ‘exhausted’ at the end of six days of labour and
has to rest and be refreshed one day in seven.

The term ‘refreshed’ occurs only three times in the OT (Ex 31:17; Ex 23:12; 2 Sam 16:14). It
is an extremely bold anthropomorphism as in 2 Samuel 16:14 and Exodus 23:12, exhaustion is
indicated (presumably it is exhaustion of mind, body and spirit that is indicated). But when
exhaustion is attributed to the divine craftsman must it be dismissed as purely  an
anthropomorphism? What reality lies behind it? — a reality that requires even God to take a
rest from His labours. And this requirement then becomes the model for the human
craftsman to rest from his labours one day in seven.

The questioner complained, ‘Surely if evolution were true, God would have simply told us
so in his Word so that we don’t need to have all this discussion.’ It would have been very
easy to have written evolution into the Genesis account. Here is one way it could be done.
Additions have been underlined.

(1:20) And God said, ‘Let the waters teem with the living creature after their kind and let
them produce others after their kind37 and let them disperse over the face of the deep.’38

                                                            
37 The clause “and let them produce others after their kind” is deliberately ambiguous to

permit an evolutionary interpretation. The clause could also be understood to mean that the
first kind was to be a continuation of the first kind.
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(1:21a) And God created great sea monsters and every living creature that moves which the
waters have teemed with, after their kind, and dispersed them over the face of the seas.
(1:21c) And God saw that it was good. (1:22a) And God blessed them, saying, ‘Be fruitful, and
multiply, and fill the waters of the seas.’ And God ceased and rested from his creation39 at
that time.40 (1:23) And there was an evening and a morning, day three.

And God said,41 ‘Let the fish produce others after their kind and let them disperse over the
edge of the land and cover the land.’ And God created sea creatures to move on the face of
the earth after their kind and others after their kind, and he dispersed them over the earth,
and it was so. And God saw that it was good. And God ceased and rested from his creation at
that time. (1:23) And there was an evening and a morning, day four.

(1:21b) And God said, ‘Let every bird with wing bring forth after its kind and others after
their kind.’ And God created every bird with wing after its kind and others after their kind,
(1:21b repeated) and it was so. And God saw that it was good. (1:22a repeated) And God
blessed them, saying, ‘Be fruitful, and multiply, (1:22c) and let the birds multiply in the earth.’
And God ceased and rested from his creation at that time. (1:23 repeated) And there was an
evening and a morning, day five.

And God said, ‘Let the earth bring forth the living creature after its kind and others after
their kind, cattle and creeping thing, and beast of the earth after its kind and others after their
kind,’ and it is so. And God made the beast of the earth after its kind and others after their
kind, and the cattle after their kind, and every creeping thing of the ground after its kind and
others after their kind. And God saw that it was good. And God said, ‘Let us make man in
our image, according to our likeness, and let them rule over the fish of the sea, and over the
bird of the heavens, and over cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that
is creeping upon the earth.’ And God created the man in his image. In the image of God he
created him, a male and a female he created them. And God blessed them. And God said to
them, ‘Be fruitful, and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it, and rule over the fish of the
sea, and over the bird of the heavens, and over every living thing that is creeping upon the
earth.’ And God said, ‘Lo, I have given to you every herb sowing seed, which is upon the face
of all the earth, and every tree in which is the fruit of a tree sowing seed, to you it is for food.
And to every beast of the earth, and to every bird of the heavens, and to every creeping thing
on the earth, in which is the breath of life, every green herb is for food.’ And it is so. And God
saw all that he had made, and lo, it was very good. And God ceased and rested from his
creation at that time. And there was an evening and a morning, day six.

This version shows how easy it would have been for God to add a few words here and
there, which at the time would have meant one thing to the ancient Hebrews, but would
mean another thing to the scientific community today. For this version does not rule
evolution out, and may even be interpreted to support it. Indeed, it is not beyond the wit of
the Holy Spirit to so word the creation account that as knowledge of God’s world increased,

                                                                                                                                                                             
38 The clause “and let them disperse over the face of the deep” is deliberately ambiguous

to permit an evolutionary interpretation. A significant mutation must be followed by
dispersal or isolation to preserve the mutation, and to allow a new population to form. The
clause could also be understood to mean that the first kind was to spread out over the deep.

39 The weekly structure of the account, suggests that God, like man, took a daily rest from
His labours. Punctuated evolution could find some legitimation in the sequence of activity
followed by rest, followed by activity, followed by rest, etc.

40 The clause “at that time” is deliberately ambiguous. From an evolutionary point of
view, it is important to add this phrase to permit another cryptic chronology to slip into the
text, which would permit millions of years to produce all the marine creatures. The clause
could also mean that God finished what He had planned to do in day three.

41 The whole of this verse has been added between 1:21a and 1:21c because in
evolutionary terms, birds evolved from air-breathing land animals, and not from marine
creatures. So there had to be a transition stage. To make room for this significant new range
of amphibian creatures, it has been necessary to allocate a full day to it. This insertion means
that the start of the creation of the marine life has been backdated to day three, giving four
days for the creation of all life, instead of the three days in Genesis. But it may be possible to
squeeze the ‘amphibian stage’ and the marine stage into day four. (Spoken with tongue in
cheek.)
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so the wording of the account would marvellously confirm God’s use of evolution to bring all
things into existence. As it is, the present account does not allow an evolutionary cryptic
interpretation to get a look in. The ten times repeated word ‘after-its-kind’ (one word in
Hebrew) is a huge stumbling-block to its admittance. The objector should go away satisfied
that if God wanted to smuggle in a cryptic reference to evolution as His prime method of
creation He could easily have done so. The fact that He hasn’t is significant.

QUESTION 7: ‘Perhaps God made the original kinds by special acts of creation which then
underwent rapid evolution to generate the species diversity that we see today.’

The concern behind this query is to maintain the six literal days of creation but at the same
time to accommodate evolution in the days following creation. Does his scenario not apply to
Noah’s Flood, for all the species sprang from what was saved in the ark?!!

Henry Morris believed that in the idyllic, non-violent, pre-Fall world, all the creatures
were vegetarian. After the Fall they each developed complex mechanisms of attack and
defence over a few thousand years.

In Daniel 4:33 Nebuchadnezzar, the homo sapiens, was driven out of his luxury palace,
“and the herb of oxen he ate, and by the dew of the heavens his body was wet, till that his
hair as eagles’ became great, and his nails as birds.” A biological change came over the man,
and he took on avian features as a punishment from God. In Nebuchadnezzar’s dream (Dan
2:32ff.) of an image made up of four different metals, his kingdom is represented by the head
of fine gold. But in Daniel’s own vision, the same four kingdoms are represented under
different animals. Nebuchadnezzar’s kingdom is likened to a lion with eagle’s wings (7:4), so
the fact that his body underwent an avian transformation in keeping with the animal that
God used to represent the Babylonian kingdom may not be accidental, but deliberate. Daniel
records: “I watched till its wings were plucked off; and it was lifted up from the earth and
made to stand on two feet like a man, and a man’s heart was given to it.” The eagle and the
lion represent the kings of the air and the land animals respectively, and Jeremiah fittingly
uses both creatures to represent the might of Babylon/Nebuchadnezzar (Jer 49:19, 22).

If scientists can switch genes on and off and produce gigantic ears growing out of the back
of a mouse, then God is capable of growing feathers all over Nebuchadnezzar’s body and
turning his nails into birds’ claws. If God can make these changes in the lifetime of
Nebuchadnezzar, then He can make similar changes, in a similar timeframe, immediately
after the Fall. Ironically, from being a meat eater Nebuchadnezzar is turned into a vegetarian.
Whatever the biological changes were, God reversed them and Nebuchadnezzar became his
normal self again. From this biblical case, therefore, it is not impossible that the entire animal
creation was transformed overnight into the animal kingdom we know today. As Jesus noted,
“with God all things are possible” (Mt 19:26; Mk 10:27).

DA’s reply to the query is interesting, “Turning to the biology involved, there simply are
no mechanisms that will generate that amount of biological diversity in that small space of
time” (149). Dawkins made the telling observation, “If evolutionary progress had had to rely
on single-step selection, it would never have got anywhere.”42  He also noted, because
‘cumulative selection’ is a statement about progress, at any point in the evolutionary
development, he is thrown back on single-step, random mutations, which he desperately
wants to avoid, to sustain momentum toward complexity. Aware that talk about ‘non-
random cumulative selection’ is fatally flawed, Dawkins takes cover in statistical probability.
He notes that for one monkey to type the Shakespearian line, “Methinks it is like a weasel,”
the chances are 1 in 10,000 million million million million million (p. 46). The flaw in this
analogy is that his monkey is randomly bashing away on his typewriter with a target to
achieve. There is no such target, either near or distant, in evolution. Evolution is totally blind.
All changes are purely fortuitous and if something happens which is not detrimental, then it
is a freak outcome. Dawkins agrees, “If, after the aeons, what looks like progress toward
some distant goal seems, with hindsight, to have been achieved, this is always an incidental
consequence of many generations of short-term selection.”43 However long the odds,
Dawkins still believes the monkey can achieve his goal. The aptness of this analogy is that
just as a monkey can have no idea what he is typing, and couldn’t even read it when he did

                                                            
42 Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Penguin Books, 1986; Appendix,

1991), p. 49.
43 Ibid. p. 50.
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achieve it, or have any sense of achievement, so likewise is it with evolution. It may be
possible for the monkey to achieve his goal because he, at least, has a machine to work with,
but he can never know when he has successfully managed to type out the sentence! He just
keeps going past the successful moment without even being aware of it! But if our monkey
was given an electric typewriter with no electricity, the odds are then zero. In this case
‘electricity’ constitutes the mechanism whereby such a Shakespearean sentence could be
achieved.

This is an interesting comment, because it means that if Adam and Eve were created about
15,000 years ago, then evolution could not have occurred, we are told. Approximately when
was Adam crated according to the biblical record? Genesis 5 gives the genealogy from Adam
to Noah (10 generations), and Genesis 11 gives the genealogy from Shem to Terah (10
generations). Now we know that Terah was born in 2298 B.C. This leaves just nineteen
generations from Adam to Terah. Adam begat Seth (the second of the nineteen generations)
when he was 130 years of age. This leaves 18 generations between Seth and Terah. Now,
given that the patriarchs in Genesis 5 had an average life-span of 900+ years, if we estimate
that they begat the next generation halfway through their lives, this would be 8 generations @
450 years per generation, giving 3,600 years. If we round this up to 4,000 years from Adam to
Noah this would give us an outside figure for Genesis 5. If we do the same for the ten
generations in Genesis 11, and if we estimate that they begat the next generation halfway
through their lives, this would be 10 generations @ 250 years per generation, giving 2,500
years. Adding these two totals would give 6,500 years between Adam and Terah, and Terah
is the first of the twenty patriarchs whose birth year is known with certainty, which is 2298
B.C. On these figures Adam would have been created about 9000 B.C., and this is being
generous. Even if we trebled this figure and placed the creation of Adam in 27000 B.C. this
would not be sufficient to generate 20 million species, we are assured. If it takes 500,000 years
just to evolve the eye, then it means that Adam was created at least 500000 B.C.

Now some TEs assure us that Moses created the story of creation in Genesis 1-3 from old
Babylonian myths at the time of the Exodus from Egypt in 1446 B.C., or 1275 B.C.44 If so, and
if Adam was created at least half a million years before Moses’ account, then there is a huge
gap of human history between these two men, possibly amounting to one million years. Yet
Genesis records the actual words of Adam, and of Eve when she bore Cain. Then there is the
conversation between God, the serpent, Adam and Eve, in the Garden of Eden. The words of
Cain and Lamech and Noah are all recorded. Are we dismiss these records because they were
transmitted for over half a million years before they were written down my Moses?

DA continued. “Remember that there are currently as many as 10-20 million different
species on planet earth. So however many ‘kinds’ we would like to create, we cannot have
850,000 species of insect (for example) evolving in 10,000 years” (149-50). Presumably DA is
thinking of a linear evolution from a single-celled amoeba to the complexity of man, given his
single ‘bush of life’ analogy. But we have seen that the theory of evolution has been
misnamed. It should be called the ‘theory of multi-concurrent evolutions’, because
evolutionary biologists have worked out that the eye evolved at least twenty times,
independently of each other, and concurrently with each other. They came to this conclusion
because it is impossible to join up all the types of eyes on a single, linear development, or on a
single ‘bush’. Many ‘bushes’ are needed to illustrate the development of the eye.

Insight into evolutionary thinking comes in DA’s next comment, “The examples of ‘very
rapid speciation’ given above, . . . suggest time spans of 14,000 years for the speciation of
different cichlid fishes, or half a million years for the evolution of an eye. We also have plenty
of ancient DNA samples going back much further than 10,000 years from known species,
including humans, and there is no evidence in this genetic record of the kind of rapid
sequential changes envisaged that would be necessary to generate huge amounts of new
diversity if the young-earth idea were correct” (150).

It is significant that DA did not take up the idea in the query that “God made the original
kinds by special acts of creation”, because this is how the Genesis 1 account reads. For
instance, God created each ‘kind’ (min)(which is wider than the term ‘species’), and He
instructed each kind to replicate themselves ‘after their kind’, and this is exactly what we see
happening to this very day. There is no case of a kind producing something other than its

                                                            
44  See Ernest Lucas, Can We Believe Genesis Today? The Bible and the Questions of Science. (3rd

edition. Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 2005. (1st edition. 1989).
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own kind; it is a law of reproduction that cannot be departed from without lethal
consequences following (110).

What ensures that the next generation is the same as the parent, is the knowledge that the
gene cells of the next generation are formed while the baby is still in the womb of its mother.
And the baby contains the gene cells of the next generation before it leaves its mother’s
womb. It is this crucial fact that has led evolutionists like Richard Dawkins to conclude that
the present DNA system of replication can never lead to a new species evolving from homo
sapiens.45 Pierre-P. Grassé has shown that once a development has reached the species level it
cannot develop into any other species.46

Dawkins noted that the DNA in the cells of any individual is ‘burned in’, and is never
altered during that individual’s lifetime, except by very rare random deterioration. When a
new individual is conceived, a new and unique pattern of data is ‘burned into’ his DNA
ROM, and he is then stuck with this pattern for the rest of his life. It is copied into all of his
cells (except his reproductive cells, into which a random half of his DNA is copied). Cows
and pea plants have an almost identical gene called the histone H4 gene. The DNA text is 306
characters long. Cows and peas differ from each other in only two characters out of these 306.
They had a common ancestor 1,000 to 2,000 million years ago.

Dawkins noted that the copying of the DNA was so accurate over this time that it is the
equivalent of making only one error in copying the Bible 250,000 times. The probability of
any one particular letter [of the DNA code] being miscopied on any one copying occasion
turns out to be a little more than one in a billion. He assures us that DNA replicates so
accurately that it takes five million replication generations to miscopy one per cent of the
characters. This is the equivalent of 20 billion typists each typing out the New Testament
making only one error each. But the DNA-copying mechanism automatically corrects its own
mistakes. It has its own ‘proof-reading’ drills. About 5,000 DNA letters degenerate per day in
every human cell, and are immediately replaced by repair mechanisms. It is mainly ‘proof-
reading’ that is responsible for DNA’s remarkable accuracy and fidelity of information
storage, noted Dawkins.

Dawkins asks, What was the basic ingredient needed for life to emerge? Answer: It is the
property of self-replication. He assures us that in modern life this role is fulfilled almost
entirely by DNA molecules. The issue for Dawkins is that for evolution to occur “at least
some of the DNA replicators had to exert power over their own future.”47 And this is his basic
problem: the DNA obey instructions; they do not create them. But who or what set up the
instructions in the first place? Dawkins can only suggest it was chance. That is a big ask.

Dawkins recognised that the only machinery which evolution can use today to
manufacture mutations is the DNA/protein machinery. But he notes that the chances of a
mutation occurring with the present DNA set-up is of the order of one in a million against a
successful hereditary variation occurring. In Dawkins’ own words: “In real life, the
probability that a gene will mutate is often less than one in a million.”48 If that is the odds
against one mutation being successful, what must the odds be if this has to be repeated
millions of time and in the correct sequence? The improbability is the nearest thing to zero that
one could conceive of.
Dawkins recognises that the immoveable obstacle to evolution is to find a machine that could
spontaneously generate a self-replicating molecule. If such a molecule could get going then
evolution becomes a possibility. The trouble is, that even if such a self-replicating molecule
could spontaneously spring into existence, it only pushes the problem further back, namely,
how did the machine itself acquire the ability to produce molecules and not chemical
rubbish? He makes an appeal to be allowed one small chance event that would allow
evolution to begin to run its course (p. 142), and he has won his case.

                                                            
45 Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Penguin Books, 1986; Appendix,

1991).
46 Pierre-P. Grassé, Evolution of Living Organisms (London/New York: Academic Press,

1977).
47 Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (London: Penguin Books, 1986; Appendix,

1991), p. 129.
48 Ibid. p. 57.
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Dawkins is in despair over the present DNA machinery. It has reached a level of
sophistication that it is unsuitable for his purposes. Yet it is the only replication machinery
known to science. He indulges in speculation to get round the obstacle. He muses that the
present DNA machine must have come into existence over many generations of ‘cumulative
selection’ (p. 141). He speculates that an earlier, primitive, self-replicating machine did duty
in the past until the present DNA/protein machine took over from it and it then went out of
existence (p. 148). He is forced to acknowledge, however, that no primitive, or inefficient
DNA replication machine has survived in nature which would have the desired inefficiency
that he requires to spontaneously generate a self-replicating molecule.

Dawkins then plunges into chemistry hoping to find there a mechanism or machinery, but
draws a blank acknowledging that to-date “neither DNA or RNA has appeared in any
laboratory anywhere in the world” that could give him the one chance start he is searching
for (p. 148). The missing link, he says, is still the origin of replication. “The building-blocks haven’t
come together to form a self-replicating chain like RNA. Maybe one day it will” (p. 148). So
there are not only missing links in the fossil record, but more disquieting is the fact that there
are missing links at the biological level over the origin of replication itself.

DA avoided a closer examination of the replication system in the way Dawkins did, who
presents his readers with the stark reality that the present DNA system of replication is
incapable of producing another viable new species quite different from its parent. Dawkins
gives his readers an honest account of the difficulties facing evolution, which is refreshing.
DA, on the other hand, presents a very rosy picture of evolution plodding along relentlessly
and producing new species after new species, to account for the diversity of twenty million
species in the Earth. Dawkins, however, puts a spanner in the works by pointing out that
evolution can do all that its supporters claim for it, if only there was a replication machine
available to do it! The present system is not fit for purpose, he honestly concluded. If we had
this honesty replicated in every work dealing with evolution, then young Christians in
science and biology could imitate that honesty in their work. One will not find a single
negative statement in DA’s book about the viability of the DNA system to produce a new
‘kind’ (min). All is rosy. All is fine and dandy. There are no problems. The present DNA
system is ‘fit for purpose’ to produce new species. It has done so in the past, and is doing so
in the present, and will continue to do so in the future.

Isn’t it ironic that the atheist, Dawkins, pulls us up sharply about the inability of the DNA
system to produce new species, and so weakens the case for evolution, thus opening up the
possibility that direct creation may be an alternative solution, and the Christian, Alexander,
hides the fact that the present DNA system is incapable of producing new species, and so
shuts tight the door that direct creation may be an alternative solution, thus casting doubt on
the veracity of God’s record in Genesis 1-3. We noted above the frank statement of Pierre-P.
Grassé that once a development has reached the species level it cannot develop into any other
species.49 In other words, he has assumed evolution has brought us to the present state, but
he cannot see a way whereby any living species can develop into another species. The
mechanism is not there, in his judgment. From an AIK-perspective, the mechanism was never
there from the beginning, because all creatures were created to replicate ‘after their kind’, as
they have continued to do to the present day. If we had greater honesty and integrity in the
handling of the issue whether the DNA system of replication can or cannot produce a new
species, then we would be able to discern whether Pierre-P. Grassé and Richard Dawkins are
correct, or whether Denis Alexander is correct. This is the heart of the matter. Christians
should keep plugging this issue above all others. Here is a list of questions to ask:

(1) Among the twenty million species in existence today, and which are still evolving (we are
told), why do we not have any transition species among them?

(2) The Bible presents God creating distinct ‘kinds’, who then replicate ‘after their kind’,
and we see the same precise replication occurring today, so how can one ‘kind’ change into
another ‘kind’?

(3) The Bible distinguishes between the creation of planet Earth itself (which pre-existed
the global flood of Genesis 1:2), and the creation of living things on it, so why can the planet
not be extremely ancient, but the living things on it be extremely recent (which is supported
by the fossil record)?

                                                            
49 Pierre-P. Grassé, Evolution of Living Organisms (London/New York: Academic Press,
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(4) Genesis 1:2 presents the entire planet covered in water and in a state of ‘waste and
void’. Is this not a line of discontinuity between the fossil record and the present collection of
living things?

(5) Is it not possible that there were previous creations before the creation of the present
collection of living things on the Earth, and the evidence for these is in the fossil record?

(6) The Bible presents the creation of Adam & Eve and all land animals as occurring on the
same ‘day’, which would make them contemporaries, so why do dinosaurs and thousands of
other land animals pre-date Adam & Eve by millions of years?

(7) In Exodus 31:17 God gives the reason why man should rest and be refreshed every
seventh day as His own example of resting and being refreshed on the seventh day of creation.
Is this not a clear indication that the present collection of living things took just seven days to
complete?

(8) Do not the geological formations, and the fossil life found in them, pre-date plate
tectonics (which they do), which would indicate that the five continents pre-date the present
collection of living things, making the latter (including Adam & Eve) a very recent event?

(9) How do you explain the gradual reduction in the life-span of the patriarchs from 900+
years to threescore and ten years?

(10) How do you explain the connection between Eve’s sin and the increase in her pain
during childbirth?

(11) How do you explain the creation of Eve from Adam’s rib?
(12) How do you explain the sudden sense of shame at being naked after Adam & Eve

sinned?
(13) Were all the animals that God created vegetarian at first? If so, when were some of

them transformed into carnivorous creatures?
(14) Did thorns and thistles exist before God cursed the ground?
CHAPTER 7: WHAT ABOUT GENESIS?
As a preamble DA points out that he takes the Bible as his “final authority in all matters of

faith and conduct” (151), and that while science may shed light on a biblical passage, it
should not be used as a tool for interpreting the passage, because these are not scientific texts.
Note that he does not take the Bible as his final authority when it speaks on biological matters
or astronomical matters or anything it reveals about the universe. This dichotomy is
characteristic of all theistic evolutionists. They will permit Scripture to be their final authority
in some maters but not on all subjects. The Bible is held to be generally defective in matters
that impinge on science, creation, astronomy and biology. The only preserve in which the
Bible is their final authority is “in all matters of faith and conduct”. But one wonders if even
in these areas “the Word of God has the final say on the matter” (151). Note the get-out
clause: “It is not to be subjected to any other authority from whatever direction that might
come, although of course our interpretation of Scripture is influenced by our own particular
church tradition” (151). Paul based the core teachings of Jesus on Genesis 1-3, which both
took to be historical and factual in all matters. The head of woman is man, and the man is not
to cover his head when praying or prophesying, but the woman is to cover her head. There is
no major Christian church which would dare follow this teaching today. Maybe it can be
dispensed with under the get-out clause: “although of course our interpretation of Scripture
is influenced by our own particular church tradition.” Was it legitimate for Paul to institute
church order on the basis of Genesis 1-2, and was it legitimate for Jesus to extract His
teaching on marriage and divorce from the same Scriptures?

Now, by compartmentalising Scripture into two distinct categories of ‘authoritative’ and
‘unauthoritative’ statements, DA does not have to comment on any matters that impinge on
science, creation, astronomy and biology, where these are at variance with modern
discoveries, except to repeat his view that the Bible is always authoritative in religious
matters. So, for example, when Scripture attributes the creation to God, is this a religious
idea, and not necessarily a factual statement? It must be passed through the religious
compartment before it is passed through the factual compartment. All ideas, therefore, will be
at home in the religious compartment without being at home in the factual compartment. In
this case, the atheist would say it belongs only in the religious compartment. The theistic
evolutionist would say it belonged in both, the religious and the factual, and by factual he
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would insist that God is the creator in the limited sense that He used evolution to bring about
His creation, but He is not the direct Creator of His creation as the biblical account states it. So
the biblical statement should be confined to the religious compartment, because that is clearly
the viewpoint of the original writer, because he knew nothing about evolution, which was
God’s method for creating all things. Other parts of the Genesis account would also clearly
belong only in the religious compartment, such as, for example, the creation of Eve out of
Adam’s rib, the Fall of Man, God making clothes for Adam & Eve, Eve’s birth pangs, Adam
naming all the creatures, the serpent speaking in the Garden of Eden, etc. These ideas are too
preposterous to be taken as factual, so they are confined to the religious compartment and
“we should understand the book of Genesis in the context of the rest of Scripture and of the
ancient Near East culture in which it was written” (152). One has to admire the nifty bit of
footwork here to dodge the plain meaning of Scripture!

WHAT KIND OF LITERATURE IS GENESIS 1:1 – 2:3?
“It is clearly not scientific literature in the way that we currently understand that term, any

more than any other passage of the Bible is scientific literature. . . . Neither is Genesis 1
Hebrew poetry, . . . It is describing creative events that occurred before anyone was around to
describe them, so it cannot be history in any normal use of that term” (153). DA does not
consider the possibility that Genesis 1 might be a revelation from God, and therefore an
eyewitness account of what happened. It reads as an historical account and that is how the
Psalmist, for one, understood it (Ps 8).

We are informed that, “There are many internal considerations within the text, . . .
indicating that the language should be taken figuratively” (154). What exactly is meant that
the language of Genesis 1:1 – 2:3 should be taken figuratively? E. W. Bullinger in his
comprehensive work, Figures of Speech used in the Bible Explained and Illustrated,50 is the leading
authority on this subject. He pointed out that, “A figure is simply a word or a sentence
thrown into a peculiar form, different from its original or simplest meaning or use. . . . We
may say. ‘the ground needs rain’: that is a plain, cold, matter-of-fact statement; but if we say
‘the ground is thirsty,’ we immediately use a figure. It is not true to fact, and therefore it must
be a figure” (xv). Other examples would be ‘the crops suffer,’ ‘a hard heart,’ ‘a rough man,’
and ‘an iron will.’ So a figure is something which is not to be taken literally, because crops do
not have feelings. But by applying feelings to crops, we heighten the fact being conveyed. The
fact still remains that the crops are in some danger. So while a literal understanding is
inappropriate, the figure does not deny the underlying fact being conveyed by the figure.

Bullinger asked, “It may be asked, ‘How are we to know, then, when words are to be
taken in their simple, original form (i.e., literally), and when are they to be taken in some
other and peculiar form (i.e., as a Figure)?’ The answer is that, whenever and wherever it is
possible, the words of Scripture are to be understood literally, but when a statement appears
to be contrary to our experience, or to known fact, or revealed truth; or seems to be at
variance with the general teaching of the Scriptures, then we may reasonably expect that
some figure is employed. And as it is employed only to call our attention to some specially
designed emphasis, we are at once bound to diligently examine the figure for the purpose of
discovering and learning the truth that is thus emphasized” (xv).

Given Bullinger’s definition of figurative language, it will be fairly obvious when a writer
or speaker is using a word in its ordinary or literal meaning, or as a figure. Now we have seen
how Paul read Genesis 1-3 in a literal manner. This is fortunate because it rules out a
figurative reading of the text.

The example DA chose to illustrate figurative language is the Hebrew word yom ‘day’.
“The figurative use of the term ‘day’ in Genesis 1 is made clear both from the immediate
context formed by the narrative and from the way the passage is treated in other parts of
Scripture” (155). Let us examine these two lines of evidence that prove that ‘day’ in Genesis 1
is used in a figurative manner. He notes that in 1:5 God called the light ‘day’, so clearly a 24-
hour day is not in mind for this usage. But Jesus mentioned that when the night comes no
man can work. So work and daylight went together before the day was extended into the
night by gas and then electric lighting. But in biblical times the alternation of day(light) and
night, went hand in hand with ‘work(time)’ and rest (darkness). Psa. 104:23, “Man goes forth
[sunrise] unto his work and to his labour until the evening [sunset].” Psa. 55:17, “Evening,

                                                            
50 E. W. Bullinger in his comprehensive work, Figures of Speech used in the Bible Explained

and Illustrated (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1968; orig. pub. 1898).
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and morning, and at noon, will I pray, and cry aloud: and he shall hear my voice.” (cf. 65:8).
Here ‘evening’, ‘morning’ and ‘noon’ are specific transition points of light. ‘Evening’ is not 12
hours long, but the transition light-turning-to-darkness [sunset]; ‘morning’ is not 12 hours of
darkness, but the transition darkness-turning-to-light [sunrise]; and ‘noon’ is the high point
of light. It is a common error to assume that ‘evening’ and ‘morning’ constitute 24 hours
because of the numbering system.

Now, when the biblical record says, “there was evening [sunset] and there was morning
[sunrise], day one,” this must not be understood to mean “there was 12 hours of light, and
there was 12 hours of darkness, constituting day one.” Rather, the terms ‘evening’ and
‘morning’ should be translated as ‘sunset’ and ‘sunrise’, and these two transition points
enclose the 12 hours of darkness.51 So the pattern that emerges is that each of the creation days
begins with sunrise, when God, like the human labourer, goes forth to work. Then comes
sunset, when God ceases from His labour, like the human labourer, and He rests during the
hours of darkness. The cycle is repeated six times until all His work is completed, and, for the
first time, He rests during the daylight hours of the seventh day. After the full 24 hours of the
seventh day are past, God starts another ‘week’ of work, and continues to do so to the present
time (Jn 5:17).

It is clear from this that God only works during daylight hours, between sunrise and
sunset. So He puts in a 12-hour day. He does not work during the night. So He gets a full
night’s rest (like the human labourer) in preparation for another full day’s work the next day.
So a cycle consists of an activity period (‘day’), followed by an inactivity period (‘night’). It is
these two periods that constitute the daily cycle of the workman, and the numbering system
records these daily cycles.

It is clear that, in the context of the creation account, each numbered yom is a daily cycle of
activity followed by inactivity. So the context sets the meaning we are to give to the numbered
‘days’ of creation.

The term yom can mean (1) the daylight period of each daily cycle, i.e., 12 hours; (2) the
daily cycle itself, i.e., 24 hours; (3) a figurative meaning, such as ‘I’ll get my day in court,’ or,
‘In the day of Yahweh God’s making earth and the heavens.’ The reader does not need to be
told that the ‘day’ under (3) is figurative. This is the beauty of figurative language; it is
obvious that the literal meaning cannot apply in these cases, and so the mind looks for the
non-literal meaning to make sense of the speaker’s words. But in any language, the literal
meaning will govern the meaning of every word or verb, unless it is discovered that by
taking it literally it makes nonsense. In which case, the mind switches to a non-literal
application of the word or verb.

Now, in the case of Genesis 1, it is clear that the writer is using yom (‘day’) to mean the
daily cycle of 24 hours, because he presents God as being active at sunrise, and stopping
work at sunset, at which point He takes a rest during the hours of darkness. Then the cycle
starts all over again at sunrise. Each of the six days of creation commences with God’s
activity, “And God said, . . . .”

It would not make sense to read yom in a non-literal way when it is accompanied by a
numeral, and when those numerals add up to a weekly cycle of seven yoms. The whole point
of putting the creation inside a normal week was to establish the practice for all time to come
that man was to rest one day in seven. It is clear from the context that God worked for six
literal days, and rested on the seventh day. So God’s pattern is also Man’s pattern, even down
to the exact number of hours that each works during a week. God, of course, will do work
proportional to His infinite powers, and man will do work proportional to his finite powers.
Something of the infinite power of God can be seen in His creation, for in just three days
(Days 3, 5, and 6), over twenty million (some put it as high as 100 million) species
instantaneously covered the Earth and began multiplying ‘after their kind’. It is this
stupendous output that brings admiration and praise to God. Even though His creation is a
series of instantaneous creations the microscope reveals the intricacy of the detail that went
into each min (or species).

                                                            
51 In the Armenian Gospel of the Infancy, Joseph came home to find Mary pregnant with

Jesus. He is so distraught that in sadness “he stayed up from evening until morning”,
meaning, he did not sleep all night. See Abraham Terian, The Armenian Gospel of the Infancy:
with three early versions of the Protoevangelium of James (Oxford: OUP, 2008), p. 35.
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 Something of the instantaneousness nature of God’s acts of creation can be seen in the
Fourth Plague where, as soon as Aaron struck the ground in front of Pharaoh with his rod,
the dust turned into millions of gnats, and all the dust of Egypt turned into gnats (Ex 8:17).
But the gnats did not spread out randomly over the entire earth. They were confined by God
to the borders of Egypt, and even then He did not allow the gnats to enter the part of Egypt
where His people were living under His special protection.

In the Fifth Plague God instantly covered the land of Egypt with beetles. God also turned a
piece of wood into a snake in an instant, and turned it back to a piece of wood (Aaron’s rod)
in an instant. Reversed biology. God turned Moses’ hand into a leprous hand in an instance,
and reversed it in an instant. Biology was speeded up to an infinitesimal fraction of the
normal time it would have taken. Biology was speeded up to an infinitesimal fraction of the
normal time it takes in the healing miracles of Jesus, God’s Son. Indeed, a four-day putrefying
human body was instantly brought back to full health in the moment the sound waves of
Jesus’ voice bounced off Lazarus’ dead body.

Jesus had faith in His Father’s creative powers when He said that God could raise up
human beings from the stones lying at His feet. “And think not to say within yourselves, ‘We
have Abraham to our father.’ For I say to you, that God is able of these stones to raise up
children to Abraham” (Matt. 3:9). This is repeated in Luke 3:8, “Bring forth therefore fruits
worthy of repentance, and begin not to say within yourselves, ‘We have Abraham to our
father.’ For I say to you, that God is able of these stones to raise up children to Abraham.”

If God can create a snake out of a piece of wood then Jesus believed that God could raise
up human beings (with a normal DNA profile) from stones, or from the dust of the earth, as
He did during the creation week. The surprise and incredulity should not be, “How could
God possibly pack the whole of biological creation into just three days?” But rather, ‘Why did
it take Him so long?’ It may be that God deliberately stretched out His creative activity to fill
up a week, because that was the optimum time that finite Man should work before needing to
take a complete break of one day to allow his body to recover from his exertions.

We have shown that the context of Genesis 1 is a week of seven days, and each day is
numbered from one to seven. So the days cannot be figurative, but literal. We have shown
that the definition of the day is made explicit by marking off the boundaries of the night
using the terms ‘evening’ (sunset) and ‘morning’ (sunrise). The reason for marking off the
beginning and end of the daily period of darkness, was to draw an exact parallel with the
human workman, who only works during daylight hours, and does not work during the
hours of darkness. God’s activity mirrors man’s activity exactly. From this we can deduce
that God had a daily rest as well as a weekly rest. In this He morrows  Man (or vice versa)
who was made in His ‘image and likeness’.

 Theistic evolutionists would love nothing better than to find the theory of evolution in a
cryptic form behind the text of Genesis 1-3. The term ‘day’ is often pounced upon as just such
a hint because it has a figurative meaning in Scripture, where it can refer to an indefinite time
span. It is just the tool to carry the billions of years that are required for evolution. Whether it
fits the context are not is immaterial, the fact that yom can carry the significance that they
require is sufficient not to look into the issue more closely. They have made their decision:
figurative it possible, so figurative it is.

The other supporting argument that DA and others use, is to get support for the figurative
interpretation from the writings of the early Church Fathers. But Philo (c. 15 BC - c. AD 50)
and the early Church Fathers can be used to support instantaneous creation. “The Church
Fathers also consistently affirm that each species of the animate creation came into existence
instantaneously, at the command of God, with its seed in itself.”52 Origin (AD 185-254) had
difficulty backdating the creation of the 24-hour day to cover the first three days, and that led
him to see them as figurative days, which was a strictly logical conclusion. However, even the
first three days are described in terms of the last three days of the week, so that the units must
be of the same duration. God reports that He created all things in six days, without indicating
that the first three were only figurative days.

Origin is reported to have said, “And who could be found so silly as to believe that God,
after the manner of a farmer ‘planted trees in a paradise eastward in Eden’.” Silly or not, God
also clothed Adam and Eve with clothes. Maybe that too is silly. Maybe talking to a serpent is

                                                            
52 The Orthodox Study Bible (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2008), p. 2.
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also silly. If we are to judge Scripture according to what is deemed silly to believe or not
believe, we will be in danger of dismissing Daniel in the lions’ den and other improbable
events in the Bible as figurative expressions which point to hidden mysteries below the
surface.

One can understand someone’s incredulity that God could create so vast a world in six
days would led to him speculating that the ‘days’ must be figurative. His mind cannot grasp
the possibility that it could be literal days. One can understand that Christians who had little
faith in God’s powers to do the impossible, would find great difficulty in accepting that He
was powerful enough to create all living things in just three days, and so they would opt for a
figurative interpretation to match their little faith. Little faith, disbelief, or incredulity, would
all lead to a figurative interpretation. Jesus’ warning is for every young and old Christian,
white-coated or suited, “You do err not knowing the Scriptures nor the power of God. . . .
With God all things are possible.” The fourth plague is proof that He can create
instantaneously, as are Jesus’ miracles. Without faith it is impossible to accept the literal meaning
of Genesis 1-3. Genesis 1-3 was not written to convince the atheist that God created all things. It
was written for the Church, for believers. “For whatsoever things were written aforetime
were written for our learning, that we through patience and comfort of the Scriptures might
have hope” (Rom. 15:4). The atheist and the theist might scorn a literal interpretation but the
man of faith will absorb it with ease and with relish.

Faith and embarrassment do not go together. Those embarrassed at the call to accept the
revelation that God created the present refurbishment of the Earth in six literal days, will be
lacking in faith, and therefore they will not raise their hearers above the level of that
weakness. Little faith, disbelief, and incredulity will not be confined to Genesis 1-3. It will
spill over into other ‘unbelievable’ stories in the rest of the Bible, which will receive a similar
figurative solution. Consequently, within the body of believers in any large church or
denomination there will be those who are embarrassed to accept the literal reading of Genesis
1-3, and there will be those with faith who will have no difficulty accepting that Genesis 1-3 is
a truthful record of how all things came into being. They will be following in the footsteps of
Jesus and Paul. “Knowledge puffs up,” Paul observed. And the puffed up believers in every
church will generally be the ones with the most knowledge of biology and science, for whom
their knowledge is very important. But that can be a snare, and their undoing. Their
advanced learning can lead them to become the ‘wise’ of this age. It can also lead them to
become wiser than what God has revealed in His Word.

Advanced learning in the sciences and belief in evolution are rarely found separated in the
Christian, and never in the atheist. When you meet the former, you meet the latter. This is
because once an evolutionist, always an evolutionist. Most of us are evolutionists before we
become Christians, and we carry over our theology of biology into the Church, where we
meet the same theology of biology in the Christian leaders, so the theology is never
challenged.

The significance of the Hebrew term MIN (‘kind’)
DA noted, “A further red herring that can lead to unnecessary distraction is the little

Hebrew word min translated as ‘kind’ in Genesis 1, as in verse 12: ‘The land produced
vegetation: plants bearing seed according to their kinds (min) and trees bearing fruit with
seed in it according to their kinds (min).’ All this is intended to highlight once again is the
bringing into being of order out of tohu vebohu. Animals and plants are distinguished by the
fact that they breed according to their kind, as any rural people could see by simple
observation. Again it is a quite mistaken use of the text to read back into min the categories of
modern biology, such as ‘species’, ‘phyla’ and the like” (159).

DA is correct when he warns against filling min with the term ‘species’, because the
Hebrew min will cover all productions from parent productions. This will include all his
examples of speciation within the same min, such as the lupins, cichlid and herring-gulls.
Lupins produce ‘after their kind’ a variety of other lupins, some of which may not be able to
be fertilised from the stock from which they descended. But that is no problem. The point of
the min is that it looks forward, not backward. It produces the next generation after its own
genome. This is what God is looking forward to. When we look back we can see that the last
generation is directly connected to all the intervening ones. We are all direct descendants of
Adam and Eve, even though no two human beings  are in all respects identical. There are
billions of different human genomes on the Earth at this precise moment, yet the spirit in each
of them is what God breathed into Adam. Yet they all constitute a single min. This is what is
meant by min in the Bible, as DA rightly noted, it is the term any rural Hebrew farmer would
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use to describe what he sees by simple observation of the world about him: dogs produce
puppies, and cats produce kittens. This biological law was set in place at the first creation of
each species, and the wonder and glory of the DNA replication system is that God has built-
in to it a ‘proof-reading’ mechanism to safeguard the survival of His distinct creations.
Because God uses ordinary everyday language to convey His thoughts, He means what He
says according the idioms of the three languages He has used. I am reminded of the little
girl’s question, “Mummy, if God did not mean what He said, why did He not say what He
did mean?” Min can be verified by seeing. The Hebrew farmer does not need a microscope or
a breeders’ catalogue to know what a min is.

Where DA goes wrong is his glossed interpretation: “All this is intended to highlight once
again is the bringing into being of order out of tohu vebohu.” The use of ‘all’ deflects attention
away from the biological fact that evolution cannot change one min into a totally different
min, such as changing a mouse into a man, which he firmly believes happened in real time
(through millions of mutations over millions of years). The biological law of replication,
which the Hebrew farmer observed on a daily basis, is accurately described as min-
replication. Any other classification higher than that is lost on him. Further classifications
based on an evolutionary ‘tree’ may be purely artificial and not represent creation from God’s
perspective. Man’s system of classification is provisional, artificial, and temporary. A better
system may yet be devised.

DA sees a problem with a creation that occurred  about 10,000 years ago. “. . . there are
currently millions of species on the earth, perhaps as many as 10-20 million, so the proposal
that min means the same as the biological term ‘species’ is clearly a problem” (159). In reply it
can be said that it is a big problem if you remove instantaneous creation out of the frame.
Then you do have a problem. But should a Christian dismiss the Genesis record that God
spoke and it happened, when he has the example of the fourth plague as a clear case of
instantaneous creation to be guided by? If God could do it in 1446 B.C., why could He not do
it earlier? Presumably similar gnats were created from dust on Day Five of creation?

DA noted, “Even if min refers to broader categories of living things, all created separately
about 10,000 years ago, we have already noted the lack of evidence for the incredibly rapid
evolution that would be required to generate the millions of species alive today” (159). DA
has a problem here in underestimating the power of God to create in the manner He said He
created all living creatures in the beginning—from the dust of the ground. The presence of 20
million species of living creatures on the earth is a real problem for evolution if Adam and
Eve only came into existence as a totally new min about 10,000 years ago, as seems very
likely. It is a real problem if Adam’s mate did not exist until she was created out of his rib.
Only with the coming of Eve could the human min get going.

The creation of 20 million (some estimate it could be as much as 100 million) species in
such a short time space magnifies the awesomeness of God. We are truly in the presence of an
awesome Being if He created the entire biological diversity we see (and don’t see) around us
today in just three working days (or 36 hours of daylight [12 hours of light = yom]).

DA’s final remark shows just how wedded he is to the truth of evolution, “Suffice to say
that in any case this kind of interpretation involves a misuse of the Hebrew text” (159-60). Is
DA also among the Hebraists?

GENESIS CHAPTER 2:4 – 25
Suffice to say here that exploiting the so-called second story of creation to undermine the

first is not a good tactic in a Christian. The second story is focussed solely on Adam and the
introduction of Eve. For this reason everything else goes into the backdrop. There is no
chronological difficulty. Having started off with the home that God has prepared for Adam,
the next thing was to place Adam in the Garden. The next thing was to introduce Eve. Here
the writer prepares Adam to receive a female counterpart, and in order to create a place for
her, the animals are brought by God to Adam. In the exercise of discerning each of God’s
creations Adam becomes away of the male-female pairing of the animals. There were two of
each kind. But he was only one of his kind. It is at this moment that God creates Eve, making
two of the same kind, and Adam is surprised and delighted at his counterpart.

Because we have taken the trouble to examine the Hebrew account from the viewpoint of
what the writer wanted to achieve through his narrative, we can follow his thinking as he
explain step by step how Eve entered the history of Adam. The mention of the animals only
after he has moved Adam into the Garden, explains why they are out of chronological order
because his focus is concentrated in the steps leading to the entrance of Eve. The



88

chronological sequence of the land animals, including Man is given in Genesis 1, but here, the
camera, as it were, focuses in on Genesis 1:27 and we get a close-up picture of what really lay
behind this verse, which seemed to suggest that Adam and Eve were created simultaneously.

Feminists dismiss the second version of Eve’s creation and prefer the first because it makes
her equal to man in point of time and origin, because in the first story Adam and Eve are both
created out of the ground (assumed). God blesses them both equally, and He gives both of
them joint-rule over His creation. In the second story women do not fare so well. She is later
than man in point of chronology. He names all the animals before she exists. She derives her
entire being from man. She is made for man. Man is her head. The feminist does not like this
intensely.

It is a well-known feature of Greek classical writers that they will start recounting a story
and take one thread of it through to a suitable point, and then go back chronologically and
pick up another related thread of the same complex story and take that through to the point
where the first thread stopped. So going back chronologically to the beginning of another
thread is not that confusing. Sometimes granddads and grannies will follow a particular
person’s life story before going back to relate the story of her sister of that person.

When Luke came to write his Gospel he first of all focuses on John the Baptist, takes his
story on a few years, then breaks off, goes back and brings forward the life of Jesus to a
certain point, then switches back to John’s story up to a certain chronological point, then goes
back chronologically to bring Jesus’ life up todate. This is inevitable when juggling with two
contemporary events.

If we look at the way Luke juggled the histories of John the Baptist and Jesus, this can shed
some light on the way the writer of Genesis 2 juggled the second, more detailed, story of
Eve’s creation with the first account. Chronologically Eve was the last living thing to be
created (2nd account). But Adam was the second last living thing to be created. He followed
the completion of the lower animal creations (1st account). Luke tells the story of John’s life
up until he is a mature man and on the eve of his ministry: “and he was in the deserts till the
day of his showing unto Israel” (Lk 1:80). Luke breaks off at this point and goes back to relate
the birth of Jesus, and brings His story up to the point where Jesus at twelve years of age
makes His first visit to the Temple in Jerusalem. He then breaks off telling Jesus’ history with
the words: “and Jesus was advancing in wisdom and in stature, and in favour with God and
Man’ (Lk 2:52). Luke then switches back to John and gives a detailed account of what he
preached up until he was put in prison which occurred in the second year of Jesus’ ministry.53

Luke breaks off John’s history with the notice: “and concerning all the evils that Herod did,
he added also this to all, that he shut up John in prison” (Lk 3:20). Luke then switches back to
Luke 2:52 and picks up where he had left off telling Jesus’ story and from 3:21 onwards Luke
concentrates solely on Jesus’ life and ministry.

Somewhere between Luke 7:18 when John sent two of his disciples to Jesus, and Luke 9:7
when Herod thought John had been raised from the dead, (implying his death was a thing of
the past), we must fit the account of Herodias successful plot to kill John the Baptist. This
event is only recorded by Matthew (14:3-13) and Mark (6:17-29). Luke never breaks his
concentration on Jesus to switch the focus back to John. He never even records the death of
the Baptist such is his concentration on Jesus. Luke’s method of writing up history has its
parallels in other classical Greek historians.

Now if we go back to the so-called second account of creation we see that the purpose of
the writer is record the circumstances of the introduction of Woman both into the Garden and
into the life of Adam. At Genesis 2:18 God takes the initiative to provide Adam with a
counterpart. This initiative occurs after God has drawn a line in the sand, as it were, over
which Adam was not to pass. Eve was not by his side when this occurred. We have reached a
crucial point in Adam’s life. A man can live without a wife, and should if he can, but if he
cannot then he must marry a wife for life.

In good Hebrew fashion, at 2:19 the writer goes back in chronological time (like Luke) and
records the start of something that is very relevant to the introduction of Eve, namely, the
male and female pairing that God created in abundance. They were not just any animals. The

                                                            
53 We know that John the Baptist had further contacts with the Lord Jesus, possibly even

after he had been thrown into prison, see Luke 7:18-28 (which is not the same event in Mt
11:2-15, which took place mid-way through Jesus’ second year).
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writer makes it clear that they were animals that God created. He makes that explicit, by
recording their origin. He omits to mention the creation of the fish of the sea, because the
Garden was land-locked, and the point of bringing the aerial/avian creatures was to focus
Adam’s eyes and mind on the counterpart pairing. In parading the birds and animals before
Adam there was no suggestion that an aerial or land animal was to be his counterpart. The
exercise was to bring home to Adam that he did not have a counterpart. He was alone on the
Earth. He was one of a min. But that was no problem because he would never die. He was
immortal. He did not have to replicate himself. But God, in His wisdom, decided to create a
counterpart for Adam. As soon as the exercise of parading the avian and land animals was
over, and God had achieved His purpose of bringing it home to Adam that he did not have a
counterpart, He caused Adam to fall into a ‘deep sleep’, and when Adam woke up God
‘brought her [Eve] in to the man’ from another place where He perfected her form and
beauty. When he first set eyes on her, she was fully mature in mind and body, as was Adam.
They were both destined to live for ever and never experience death. There was no shame in
God’s world, so “they are both naked, the man and his wife, and they are not ashamed of
themselves” (2:25).

It is understandable that if an evolutionist comes to the biblical text determined to see how
he can find a cryptic reference to evolution that he will find a way to do so. In this case, he
has noted that at 2:19 God created the wild beasts first, followed by the birds, and these two
are created after Adam but before Eve. He immediately sees an opportunity to destroy the
chronology of the first account by pointing out that the beasts were created after the birds in
the second account, but before them in the second account. This, he concludes, is clear
evidence of inner contradiction, and therefore no significance can be attached to the order in
which creation came about. This is very good news for his theory.

On top of this good, solid evidence of internal confusion between the two creation
accounts he can point out the incongruity of Adam having to name all twenty million species
of avian and terrestrial creatures during the daylight hours of Day Six, and then allow time
for God to create Eve and marry them before sunset. He can exploit the incredulity of the
hearer/reader that some Christians think this could all be packed into twelve hours of
daylight. By presenting it in this way, and by stoking up the sense of incredulity, he can also
destroy the idea that the ‘days’ of creation were 24-hours long, and with his figurative
interpretation ready to hand the reader is drawn to it, and then trapped in it.

It should be pointed out that Genesis 2:19 does not say that God brought all twenty million
species of avian and terrestrial animals that He created to Adam. After mentioning that God
created all creatures, the next action is introduced by the narrative Prefix-form (the inaptly
named Waw-consecutive54). In this new action we are told that God brought in a creature
(cattle, beast or bird)  to see what Adam would call “to him” (i.e., to each creature that God
brought in front of him). This exercise might well be a selection of creatures, not the full
collection of all that God created. Adam gave names to every one of the selection God chose to
bring before him.55 The point of the exercise was not to give every single species of bird and
beast a name, but rather to awaken Adam to the fact that he did not have a counterpart. To
bring Adam to the point of experiencing his solitariness did not require that he examine each
of the twenty million species individually and ponder what to call each of them. If the point
of the exercise was achieved by bringing to Adam a carefully selected group of animals, then
it was pointless to go through twenty million species once the experience had been gained by
Adam and achieved by God. Sanctified commonsense is the handmaid to the use of well-tried
methods of exegesis.

It is no objection to the positioning of the mention of the creation of the animals half-way
through the narrative which relates the origin of the bride and the first human marriage. If
we go through the second account with an eye only for chronological order, then this is it.

1. There is no vegetation on the surface of the earth
2. God caused it to rain and the vegetation came into existence
3. God created man from the dust of the earth
4. God planted a Garden in Eden full of every kind of tree, both for beauty and food

                                                            
54 A more apt term would be the Waw of Recollection.
55 Genesis 2:19 should be translated: “And the man called names to all the cattle, and to

fowl of the heavens, and to every beast of the field [which God brought in to him], and to
man has not beenfound a helper as his counterpart.”
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5. God transports the man to the Garden with instructions to look after it
6. God places a restriction on the man not to eat a certain tree
7. God plans to create a suitable counterpart to man—a woman
8. God  creates the beasts and the birds
9. God brings them to the man to name them, which he does, but finds no counterpart to

himself
10. God puts the man to sleep and creates a woman out of his rib
11. God brings the woman to the man and they are married
All the steps in this list accord with the actual historical sequence, except for no. 8

(underlined).
DA objects: “. . . those who come to the second creation account in Genesis 2 with strict

chronologies in their mind will invariably end up with a headache. In marked contrast to
Genesis 1, the narrative places the creation of Adam first (verse 7), followed by the placing of
Adam in a garden where God made trees to grow (verses 8-9), then the creation of the
animals in verse 19, followed by the creation of woman (verse 21)” (164). He has convinced
himself that this is the chronological order of events, so that the terrestrial and aerial
creatures were created after Adam was created and before Eve was created. He is convinced
that the exact, historical order of creation, according to the second account, was: Adam, beasts
& birds, Eve.

This approach to the Hebrew text illustrates the lack of appreciation of Hebrew ingenuity
to think through the presentation of events in such a way as to keep the focus on the main
goal of the narration, which we showed influenced Luke’s presentation of the lives of John
the Baptist and Jesus. DA has woodenly assumed that the literary order of events is also the
chronological order.

Scientists familiar with working with facts, numbers and formulae, will obviously be at a
disadvantage with creative writers, who, being thoroughly familiar with a whole set of facts
can avoid the schoolboy approach of blurting out the bare facts sentence after sentence, but
can so arrange the material that the focus is maintained on the goal he wishes to bring the
reader to. In the case of Genesis 2 we see the love of God manifested for the first time as He
does everything possible to make His son comfortable. Note the change in terminology for
God. He is given His personal name of Yahweh for the very first time in 2:4. Yahweh
provides food in advance (2:5-6). He then ‘begets’ His son, Adam (Lk 3:38)(Gen 2:7). He then
plants a beautiful garden with every tree ‘desirable for appearance, and good for food’ for his
son’s enjoyment. Yahweh spares nothing to surround His son with the very best. The land is
fertile and rich in minerals (gold) and precious stones. He provides plenty of water for him in
the shape of four rivers. He establishes a father-son relationship with Adam through Adam’s
awareness that he is answerable to Yahweh. Yahweh is his head. Obedience is expected,
otherwise he loses his immortality. Yahweh, as Adam’s father, exercises the father’s role to
provide a wife for His son. But He does not force a wife on him. He takes care to create a
desire for a wife first, and this He does by bringing His vegetarian creatures before him,
whom He had made in pairs, male and female. Through this exercise Adam’s interest in a
counterpart to him was aroused but not satisfied. It was at this point that God created Eve
and brought her to Adam, and he willingly embraced her mentally and physically, and she
because his wife, and subject to his headship over her.

When the narrative is viewed from this perspective, then there is no danger of imposing a
scientific, analytical, approach to each sentence, as if each sentence was in a strict,
mathematically precise chronological order! Literature does not work that way. The training
and moulding of the scientist’s brain is not conducive to reading Genesis 2 as literature.

If the scientist had taken Genesis 1 into account he would have realised that the second
account was more sophisticated than he had assumed. One can appreciate a scientist not
being familiar with sophisticated forms of presenting ideas and events in a subtle
presentation, to highlight a particular event or result, because the mould of his ‘trained mind’
does not lend itself to appreciating the subtleties of certain types of literature, and maybe
even literature in another language and reflecting a different way of thinking and a different
culture. He is more familiar with facts and figures and waiting for experiments to come to
fruition. Genesis 1 would immediately resonate with him with its straightforward, logical,
presentation of the facts, within a numerical framework. But Genesis 2 presents his logical
mind with a problem. While the first account resonated with logical steps; the second has
jumbled one step (no. 8 in the list above) in a different order and this is very disconcerting to
him, and it confuses him.



91

However, if the scientist believes that his reading and understanding of Genesis 2 is the
only correct, logical, scientific view (after all he has the reputation of being a scientist!), he is
bound to be right, he feels, so he hits out at anyone (especially one not in his peer group) who
would attempt to make order of it, as he notes: “In an attempt to reconcile this chronology
with that of Genesis 1, the NIV translation has made liberal use of the pluperfect in its
translation of these verses, for example in 2:5 and 2:8, where we read that ‘no shrub of the
field had yet appeared on the earth, and no plant of the field had yet sprung up’ (verse 5) and
‘the Lord God had planted a garden in the east’ (verse 8). The intention of the translators is to
suggest that the vegetation and garden were created before man in an attempt to impose the
chronology of Genesis 1 on the text” (164).

DA is extremely alarmed and agitated at this attempt. We can hear his deep concern at this
violation of the chronology of the second account. He is incensed at this harmonisation. He
wants disharmony, disorder, dis-chronology to prevail and be retained. This would suit
evolution. If he can demonstrate (through logical sentence order) that these two accounts are
not in chronological order, then this opens up the way to demolishing any concept of
chronological order in either Genesis 1 or Genesis 2. This would be a massive coup for
evolution. Because in evolutionary history, the origin of the birds is placed after the terrestrial
animals. But the latter were created on Day 6, whereas the birds were created on Day 5. This
is nonsense, for the evolutionist. The Christian evolutionist is alarmed at what he perceives to
be a dischronologised presentation in Genesis 1. However, if he can show that the chronology
of Genesis 2 flatly contradicts the chronological order in Genesis 1, this puts him in a strong
position to declare than neither presentation is chronological, and this opens the door wide to
allow evolution to be the secondary cause in God’s hands to bring about diversity of life. So
the Christian evolutionist has a vested interest in destroying any idea of chronology in
Genesis 1 and 2. DA believes that “Genesis 2 provides a straightforward narrative text,
providing a different sequence of events from Genesis 1, and most translations are faithful in
rendering the text according to the most likely Hebrew intention” (165).

We need to ask: But why the need for a second account of the creation of Adam and Eve?
The answer is that Genesis 2 is the necessary preparation for Genesis 3. If one removes
Genesis 2 from the Bible and reads straight on from the end of Genesis 1 to the start of
Genesis 3 then we would have no record of the headship relationship between God, Man and
Woman, and no record of the set-up between God and Adam over the punishment for
disobedience. We would have only Eve’s account of what God said to Adam, which she
wrongly reported, unless when Adam passed on the command he was given, he added the
words “nor touch it,” as his way of ensuring that she did not go near it, and we have her
correct record of what Adam said to her, which is always possible. But we also know that
God knew everything, and so He knew who was the first to sin. But instead of going directly
to the culprit, He went to Adam as the one responsible for Eve’s actions, which shows the
respect He had for His own institutions. Adam is responsible for everything, and therefore
Adam is confronted first by God. All this would be lost if we did not have the doctrine of
love-headships spelled out for us in Genesis 2. Also the severe punishment meted out to
Adam and Eve would be unjust if Adam was not made aware of it before he sinned. Also, the
detail that Yahweh made clothes for Adam and Eve in 3:21, would never have been linked to
their being naked and unashamed, which is reported in 2:25. So chapter 3 presumes
knowledge of chapter 2. And chapter 2 presumes a knowledge of chapter 1. When read
together there is no chronological discrepancy or contradiction within these three chapters
when read intelligently. They can be made to be contradictory if a scenario is built around
each chapter which isolates them from one another and gives them different origins, and
traces them to different periods of Israel’s history. There is no shortage of theses attempting
to do this Humpty Dumpty type of work.

Each chapter is building on the chapter before it. Genesis 1 gives us the actual chronology
and sequence of God’s marvels. Genesis 2 presumes knowledge of Genesis 1, and so the
writer can zoom in on Genesis 1:26-29 and expand on it to supply the precise relationship that
God established between Man and Woman for all time, including the crucial love-headship
relationship which would be the cornerstone for every marriage, and ensure a clear hierarchy
of responsibility within the human family. The husband (Man) is head of the wife (Woman).
Christ is head of the Man, and God is the head of Christ.

Genesis 2 establishes foundational principles for the headship relationship between God
and Man, and between Man and Woman. There is a clear hierarchy of privilege and
responsibilities. Man is not to usurp God’s role and position over His creation. Woman is not
to usurp Man’s role and position over all of God’s creation, of which she is a part. Woman
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has her immediate head in the form of Man, and through that headship God is also her head.
She may share the same moral image as Adam, but she does not share in his headship. She is
subject to his headship and he is responsible for her actions. She is not responsible for his
actions. He is responsible only to God, his head. So Genesis 2 sets out very clearly who is
responsible to whom. God does not allow confusion to arise with the introduction of Eve into
Adam’s space.  Eve knows exactly where she stands in relation to doing the will of her
husband (‘Your will be done.’). And Adam knows exactly where he stands in relation to
doing the will of God (‘Your will be done.’).56 Thus the scene is set for chapter 3.

Paul drew many principles from Genesis 2 for establishing good order in all the churches
he founded. In the Church woman is not permitted to speak. That privilege is reserved only
for males (married and unmarried). She is to cover her head with a physical covering when
speaking to God in prayer (private or public). He is not permitted to cover his head when
speaking to God in prayer (private or public). These established principles took the form of
practical traditions or customs which every gathering of Christians must be careful to observe
to the end of time. Jesus and Paul drew their foundational doctrines respecting the new life
that all Christians are bound to abide in, from Genesis 2. In Genesis 3 we see those principles
ignored. Man disobeys God, and Woman usurps Man’s headship and leads him into
disobedience. Leadership in the family and the Church rightfully belongs to Man. Man
should never be led by a woman, either at home, in the State, or in God’s Church. Women in
leadership or teaching roles over men is unnatural and a violation of the sphere God created
for her. No man worth the name should acknowledge any woman as his head. Therefore
women priests, vicars, ministers of religion, bishops and archbishops are in violation of the
expressed will of God for His people. Genesis 3 is about to show what happens when
creational roles are ignored and roles are reversed.57

We noted DA’s strong objection to any attempt to reconcile Genesis 1 with Genesis 2. “In
an attempt to reconcile this chronology with that of Genesis 1, the NIV translation has made
liberal use of the pluperfect in its translation of these verses, for example in 2:5 and 2:8, where
we read that ‘no shrub of the field had yet appeared on the earth, and no plant of the field
had yet sprung up’ (verse 5) and ‘the Lord God had planted a garden in the east’ (verse 8).
The intention of the translators is to suggest that the vegetation and garden were created
before man in an attempt to impose the chronology of Genesis 1 on the text” (164).

DA does not like this imposition of the chronology of Genesis 1 on the text of Genesis 2.
This is cheating, he feels. He thinks the chronology of Genesis 2 ought to stand as it is, even if
it contradicts the chronology of Genesis 1. He adds: “There are, however, significant
problems with the use of the pluperfect in these verses, . . . . For a start, the Hebrew language
does not have a distinct pluperfect tense and the verb tenses used for create and form in
Genesis 2 are no different from Genesis 1” (164).

What DA does not seem to be aware of is that Hebrew does not have anything like an
English tense system. Therefore it lacks not just the pluperfect, but the past, the present and
the future tenses! Hebrew has its own way of presenting events, which are not determined by
the time when the action took place, which is inherent in every single English verb. Whereas
the English verb gives us information about the (1) action, (2) actor, and (3) time of action,
Hebrew lacks (3) completely. Its focus is purely on (1) and (2) and their relationship under
two perspectives or viewpoints. It would not be appropriate to go into this topic here, suffice
to say that because there is no one-to-one equivalent between the verbal systems of English
and Hebrew, as there is between Greek and English (though they are not fully identical), the
translator of the Hebrew Bible must ask himself: If God used the English language to convey
His revelation, how would He reveal the contents of Genesis 1 in good English? In any good
translation every facet of the English language must be at the disposal of the translator,
otherwise the language is distorted. For example, Robert Young believed that Hebrew did not

                                                            
56 The feminist deletes the initial ‘y’ to read: ‘Our will be done.’
57 In this regard the Western church is a disgrace to God and the Lord Jesus for promoting

equality of roles between men and women, following the pattern of the world. This deviation
from the theological traditions established by the Holy Spirit will have its price sooner or
later.
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have a distinct future tense, so he translated the entire Hebrew Bible58 without using the
English future tense! But this is not standard English! It might get us closer to the idiom of the
Hebrew language, but that is another issue. If one is going to lay down a law that the English
pluperfect must never be used in the Old Testament on the grounds that “the Hebrew
language does not have a distinct pluperfect tense”, then on the same grounds you must
never use any of the other English tenses because the Hebrew language does not have tenses!

The other thing to bear in mind is that the Hebrew language does not have a complicated
system of subordinating clauses. It has a paratactic system whereby subordinate clauses are
coupled to what has gone before with the waw-conjunctive ‘and’. This will mean that virtually
every sentence begins with ‘And’, which does not make for good English. To get round this
problem, English translators will break up these connected chains of actions at appropriate
places, and start a new sentence using the next verb and omit the waw-connective. This is not
cheating. It would not be good Hebrew if the English was translated back into Hebrew with
all the linking waw-conjunctives missing! The Hebrews would be complaining, ‘this is not
good Hebrew!’

Once one understands the inner workings of the Hebrew grammar and is paratactic
structure, plus the ability and genius of the storyteller to bring forward some event, or skip
over some event, or suspend some event, depending on the effect he wants to achieve, and in
doing so he utilises the waw-conjunctive to add, subtract, or postpone, ideas, then the
reference back to something that God created earlier as we see in Genesis 2:19, is not a
problem at all. It might be irksome and even confusing to non-Hebraists, but that should not
become the grounds on which to insist that the literary order must also be the chronological
order.

I see no problem in using the pluperfect at Genesis 2:19, “Now the Lord God had formed
out of the ground . . . . We either use that form and translate the waw-connective as “Now”, or
we translate the waw-connective literally as ‘and out of the ground . . .’ and expect the
hearer/reader to know the contents of Genesis 1, and so he will know the chronological
order. He then carries that chronology over into 2:19, where he can then appreciate how the
narrative of Yahweh’s loving provision works itself out. Either approach will satisfy what the
Hebrew is conveying.

So much for DA’s argument from the nature of the Hebrew verbal system. Errors can
creep in to arguments. When they do these errors get entrenched by repeated copying and
continued quotation in subsequent works until they become regarded as ‘established facts’ in
default of thorough investigation. This applies supremely to the theory of evolution which is
on a par with the Emperor’s ‘new’ clothes. But errors can creep in in other topics. DA states:
“There is a perfectly good word for man used in Old Testament Hebrew (’ish), but it is not
used in the Genesis text until 2:2459 where we read that, ‘For this reason a man (’shû)60 will
leave his father and mother’. This refers generically to any man who leaves his father and
mother to get married.61 Up until that moment it is always ‘Adam’ with the definite article62

that is used in the text for ‘the man’, 2063 times in all in Genesis 1 and 2” (165-66).
There is a great deal of confusion over the significance of the  two main terms used for

‘man’ in Genesis 1-3. The following
AN ANALYSIS OF HA’ADAM AND ’ADAM

                                                            
58 Robert Young, The Holy Bible consisting of the Old and New Covenants, translated according

to the Letter and Idioms of the Original Languages (Edinburgh: G.A. Young & Co., Bible
Publishers, 1862).

59 It first occurs in 2:23, where Adam uses it to describe himself as being male.
60 This is an error for ’ish.
61 Not so, it can refer to married and unmarried males. The term ’ish means ‘male (and not

female’. It does not mean ‘a person’ of either gender.
62 There are three exceptions to this statement. See Gen 1:26, 2:5, and 2:20.
63 The correct total is 18.
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The difference in Hebrew between the use of ’adam and ’ish is that the former means “man
and not beast,” whereas ’ish means “man and not woman.”64 Thus Adam is called ’adam
before Eve was created (eight times in Gen 2). The Greek prefers to use a!nqrwpoj to
translates ’adam.

Paul refers to four kinds of flesh, “All flesh is not the same flesh, but there is one flesh of
men ( a)nqrw&pwn), and another flesh of beasts, and another of fishes, and another of birds” (1
Cor 15:39). The term ’adam will refer to “the flesh of man” in distinction from the other three
kinds of flesh.65 In this sense “man has no pre-eminence above a beast” (Eccl 3:19).
Consequently adam will refer to the human species but primarily to the man who is put for
the whole human family. The term ’adam is never used of the marital status, so that, while it
may often refer to men in general it is never used on its own to refer to females as distinct
from males, though it can be used of men in distinction from females.66 The female of the
species will be included under the male (Gen 6:7; LXX and Heb uses the singular “the man”
to refer to the whole of mankind which God will destroy with a flood); so that a!nqrwpoj will
refer to the men and in some instances include those under his care, such as his wife and
children (cf. Rom 5:18, “[judgment came] upon all men (a!nqrwpoj) to condemnation”).
THE TRANSLATION OF HA’ADAM AND ’ADAM
The Hebrew does not give the first male (Adam) a personal name until the second male
(Cain) is born. So that from Genesis 1:26 to 4:1 MdF)fhf (ha4)a4da4m) should be translated as “The
Man” rather than “Adam.” It is only from Genesis 4:25 onwards, after Cain is born, and when
Adam “knew” his wife again, that the Hebrew calls him “Adam” (by dropping the prefixed
article).
The Samaritan version follows the Hebrew except that at Genesis 2:7 (and only here before
4:1) it introduces the personal name (“Adam”) for “The Man.” This is probably a slip.
The Septuagint uses the indefinite “Man” (anthropos) up until God gives a command to the
first man at Genesis 2:16, when it switches to using the personal name “Adam” until 5:5,
apart from two occasions where it switches back to the impersonal “Man” (at 2:18; 51) since
these are not regarded as referring to Adam personally.
Whereas the Hebrew regarded the genealogy in Genesis 5 as the genealogy of Adam
(personal), the Septuagint read it as the genealogy of Man (impersonal).
The Septuagint omits the article (the cases are marked in the table below with an asterisk)
before Adam when it is the subject of the verb.
Genesis 6:1 throws light on Genesis 1:26 and 2:5 in that all three texts use ADAM in a generic
sense, meaning “men.”

                                                            
64 Cf. Lev 13:29, ‘If a man or woman (hV;ai /a vyai). . .’.  The only instance in the OT of a

parallel to ish (vyai) when it means husband is 2 Sam 11:26, ‘When Uriah’s wife (hY;riWa tv,ae)
heard that her husband (Hv;yai) was dead, she mourned over her husband (ba‘al, Hl;[]B').’

65 Frequently man is set in opposition to beasts; cf. Gen 7:23; Ex 8:17; 9:25; 12:12; Num
3:13; 8:17; Jer 7:20; 27:5; 32:43; 36:29; 50:3; 51:62; Jon 3:7; Hab 1:14; Zeph 1:3; Hag 1:11.

66 See Josh 11:14; 14:15; Jud 16:7 (Samson); Dan 10:18 Mt 8:9 (centurion); 9:9 (Matthew);
9:32 (dumb man); 12:10, 13; 13:24; 17:14; 19:5, ‘For this cause a man (a[nqrwpo") shall leave . . .
and cleave to his wife’ (cf. Eph 5:31); 19:10; 21:28; 25:24; 26:74; 27:32, 57; Jn 1:6 (John the
Baptist); 4:28; 5:5; 7:22-23, ‘on the sabbath day you circumcise a man’ (cf. Gal 5:3);  7:46 and
8:40 (Jesus);  Acts 4:22; 9:33 (Eneas); 21:39, ‘I am a man’ (Paul); 5:19 (Adam’s disobedience; cf.
1 Cor 15:21); 1 Cor 7:1, ‘It is good for a man not to touch a woman’; 7:7; 15:47 (Adam); 2 Tim
2:2; Heb 5:1 (only men are made priests); 7:28; Jas 5:17 (‘Elias was a man’); Rev 4:7 (‘the third
beast had the face of a man’); 9:7.
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THE TRANSLATION OF HA’ADAM/’ADAM HEBREW SAMARITAN LXX

Gen 1:26 Let us make ADAM (pl.) in our image ADAM ADAM MAN

Gen 1:27 God created THE MAN in his own HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 2:5 And ADAM (pl.) did not exist to till the ADAM ADAM MAN

Gen 2:7 And the Lord God formed THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 2:7 and THE MAN became a living soul HA’ADAM ADAM MAN

Gen 2:8 there he put THE MAN whom he HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 2:15 the Lord God took THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 2:16 Lord God commanded THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 2:18 not good that THE MAN should be alone HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 2:19 brought them to THE MAN to see what he HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 2:19 whatsoever THE MAN called every HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM*

Gen 2:20 THE MAN gave names to all cattle HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM*

Gen 2:20 but for THE MAN there was not found le6-ADAM le6-ADAM ADAM

Gen 2:21 caused a deep sleep to fall on THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 2:22 the Lord God had taken from THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 2:22 brought her to THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 2:23 THE MAN said, This is now bone of my HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM*

Gen  2:25 both naked, THE MAN and his wife HA’ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 3:8 THE MAN and his wife hid themselves HA’ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 3:9 And the Lord God called to THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 3:12 THE MAN said, The woman whom You HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 3:17 And to THE MAN he said, Because you le6-ADAM le6-ADAM ADAM

Gen 3:20 THE MAN called his wife’s name Eve HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM*

Gen 3:21 To THE MAN also and to his wife did le6-ADAM le6-ADAM ADAM

Gen 3:22 THE MAN is become as one of Us, HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM*

Gen 3:24 So he drove out THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM

Gen 4:1 And THE MAN knew his wife Eve HA’ADAM HA’ADAM ADAM*

Gen 4:25 And  ADAM knew his wife again ADAM ADAM ADAM*

Gen 5:1 the book of the generations of ADAM ADAM ADAM MAN

Gen 5:1 the day that God  created ADAM ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 5:2 and He called their name ADAM ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 5:3 And ADAM lived 130 years ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 5:4 And the days of ADAM after he begat ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 5:5 And all the days of ADAM which he ADAM ADAM ADAM

Gen 6:1 when THE MAN began to multiply HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:2 sons of God saw daughters of THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:3 shall not always strive against THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:4 came in to the daughters of THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:5 the wickedness of THE MAN multiplied HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:6 repented that He had made THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:7 Lord said, I will destroy THE MAN whom HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 6:7 from ADAM to beast, to creeper, to bird from ADAM from ADAM MAN

Gen 7:21 and all flesh died . . . and all THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN
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Gen 7:23 He blotted out . . . from ADAM to beast from ADAM from ADAM MAN

Gen 8:21 never again curse . . . because of THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 8:23 imagination of THE MAN’s heart is evil HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 9:5 I will seek . . . from the hand of THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 9:5 I will seek the life of THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 9:6 Whoso sheds the blood of THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 9:6 by THE MAN shall his blood be shed ba4- ADAM ba4- ADAM MAN

Gen 9:6 for in the image of God He made THE MAN HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen  11:5 which the sons of THE MAN built HA’ADAM HA’ADAM MAN

Gen 16:12 He shall be a wild ass of ADAM ADAM ADAM MAN

Exod 4:11 Who made a mouth for THE MAN? la4-ADAM la4-ADAM MAN

Job 28:28 And God said to THE MAN, Lo the fear HA’ADAM MAN

Prv 27:19 so the heart of THE MAN reflects  the HA’ADAM MAN

Prv 27:19 heart of THE MAN reflects THE MAN la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 1:3 What does THE MAN gain from all his la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 2:18 I must leave them all to THE MAN la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 2:22 What does THE MAN get for all his toil? la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 6:11 How does that profit THE MAN? la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 6:12 Who knows what is good for THE MAN? la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 6:12 Who can tell THE MAN what will la4-ADAM MAN

Ecc 8:15 Nothing is better for THE MAN la4-ADAM MAN

Jer 10:23 It is not for THE MAN to direct his steps la4-ADAM MAN

Zep 1:17 bring distress on THE MAN la4-ADAM MAN

In Genesis 1:26 God says, “Let us make Man (MdF)f) in our image and after our likeness.” The
occurrence of Man (MdF)f), without the prefixed article, is one of only two occurrences  of this
form in the first three chapters of Genesis. There are three possible ways of interpreting it.
First, it could be the personal name for Adam which does not take the article in Genesis
4:2—5:5 (7 times). In which case God has a particular individual in mind when He expresses
His desire.
Second, there is the possibility that God has a class of individuals in mind whom He
envisages spreading over the earth and subduing it. This has the support of the second
occurrence in 2:5, “And ’adam did not exist to till the ground.” Hebrew does not have a plural
form of ’adam. It is not likely that a single ’adam is envisaged in this statement. The first
human pair (“male and female”) are called ’adam immediately after their union as one flesh
“on the day they were created” (5:2). It would seem that from Genesis 6 onwards the term
“The Man” (MdF)fhf) serves as a species or min name for the human family: “when THE MAN
began to multiply. . . .” The use of “The Man” in the period just before Noah’s Flood confirms
this.
A third possibility is that both ideas are present: an individual Adam, who would multiply
and produce after his kind, and in this way spread over the earth and subdue it. This would
seem the most likely option because immediately after expressing the thought God created a
single ’adam, when it was well within His powers to create as many adams as He needed to
subdue the earth. However, it is probably best to translate the two cases of ’adam without the
prefixed article in 1:26 and 2:5 as a longer term thought of envisaging a multitude of adams
rather than as a direct reverence to Adam, on the grounds that a single man could not hope to
subdue the earth. God then begins the task of producing a class of adams by creating Adam.
God’s concern on Day Six is with his creation, not with Man’s comforts (i.e., man’s need for a
helpmeet which comes later on in the creation), hence God’s focus is on Man at this point in
time. This is brought out in Genesis 2:5, “and ’adam was not present to till the ground.” In
Genesis 2:5 the two large-scale factors that would alter the face of the dry earth and bring it to
a state that would satisfy God were the presence of rain/irrigation and farmers (adams), here
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put in the collective singular “’adam” but clearly standing for a class of agricultural workers,
such as Adam, the first gardener, and Cain, his son, a “tiller of the ground.”
Twice it is stated that the first Man, Adam, was created in God’s image and likeness in the
day he was created (Gen 1:26; 5:1). This is followed on both occasions by two statements: that
God made a male and a female and, that he blessed them (presumably in a marriage
ceremony uniting them).
Chronologically, there is a gap of time between the creation of Adam and the creation of Eve.
They were not created together. Therefore, between Genesis 1:27a and 1:27b we should read
Genesis 2:4-31, and then continue with 1:27b—2:3, as in the diagram below.
By piecing the total story together in this way we are presented with God contemplating the
creation of Adam (either taken as a reference to the individual, or, more likely, to the “male”
species) to whom He would give control of the earth. He then creates Adam in His own
image and with the full capability to carry out what He designed him to do. Then we have to
go to 2:8 to fill in what happened next which was, that God placed Adam in a specially
prepared area within a wider, unattended land. Here God brings the animal creation under
the authority of Adam, but at the end of the naming process there is no pairing for Adam, as
there had been for all the other creatures. Each animal had its mate, male and female
characterised each species. It was not until Adam “discovered” this that God made a major
modification to his existence with the introduction of a mate—a wife.
Nothing is said of the image in which Eve was created, but it clearly was not the same image
as Adam had been created in, because his purpose was to reflect His Maker’s image. She was
created with another, entirely different function in the Creator’s mind, namely, to be Man’s
companion for life; and for that specific purpose her design was, and had to be, different. The
resultant life-force produced from one of Adam’s ribs was designated “)is]s]a4h” to show both
her origin and destination. The married pair are named by God as “’adam” (5:2b). For a
moment a part of his body had been severed from him, but it was restored in the form of a
wonderful companion. It was fitting that the restored unity, or “one flesh” should be called
by his name. The unity both in name (pronounced by God, not Adam) and body (produced
through a God-arranged marriage) reflected the “normal” pattern that God envisaged for
mankind. And within that unit, or “one flesh,” Adam was the head, or leader, or controller,
by virtue of the “image and likeness” to God that marked him out as different from the
female of the species.
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GENESIS 1:1-25

GENESIS 1:27B-2:3

GENESIS 2:7-20

THE CREATION OF 
WOMAN (EVE)

"MALE AND FEMALE HE 
CREATED THEM" (1:27b)

"Let Us make Man in 
Our image, after Our 

l ikeness"

DAYS 1 — 6
OF CREATION

GENESIS 1:26

THE CREATION OF 
ADAM (half verse)

GENESIS 1:27A

THE CREATION OF 
ADAM (14 verses)

GENESIS 2:21-25

GENESIS 2:4-6

THE EARTH PREPARED 
FOR THE COMING OF MAN

FIRST CREATION ACCOUNT SECOND CREATION ACCOUNT

The omission of any statement to the effect that woman was made in “the image and
likeness” of God was noted by Paul in 1 Corinthians 11:7.67 There he explains why there is a
different dress-code for men and women when they are engaged in spiritual activities
(“praying or prophesying”). He (and/or his rabbinic tradition) examined Genesis 1–3 very
carefully and noted the omission. He concluded: “For a man ought not to cover his head,
since he is the image and glory of God; but the woman is the glory of man” (emphasis added). He
(and his tradition) noted that while Man received his life force directly from the “breath of
God,” turning inert dust into life, the woman was created out of Man’s living matter (or pre-
existing live matter). In the case of Man, he was created out of pre-existing non-human matter
(dust), and his “breath” comes directly from God’s “mouth.” In the case of Woman, she was
created out of pre-existing human matter (Adam’s rib), and her “breath” comes directly from
Man, not from God’s “mouth.”  So her manner of creation was not the same as his. He was
made directly to serve God; she was made directly to serve Man, and in so doing to please
her Creator.

                                                            
67 Sometimes evangelical writers (e.g. Brian Edwards in, “Leadership in the Bible,” in

Men, Women and Authority, ed. Brian Edwards [Bromley. Kent: Day One publications, 1996],
pp. 50-67, esp. p. 65) assume that woman was also made in “the image and likeness” of God.
If so she would have all that man has including headship, but she does not have headship as
part of her constitution, whereas, Man, Christ and God each have headship. She has the same
moral image as Man and she is the “glory of man,” not the “glory of God.”
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Conscious of how Man and Woman came into existence and the way they were intended to
relate to each other in a close, loving union,  Paul avoids saying that she is “the image and
glory of man.” He goes no further than to say that she is “the glory of man.” But when
Adam’s first son was born it is stated that Shem was born “in his [Adam’s] own likeness, after
his image” (5:3). But nothing is said about the image and likeness that his daughters were
born in, presumably in the image and likeness of Eve. But lest this line of thinking leads to a
denigration of woman’s place or standing in God’s creation it should be noted that when
Adam and Eve were united by God , He blessed both and gave both of them “dominion over
the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living thing that moves upon
the earth.” It is very probably this ‘dominion’ that Paul refers to in 1 Corinthians 11:10 when
he links this God-given “authority” to the covering of her head “because of the angels.” All
creation is made subject to Eve, except her husband. All creation is made subject to Adam,
including his wife.
One scholar makes the following observation: ontological hierarchy is known from Ps 8:5-6
(cf. Sirach 17:3), where are told that God created man a little lower than the angels, and gave
him dominion over creation. This hierarchy is confirmed in Hebrews, where the Psalm is
quoted (2:7) and it is important to recall that the writer felt obliged to discuss the question of
Christ's relationship to angels at some length. His argument is that by becoming man, the Son
of Man, who is by nature far above any angel, elevated the elect, who have become His
brothers by adoption, to a position higher than that of the angels, a status confirmed by Paul
when he says that we shall judge them (1 Cor 6:3). The LXX translated Hebrew tselem by
eikon, which conveys the same idea of “concrete image” as the Hebrew. Plato used “eikon” to
refer to “a thing which has a genuine share in the reality depicted, to the point where it may
even be identified with that reality.” The other Hebrew term, d’muth, is translated in the LXX
using terms that emphasise the visual (homoiosis, eikon, idea) and therefore superficial
resemblance, adding weight to the OT consensus that d’muth cannot be regarded as a distinct
entity in its own right.68

It would seem to me that in Isaiah when God asks, “To whom then will you liken me, or to
whom shall I be equal? says the Holy One . . . Who has created all these things [the stars] . . .
?” The expected answer is Yahweh, and only Yahweh. But we know from John 1:3 and
Colossians 1:15-16 that Jesus was co-Creator. Therefore, when Genesis 1:26 says, “Let us make
man in our image, after our likeness,” the inference is that man was created in the image (i.e.,
something solid, a body) and likeness of God, and this has reference to Jesus for whom God
prepared a body (from all eternity?)(Heb 10:5), and Man was made in the likeness of that
body. In Colossians 1:15 Jesus is described as being “in the image of the invisible God,” and
he is referred to as the “new Adam.” In Romans 8:29 we are predestined to be conformed to
the image of His Son. In Colossians 3:9-10 we put on the new man, renewed in knowledge
according to the image of the One [God] who created him [Man] in the beginning. God can
only create perfect beings. So God created Adam in the image and likeness of His own Son.
This would take care of the very concrete imagery that is used in Genesis 1:26.
ALL CHRISTIANS INTERPRET THE EARLY CHAPTERS OF GENESIS FIGURATIVELY
DA noted, “I have never met a Christian, nor indeed read one in print, who does not take the
language of the early chapters of Genesis figuratively” (166). This can be countered by saying,
“I have never met a Christian who took every word of the early chapters of Genesis
figuratively.” This statement exposes the first statement to be too general to include every
Christian. There may be a word here and there which will permit a figurative meaning, but to
assume that every Christian one has met interprets every single word in the early chapters of
Genesis to be figurative is very unlikely, unless one has a very narrow circle of Christian
friends.
DA states that Henry Morris illustrates his statement, “I have never met a Christian, . . . who
does not take the language of the early chapters of Genesis figuratively.” He then admits that
“Morris holds to a strict 24-hour interpretation of the ‘days’ of Genesis 1” (167). So he
concluded: Morris does “not take the language of the early chapters of Genesis figuratively.”
DA is either being sloppy in the wording of his statement, or he is confused, or both.
In any case even if the majority of Christians understood ‘day’ (yom) to have a figurative
meaning in Genesis 1, this is a wrong use of the term figurative. It is clear that the term itself
carries three distinct meanings, not one meaning with two figurative uses. Thus yom is used

                                                            
68 Gerald Bray, "The Significance of God's Image in Man," TynBull 42.2 (1991) 195-225.
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in 1:5 and 1:14 to mean ‘light(waves)’ (not time). In 1:5 yom has the meaning of one complete
cycle of ‘light’ followed by ‘night’, so that here it means a period of 24 hours. In 2:4 yom is
used to cover the period of time it took to complete a work. None of these meanings is
figurative. They exist as literal meanings in their own right. The ‘day of the Lord’ is not a
figurative use of “one complete cycle of ‘light’ followed by ‘night’.” Here the term ‘day’ exists
in  its own right to mean a special time in the future involving ‘an unspecified period of time’.
These are several meanings of ‘day’ which the context determines. The same goes for any
word in English. The context is the determinative selective factor, which of the many
meanings is intended. It is when a word is used in an unusual manner that we instantly
recognise that it does not fit into any of the recognised meanings of that word, and therefore
we term it a figurative use of the word.
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