
SCIENCE AND THh BIBLB 

I. Introduction 

A. The Bible does not contradict~ science. 

B. 

God was not bound by t echnologi cal limitations in t he 

times of Job, Noses, Joshua and Isaiah when He super

intended the inscripturation of Hi s Word through these 

and other biblical authors. IIowevor, while the Bible 
✓ 

is true in every area including history , geneologies, 

dating and science, it is no t a textbook of science any 

more t han it is a textbook in any other area. It pre

sents unchanging truth but is cle arly not exhaustive in 

any field. 

Much of what we c all science today is not true; 

new discoveries are continually being made wn1ch con

trovert previously held scj_entific "facts." In addition, 

it is not uncommon to find scientists who somehow try to 

alter or squeeze new data into present t heories instead 

of modifying or abandoning t hose theories in accordance 

with the data. 

While the Bible is not a scientific textbook , it 

nevertheless provides very clear guidelines and explan

ations of many phenomena which we presently observe. It 

adequately explains such things as oil and coal formation , 

the geological sedementary luyers, fossilization, the ice 

epoch, the extinction of dinosaurs, the forma tion of 
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mountains , and so forth. 

Much data is readily available . ~~e question is 

how best to interpret the data. If there are two or 

more theories which attempt to explain certain data, the 

scientist should prefer the theory which best accounts 

for all the phenomena and reject the theory which does 

not adequately explain the information and reality about 

him. 

We claim that the Bible provides a cloarer and 

better explanation for what we presently observe than do 

other scientific theories which disagree with the Scrip

tures. Incidentally, while most scientists readily ac

cept the evolutionary theory (although few have seriously 

studied it and its implications) , there are nevertheless 

thousands of scientists who believe the bibli cal account . 

This, of course, is e qu ally true of other fields; there 

are more sociologists, psychologists , anthropologists, 

etc . who reject the Scriptures than there are who believe 

God's Word. None of this comes as a surprise to God. 

He tells us that this should be expected (Mt. 7:13-14; 

Luke 18:8; II Pet. 3:3-6). Falsehoods in modern science 

are often caused by the blinding effect of the sin nature 

in man and by man 1 s rejection of the truth. Consider 

Romans l:18-32 in this regard. 

c. The biological theory of evolution and the pre-

supposition of uniformitarianism (the belief that present 
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physical processos extended into the distant past are 

sufficient to account for the present state of the un

iverse) is a cleverly devised system which completely 

leaves God out of the picture in an attempt to ration

alize the phenomena of the universe (including life 

itself) into purely "natural" causes. What is ultimately 

meant by "natural" is simply time and chance. One of the 

reasons why evolution is still in vogue is the fact that 

it provides an escape hatch through which men can go to 

avoid worrying about having to face a righteous God as a 

creature would before his creator. Men who do not know 

Christ are naturally afraid of God. Moreover ., evolution 

is also popular (evon amone; Christians) because people 

continually "follow the followers." F'ew wish to resist 

the rushing currents of popular opinion. In the educational 

process., people are inclined to accept what they are 

taught without really questioning the material. Indeed., 

it is very dishonest to teach as fact what is in reality 

only a. theory. 

We maintain that the theory of evolution is 

scientifically untenable and lacking in the necessary 

support. This will be demonstrated in the immediately 

following section. 

II. The Question of Evolution 

A. There are many cosmological theories which at-
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tempt to explain the origin of the universe. These 

theories generally avoid any supernatural agent, and 

are therefore highly compatible to the evolutionary 

world view. Obviously, none of these theories can be 

verified by existing data and are actually metaphysical 

in nature. Tho real question is "Who is right?" The 

Bible is either right or wrong. Genesis 1-2 and Psalm 

33:6 clearly say that God is the creator of the heavens 

and also of life itself. 

Some of tho basic elements of the evolutionary 

theory: 

1. All life arose from one cell. 

2. There is a constant change toward complexity: life 

is moving from t he simple to the complex; from chaos 

to order. 

3. There is a struggle for existence . Also, living 

forms increase in complexity by means of mutations 

and natural selection. 

4. Millions of years are required for these processes. 

C. No missing links. 

The Bible teach.es tha t there is. a constancy of 

species, but there can be changes within a species. 

Evolution requires that there must have been evolution

ary development not only within the s pecies but also 

amo~g them.(that is, from species to species). However, 

there are no mis s ing links t o be found either among the 
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fossils or in living animals which connect the neces

sary steps from one species to another. Nor are there 

any missing links from apes to man. The data does not 

support this theory. In this area as well as in others , 

the evidence does not support evolution unless the per

son begins with his evolutionary presuppositions. Prob

ably the biggest support for the evolutionary position 

is the presupposition that evolution did occur. 

There is a theory that the embryo of any creature 

progressively displays the 'evolutionary process through 

which the creature developed. This theory is called 

11 ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny." However, these 

similarities in appeara:nce are only external and super

ficial; they are not at all equal to rec·api tulation. 

Also, the order of appearance of some of these similar

ities are not the same as that required by the evolut

ionary theory. Such similarities do not argue for any 

relationship with lower animals. They argue more strongly 

for a common design by a common designer. It is also 

true that vestigial organs are not as "vestigial" (use

less) as had previously been assumed. It should be men

tioned that one very popular highschool textbook fraud

ulently altered the de pictions of the successive stages 

of the hU1nan embryo in order to add support to this theory. 

D. There are essentially three ways of viewing the , 

fact of life and its origin: 
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l. Evolution. 

a. Natural {time plus chance only). 

b. Theistic {God started it up and then let life 

evolve). 

In graphlcal form, the evolutionary view would look 

like this: 

Co"'~l.,r.if_'.l 

o.f Ii-,, i"'j 

fo""-s 

2. Catastrophism. 

a. Natural (chance catastrophes). 

b. Theistic {God involvod in these cata'strophic 

events) .t 
Graphical form: 
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* Each catastrophic event is said to h ave suddenly 

aided in the evolutionary process. Immanuel Vel

ikovsky is a leading proponent of this view. 

3. Creationism. 

This can only be theistic. Here, God (or a super

natural agent) created all the living species at 

once {including man). There was no specific (inter-



specie) evolution . 

Graphical form: 
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E. The laws of thermodynamics. 

l. The theory of evolution clearly contradicts 

laws of physics, especially the first and second laws 

of thermodynamics. This will now be demonstrated'• 

The first law s ays that matter and energy 

cannot be created or destroyed, but they can be 

changed from one form to another. This law is quan

titative; it deals with the quantity of matter and 

energy in the universe. In graphical form, the first 

law would look like this: 

fA."tl..~0..":::,f.. 
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Since matter and energy are interchangeable by E:mc2, 

the energy equivalence of mass can be found, and is I 

called mass equivalence. "Density" is used here to 

show tha t these laws hold true even if the universe 

is not finite. As time increases, the quantity of 

mass and energy remains tho same. 

·' 
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2. While the first law is quantitative, the 

second is qualitative. This law modifies the first 

by .telling us that the quality or usefulness of this 

energy is constantly decreasing as tirne increases. 

More and more useful energy is becoming non-useful. 

The word "entropy" is a term designating the amount 

of non-useful or random energy in any closed system. 

As entropy increases, the amount of useful energy 

decreases. One exrunplo of this is when work energy 

is turned into heat energy (for instance, friction). 

If a chair is pushed across a floor, the work energy 

turns into heat energy, ' and heats the floor molecules 

slightly due to friction. This heat energy in the 

floor cannot be reorganized to perform work (i.e~, 

move the chair again), and becomes lost. Energy did 

not disappear , but it became more random , and in

capable of being utilized in any process . 

There are three basic approaches to this sec

ond - law: 

a. The classical work-.heat approach. In any work-. 

heat process, the entropy is always greater than 

or equal to zero (in a closed system) . 

b. The statist j_ cal approach . This is an important 

approach , because here, the second law can bo 

mathematically derived. ~'ntropy is only a function 

of the probability of the end state. Here, ent:rropy 
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in entropy can come about: 

a. ~' i me+ chance • 

b. Agent+ degradable energy sup ply. 

It is not too extreme to illustrate the difference 

between these two by describing the making of a watch 

from its component parts placed in a bag. The watch 

can be made either by shaking the bag for a long 

enough time so that the parts eventually come to

gether by chance, or by placing a watchmaker (agent) 

into the bag and providing him with an energy supply 

(peanut butter sandwiches). 

A gr aphical representation of the second law: 

Q.Vl~!)C. 

ustf.,\ 
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This is known a s an exponential decay curve. The 

area below the curving line is useful enorgy. As 

time increases, t h is useful energy approaches zero. 

It can be seen that physics teaches that the 

universe is moving from order to chaos. This is in 

opposition to t he t heory of evolution which teaches 

that . life is proceeding from chaos t o order. One 

objection that is co:r.nnonly made is that the sun pro

vides an abundance of fre e energy. The sun does 

supply an influx of negentropy (negative entropy). 
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But it does not sup ply the agent or motor to utilize 

this energy in producing highly organized life forms. 

Energy and entropy {or negentropy) should never be 

equated. Quantity can never make up for quality in 

evolution of life. There has often been a failure 

to distinguish between the two laws. 

Since these two laws are considered two of 

the stronsest pillers in modern science, one should 

exercise extreme care before postulating a theory 

(such as evolution) which contradicts these laws of 

physics. 

5. Cosmological implications of thermodynamics: 

a. The scientific eschatology of the universe. 

The two laws may be graphically superimposed: 

(l,'it.~( 

e.v-.e.~11' 
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-i:. ~"'" . '""''-The scient ific "prophecy" concerning the universe 

is very bleak, as can be seen by point (l) on the 

graph. There will ultimately come a time when 

there will not be enough useful energy to sus

tain life if this second l aw continues without 

change. Entropy points the direction of time, 

and is truly 11 time 1s arrow." As entropy and 

randomness increase, time also increases. The 
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second law is the reason for death in the universe. 

Point (1) may be called the "heat death" of the 

universe . It is the point of "maximum entropy" 

at which heat d i fferentials will cease; the un

iverse will become a place of cold death. The 

fundamental processes of nature are irreversible 

unless a supernatural agent (God) intercepts and 

changes the present physical situation. 

b . The scientific origin of the universe. 

Point (2) on the graph is the point at which the 

two graphs intersect. Since there can be no more 

useful energy than there is total energy, at times 

earlier than to the two graphs must be superimposed. 

This creates a real difficulty for an atheistic 

or agnostic scientist, since it i mplies that at 

a finite time ago, the universe was either created 

or perfectly sustained with no increase in en

tropy. The only other option is that the second 

law was not always true. Only God could have 

sustained such a universe before t 0 , because it 

would have required an agent not limited to nat

ural laws (supernatural) who is more complex than 

any part of the unj_verse, and is capable of re

moving disordered energy and death and instant

aneously replenishing the universe with life and 

useful energy at all points in space . 
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We, however, claim that the second law 

was not introduced at creation; it is instead 

the curse upon the earth in Genesis 3. Previous 

to this curse , there was no death, as would be 

expected {cf. Rom. 5:12). See Psalm 102:25-28 
) 

and Isaiah 51:6 for a description of this curse. 

Fortunately, this curse will be revoked in the 

near future before it is able t o finish its 

destructive work. Paul indicates this in Rom. 

8:19-23. See also the descriptions of the mil

lennial kingdom in the Old Testament prophets. 

An interesting exercise would be a careful reading 

of Genesis 1-2 and Revelation 21•22 together, with 

no break in between them. There is no death and 

no curse (second law) in either the first two or 

the last two chapters of the Bible. Death is ndt 

natural; it is the product of sin, and should never 

have been a' · reality. 

6. Biological implications of thermodynamics: 

a. The origin of life. 

Biology is essentially a study in physics. 

Biology can be reduced to chemistry which can in 

turn be reduced to physics . Moreover, a scientific 

law is substantially stronger than a mere theory 

or hypothesis. A law of physics contradicts a 

theory of biology. Which is to be preferred? 
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is a measure of randomness and of chaos . As 

time increases , this law states that things will 

become increasingly disordered and unorganized. 

Things are constantly moving toward a state of 

"probabilistic equilibrium" or disorganization. 

An example of this might be papers on a desk. It 

is far more likely for the desk to be in a some

what disordered state since there are an infinite 

number of ways in which the papers can be dis

organized , while there are ohly a limited number 

of ways in which it can be ordered . Left to it

self , anything will de cay and degenerate, and 

increas~s of time make this all the more likely. 

c . The information theory a pproach . In this a pproach, 

entropy becomes a measure of ignorance and lack 

of information. In any transac tion or transmission 

of information , information is lost and the result 

is that t here aro fewer bits of information (ran

domness is increased) at the end of a communication 

than there were at the beginning . An illustration 

of this is the transmission of a television pic

ture down a TV cable. Given a long enough wire 

or cable, the picture at the end will be pure 

snow and rendomness, even though the initial 

transmission was highly organized . 

There are only two ways in whi ch local decreases 
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The basic biological picture of bio

genesis (the origin of life) is this: 
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In dealing with 
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biogenesis, one critical evol-

utionary assumption is that living matter came 

from non-living matter. Assuming the presence 

of amino acids in abundance, with the proper 

catalysts, under favorable temperature and 

moisture conditions, what is the probability 

that by time plus chance collisions, a simple 

protein (~he next step toward life) can be 

formed? Howard F. Blum, a Princeton University 

physicist, in his book .Time's Arrow and Evolution 

says that under these ideal conditions, the chances 

of getting dipeptides (two amino acids bonded) 

would be about one in one hundred, but the chances 

of tripeptide formation would be about one-hun

dreth of that . To get a polypeptide of only ten 

amino acids, the probability would be only 10-20 

(.00000000000000000001). This is large, however, 

compared to the probability against getting a 

simple protein. Lacompte Du Nouy says that nothing 

less than a miracle could produce one protein (let 

----
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alone the millions of proteins which would be 

needed for the next stage) . Even if complex 

amino acid chains could be produced, the second 

law says t hat they would begin to degenerate 

since they are all reversible chemical processes. 

The great er the time, the less likely it is to 

find molecules in highly ordered states since 

they are moving to decay and equilibrium according 

to the second law . 

The evolutionist would still have insur

mountable problems even if these reactions wore 

not reversible . This may be illustrated by George 

Bernard Shaw 1 s argument that if he had a million 

monkeys typing on a million typrwriters, one of 

them could eventually produce a Shakespearean 

play, givon enough time . In this case , the pro

cess is not reversable, since what ha s been typed 

will not degenerat e or disappear . Shaw 1 s argument 

has been tested by means of specific data. Assume 

one million monkeys typing twenty-four hours a day 

at one hundred words per minute on typewriters 

having forty keys. The play Othello has been 

used as an example, since the first four words 

of the play contain four letters apiece. The 

amount of time required for one of the monkeys 

to hit upon the first word is only twelve seconds. 
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However, it would require about five days to get 

the first two words {eight letters) on one of the 

typewriters. How long would be required to get 

the first four words? One hundred billion yearsl 

Yet Shaw spoke of a whole play derived by this 

random process. No one has ever conceived of the 

amount of time which would be required to produce 

just the first scene. 

In order to determine the probability of 

arriving at a man by time plus chance interactions, 

some have used specific assumptions favorable to 

the evolutionary process to derive some estimates. 

I am indebted to David Penny for much of t his 

material on thermodynamics, including the diagrams 

which appear in this section. Penny gives a very 

detailed account of the implications of thermodynam

ics in his Dallas Theological Seminary master's 

thesis, "The Redemption of Nature in Romans 8." 

Here are the assumptions: (1) There are 1olOOO 

atoms in the universe {astronomers estimate only 

108°). (2) There are 10100 collisions/atom/year 

(1020 is closer to reality). (3) One out of every 

two collisions are in the right combination to 

produce a mutant to further evolution (this more 

than makes up for bonding affinities which certain 

atoms have for one another). (4) There is perfect 
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natural selection; all the beneficial mutants 

survive. These assumptions are far more fav

orable to the evolutionary process than is reality. 

Before giving the results, two things should be 

discussed. First, the number of atoms involved 

in each basic step: 

amino acids 20 atoms 

proteins 1o4 atoms 

DNA (human) 1010 atoms 

one cell 1015 atoms 

human 1024 atoms 

Second, it should be mentioned that it makes no 

probabilistic difference whether the process 

takes place by several intermedia te steps or 

all at once; the probabilities are the same: 

fs 

f'i 

rO."'-~OW\ r I ~\•-s --'----.L-..:..,;_ ________ _ 

All this is saying is that.the sum of the pro

ducts of the stages is equal to the total prob

ability of the whole event, p
0 

• The probability 

to reach any level of complexity is solely de

pendent on the complexity of the system, or its 

end state. 

·What are the results? Under these 
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conditions, about one million amino acids would 

be produced per second. Therefore it is not 

surprising that they aro produced in laboratory 

cloud chambers in about a week. Yet while these 

conditions are so favorable to evolution by time 

plus chance, it would take approximately 1010
24 

years to produce a human (assuming only ten.dif

ferent kinds of atoms in the human body). This 

number is so huge that if one could write a 

billion zeroes a second, it would take him a 

trillion years just to write the number, not to 

count itJ. In contrast to this, the scientific 

guesses as to the age of the universe rarely 

exceed only ten billion years. 

b. The destiny of life. 

If one holds that ·these laws will always 

be true (as he must if he rejects the Scriptures), 

they tell us that everything is doomed to ultimate 

nothingness, lacking in hope. All labor and effort 

on the earth is reduced to total vanity. In such 

a case, the only really logical approaches to 

life would be nihilism or hedonism (cf. I Cor. 15: 

32b). However, if the Bible is true, the second 

law will be revoked; because Christ rose from the 

dead, we will rise from the dead. And because we, 

will rise from the dead, nature and the whole 
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universe will also be redeemed from the curse of 

death imposed upon it as a result of sin. Romans 

8:19-23 and I Cor. 15:16-19 are relevant here. 

F. Mutations and natural selection. 

Mutations in living forms is the mechanism by 

which the evolutionary process is said to have occurred. 

A beneficial mutation (caused either by chromosomal 

malfunction or radiation of a species) is a mutation 

which produces an increase in complexity up tho evol

utionary scale. Natural selection can only rule out the 

detrimental mutations and preserve those which are ben

eficial to evolution. The following is a diagram of this 

system: 

Cow,,,~\t'1. i\ ~ 
of \\.f e. 
.f ovw-.S 
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There are a number of real difficulties in t his process 

which argue more against the evolutionary scheme than 

for it. One of these is the fact that an entire system 

would have to be mutated in a species at once. If only 

a fractional part of a system (for instance, a circulatory 

system, a nervous system, or an eye) were mutated, the 

mutant cells would actually be ruled out by natural 

selection. This is because such cells would only be 

"excess baggage" until the entire system was in operation. 
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These cells would not be · performing any useful function, 
' 

and would therefore Q~ •eliminated. What is the prob-
! 

ability of such a multiple mutation? It would be on the 

order of a miracle, because a one generation jump from 

no eye to an eye or from no circulatory system to a 

circulatory system would be impossible. This is espec

ially true whon it is remembered that almost all mutations 

are harmful, not beneficial. The second law tells us 

that organisms do not become more organized and complex 

by such chance processes. Moreover, a cell 1 s energy !is 

used up in repli.cating other cells according to its 

genetic template (pattern). A cell cannot genetically 

reproduce anything more organized than itself. While it 

is possible to change existing genea, it is not possible 

to produce the new genes necessary to develop new kinds 

of life. 

G. Fossils. 

Fossils prove to be more . of a problem t o the 

evolutionist than to the creationist. The Bible implies 

that they were formed by the Genesis flood when the whole 

earth was cataclysmicallJ inundated by the destructive flood 

water. More about this will be described in section III 1 

which deals with the flood. The uniformitarianist, 

however, has no adequate or consistent way to explain the 

fossil evidence. Certainly today 1 s present processes are 

not sufficient to explain fossil formation on a contem-

I 
p 
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poraneous world-wide scale. Only an event as catastro

phic as the Noahic flood can pro.perly explain them. 

This holds truo of oil and coal formation as well. Where 

are these fossils being produced in great abundance 

today? As soon as organic matter (trees, plants, anim

als) dies, it decays until nothing is left. Again, only 

the flood can account for the thick coal and oil dep

osits which a re found all over the earth. 

The basic method of dating the fossils is by 

knowing t he geological layers in which t hey are found. 

The presupposition is that the simplest fo ssils are con

t a ined in the oldest l ayers. This is circular, because 

fossils ar e date d by the l ayers, and the layers are dated 

by t he fossils. Geologi sts begin with their evolutionacy 

presupposition that t he simple s t fossils are the oldest, 

and use t his to prove their conclusion. As will be seen 

lat er, the radioactive dating methods do not help t his 

problem; they do not br eak t his circular dating process. 

Nor is there a smooth progression from the sim

plest to the most complex in the layers. Often there is 

found a sudden ap pearance of complex fossils alongside 

the simple organisms. Fossils basically occur at random 

with respect to degree of complexity. Often "older" 

layers are found on top of "younger" l ayers. When this 

is the case, many of the more complex fossils are found 

underneath rather than above the simpler fossils. Also, 
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the sedimentary layers on top of the crystalline base

ment should contain only simple organisms. However, 

there are many instances where the layers directly de

posited on these crystalline rocks contain very complex 

fossils, contrary to the evolutionary scheme. 

There is no reason why these geological sedemen

tary layers could not have been recently deposited, along 

with their fossils, by the biblical flood. It will be 

seen later why this provides a better explanation for the 

data today than can the evolutionists. The evolutionist, 

for instance, has a system which is built on exceptional 

cases. There are only a very few places where the theo

retical geological scheme is found in re~li t y. The lay

ers are rarely found in the proper order. In addition to 

inverted layers, a situation known as paraconformity 

exis t s. This is a situation in which a vecy "young" 

layer is found directly on top of a very 11 old 11 layer, 

with all of the intervening layers missing. The biblical 

picture would have no trouble explaining this, but the 

uniformitarians do have difficulty. 

Another evidence which militates against the 

evolutionary assumptions is the presence of human tracks 

in very "ancient" layers. In the Paloxy Riverbed in 

Glen Rose Texas, human tracks h ave been found only a few 

yards away from brontosaurus and tyrannosaurus tracks. 

These are fossilized in the same level and must therefore 
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have coexisted. Such animals supposedly became extinct 

about 140 million years ago, and yet man did not come 

into existence until only one million years ago (ac

cording to evolutionists). In addition to this, human 

footprints have also been found in fossilized tribolites 

at Antelope Springs, Utah, even though tribolites are 

supposed to have lived 300 million years ago. Human 

tracks are also known to be in the carboniferous and 

coal bearing layers. 

H. Prehistoric men. 

1. This is another area. in which many gratuitous assum

ptions have been liberally made, even though there 

is so little evidence to support the assumptions. 

Here, as elsewhere, the evidence has been constructed 

to fit into a theory. If anything needs to be changed 

or modified, it is always the data and never the 

theory which is altered to fit. This is exactly the 

opposite of the scientific method • 

. It must be remembered that the overwhelming 

majority of fossilized human skeletons and skull~ 

are normal modern skeletons. 

2.. There has been much fraudulent and dishonest activi w 
in this area, prompted by zealous attempts to pro

duce missing links between apes and men. This is 

illustrated by the Nebraska man and the Piltdown 

man. The latter was discovered by Dawson and a year 

I , 
I 

I: 
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later by Smith-Woodward. The key skull was given 

an ancient appearance by means of iron salts and 

potassiumbwhromide, and the teeth of an ape's jaw

bone had been filed down by carborundum to make them 

look more like those of a human. Yet by the time 

this fraud was discovered, over 500 articles had 

already been published in scientific journals which 

related to this great missing link. 

3. A similar "alteration of data" was involved with thle 

finding of the Pithecanthropus Erectus in Java by 

Dubois. In this find, a skullcap and a femur (found 

fifty feet away) were the only evidence, and yet 

Dubois failed to disclose that two modern aborig

inal skulls were found in the , same layer. Instead, 

Dubois hid them away and they were not revealed until 

28 years later. Perhaps this is where we get the 

phrase "a skeleton in the closet 11 1 

4. Regarding the Peking Man (Sinanthropus Pekinensis), 

only some teeth, mandibles and femur fragments were 1 

discovered. None of these differ widely from cor

responding bones in modern man. Moreover, ten mod

ern skeletons were found in the same cave. In ad-
I 

di tion, previous skulls were destroyed and falsified ' 

models were left. 

5. The Australopithecus is far from a missing link, 

since the brain capacity of the skulls ranges betweeh 



400 and 600 c.c., the same as the modern ape. There 

is, in truth, no difference between these skulls and 

those of apes. The only thing that is used here is 

the fact that tools were found in the same area. 

This, however, is not surprising, since chimpanzees 

and other animals also make and use primitive tools. 

Too, the tools found with some of these skulls may 

have been used on them ins t ead of by them, judging 

by the condition of some skulls. 

6. The Zinjanthropus, like the Australopithecus, was 

discovered in Africa. Some tools were also assoc- . 

lated with this find. This find consisted of about 

four hundred fragments which required a year to be 

assembled into a partial skull. The brain capacity 

is 530 c.c., that of an ape. There is again no an

atomical reason to call this anything but an ape. 

7. The Neanderthal Man is the best known of the "ape 

men" and r .~presents the most complete evidence for 

prehistoric men apart from the great preponderance 

of normal skeletons. There have been several finds, 

one or the most important being at Mt Carmel. At 

Mt. Carmel, there is strong evidence for intermarriage 

between Neanderthals and Cro-Magnon men. This is 

significant, because Cro-Magnon men were actually 

more developed than most modern men. Ano t her im

portant fact about Neanderthals is that on can construct 

I 

I 
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either the face of an ape or of a philosopher on a 

Neanderthal skull. Most representations of Neander

thal men are quite fanciful. In reality, there are 

many Neanderthals walking the streets of modern cities 

today. 11 Neanderthalism11 can be caused by rickets 

disease or by a pituitary gland malfunction. Since 

rickets is caused by a vitamin D deficiency, it 

would not be surprising to find whole groups of 

people afflicted with this disease . There is even 

some evidence that the cranial abnormalities caused 

by rickets are hereditary. .certainly parent s whose 

faces are deformed because of poor nutrition may 

give their children such inadequate diets that their 

faces are also deformed. Not only were Neanderthals 

just as erect and as intelligent as we are, but it 

is now known that they are pre-dated by modern skel

etons .• 

8. The Cro-Magnon man also poses no problem to the 

creationist. This man had an average height of six 

feet with a brain capacity larger than that of modern 

man. As mentioned above, Cro-Magnon men were inter

mixed with Neanderthals at Mt. Carmel. 

I. Dating methods. 

There are several dating methods, all of which are 

based upon uniformitarian presuppositions . The essential 

idea is that all processes continue at the same rate now 
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as they did in the past. However, from the preponder

ance of catastrophic evidence, such a presupposition is 

highly suspicious. 

Among these dating methods are a few which at

tempt to determine the age of the universe by means of 

the velocities and densities of star clusters, and the 

a ge of the earth by several other approaches. But the 

most significant of the dating systems are the radio

active decay methods. There are several lead age methods 

(e.g., uranium 238---.. lead206, u235---Pb207, etc.). 

There is also the rubidium--,,. strontium method and the 

potassium-. calcium and potassium --. argon methods. 

In all these approaches, there are a number of inherent 

difficulties. One typical problem is the necessary as-
1 

sumption that all of the "daughter" element present in 

a given sample must be a radiogenic byproduct of the 

"parent" radioactive element. For instance, in the case 

of u238--P- Pb206 , it must be assumed that all of the Pb206 

in the sample is a radiogenic byproduct of the U238 which 

is present. However, what if there was some Pb2o6 orig

inally in the sample? Or what if some of thd.s lead was 

externally introduced into the sample at any previous 

time? There is also a problem with the uranium. It is 

known that hexavalent u238 is readily leached (chemically 

removed) from minerals in the presence of weak acids 

(e.g., acidic waters). Such uranium leaching would 
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considerably effect the radioactive "age" of the sample. 

Another intrinsic problem with these dating 

methods is the extremely high accuracy with which the 

ap propriate elements must be measured . Often, conditions 

do not allow for the kind of accuracy which is required. 

An additional assumption is that the decay rates of the 

"parent" elements is a constant . This may not have been 

true in the past (especially immediately after the cre

ation). :Moreover, if the biblical account of the Noahic 

flood is true, all of the dating methods would have to 

be drastically alt ered for dates prior to the deluge. 

There is also lack of agreement concerning the 

disintegration rate of rubidium, and the decay constants 

in the potassium methods are uncertain as well. All 

decay constants depend on the relative energies contained 

in atomic nuclei . A change in •the influx of cosmic rays 

could effect this and change rates of decay. A removal 

of the antediluvian (pre-flood) water canopy would have 

effected such a change in cosmic ray incidence . 

Moreover, there are hopeless discrepancies within 

and among t hese different dating methods. The results 

are not nearly so concordant as we have been led to 

believe. This is partly due to the fact that no minerals 

meet all the requirements .for successful dating. 

At this point, there is one consideration of 

utmost importance which must be made . Even if it can 



29 

be demonstrated that the dating methods are inaccurate 

by a factor of 100 to 1000, the resulting dates would 

still be out of the biblical ballpark. For instance, 

a sample dated at 2 billion years old would still come 

out to be 2 million to 20 million years old. The answer 

to this whole problem comes with the biblical fact that 

God created a universe which was complete and functional 

from the moment He created it. This was a "grown" cre

ation, and it had the appearance of age. For instance, 

Adara and Eve were not created as infants, and trees 

probably had tree rings in them from the beginning. God 

also would not only create "parent" radioactiye elements; 

He would create their "daughter" radiogenic byproducts 

as well. In mineral samples all over the creation, one 

could expect to see mixing of common isotopes and radio

genie isotopes the day after these minerals were created. 

Just as Adam would have been dated at twenty to thirty 

years old a day after he was created, so these rocks 

also would be radioac t ively dated (by present methods) 

at millions to billions of years old a day after they 

were created. We claim that this is a better way to un

derstand the present data than today's uniformitarian [ 

presuppositions. The latter lead only to discrepancies 

and scientific difficulties. But the biblical approach 

better explains the data, because one would ,E3Xpect to 

find widely varying isotopic ratio~ in minerals found 

II 
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even in the same geological layer. 

Present dating methods lead to discordance be

tween radioactivity and stratigraphic ages. It was 

mentioned above in the section concerning fossils that 

geologists date the strata by the fossils contained in 

them, and paleontologists date the fossils by what strata 

they are in. The only hope for breaking this vicious 

circle is radioactive dating. Scientists have t urned to 

this for support and dated thousands of sample&. What 

are the results? Only three dates which correspond with 

the accepted geological time-scale. The three were found 

in Colorado, Bohemia and Sweden. Of these three, the 

first two are only called "reasoned gue-sses. 11 There is 

therefore no support for the widely accepted geological 

time-scale. Those who still hold to it do so by faith 

more than by reason, since the evidence certainly does 

not support it. Adolph Knopf says: "At present, no 

coherent picture of the history of the earth could be 

built on the basis of radioactive datings." 

' There are a few other things which should be 

considered in this section. One is that the carbon-14 

metaod is quite unreliable beyond 5,000 years. BJ com

parison of 014 dates with tree rings, the C14 accuracy 

quickly drops off at about 200 B.C. There are many 

basic problems with this method {e.g., the rate of c14 ' 

synthesis, the varying amount of 014 at death, etc.). 
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Space does not permit a more detailed discussion of the 

carbon-14 dating system. For more of the presuppositions 

the reader is referred to Morris and Whitcomb, pages 371 

and following. 

Another problem for the evolutionists is met

eoritic dust. If the present rate of influx of this 

dust were to be extended back five billion years (the 

evolutionist's age of the earth), this meteoritic dust 

would be 54 feet thick on the earth's surface. 

' The "helium clock" is also Ve'!?' revealing. The 

quantity of atmospheric helium suggests a maximum age 

for the earth of 12,000 years. Again, see Morris and 

Wnitcomb, pp •. 371 ff. for information on similar problems 

like these (e.g., tektites, disintegration of comets, 

sodium and chlorine in the sea, etc.). 

Pleochroic halos in rocks, recently discovered, 

show that radioactive particles were introduced into · 
' rocks of the earth at the moment of creation. These 

could not have been present if the earth had been molten ,, 

and gradually cooled, as uniforroitarian theories assume] 
. \ 

The Flood 

Arguments for a universal flood. 

l. The mountains were covered (Gen. 7:19-20). The 

waters prevailed for 150 days before beginning to· 
,: ... 

subside. Since water seeks its own level, the water 
I 
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coµld not have remained at such a height unless the 

· whole earth was covered. 

2. The ark was so huge (4,50 1 x 75 1 x 45•); such size 

would have been unnecessary if the flood had been 

only localized. 

3. The ark would have been unnecessary 1r the flood had 

, been merely a local phenomenon. God could have told 

Noah and his family to leave the Mesopotamian Valley 

) to escape the inundation. 

4. Peter's testimony in II Peter 3:3-7 says that the 

whole world at that time was destroyed. 

5. The human race would have been widely distributed 

by the time of the flood. Since God's moral purpose 

was to destroy all the humans apart from the eight 

whom He saved, He would have had to -cover , the whole 

earth to do it. See Gen. 6:5-7, 11-13 and II Pet. 3:20. 

6. The testimony of Christ in Luke 17:26-30. 

B. The population of the earth at the time of the flood. 

Morris and Whitcomb made a conservative estimate 

of about one billion inhabitants on the earth by the time 

of, the flood. This is about the population of the 19th ' 

·century world. This estimate is made by assuming an 

average of only six children per family. Since men 

lived so long, this is very conservative, more than 

making up for deaths and people who never married. Only 

90 years is assumed for a pre-flood generation. If n is 
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the number or generations, the population would work out 

to be 2(3)n • If n:::17, there are 258 million people at 

the 17th generation. At the 18th generation (the last 

one before the flood) there would be 774 million. As

suming that most of those in the 17th generation were 

alive by the time of the flood, the result is about one 

billion people. Evidently, these people completely 

inhabited the earth, and formed many antediluvian civ-

·111zations. 

c. The mechanism of the flood. 

We know from Gen. l:9-10 that all the land was 

separated form the water. · Before the flood, there nru.st 

have been one great ocean area, while the rest of the 

earth was covered by land. All of the land formed one 

huge continent, possibly looking like this: 

There may be some truth to the "continental drift" theory 

according to this. The big difference is that they "drifted 

apart" within less than a year, rather than over millions 

of years. It is also probably true that the land to 

water ratio was considerably greater before the flood 

than it is now. Now, most of the earth is covered by 

water. Then, it may have been just the opposite. 

I 
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Moses also tells us in Gen. 1:6-8, 20 that prior 

to the flood there was water above the "expanse" or "fir

mament" (where the birds fly, according to Gen. 1:20). 

This is what we now call the antediluvian water canopy. 

If we were able to compress all the water vapor in our 

atmosphere today into one layer of water, such a layer 

would only be 34 feet thick. But according to the Gen

esis record, there must have been a water canopy before 

the flood which was considerably thicker than 34 feet, 

and it must have been in one thick layer above the at-

mosphere. Some of the effects of this canopy will be 

mentioned below. 

In Genesis 7:10-12, we find a good description 

of the mechanism of the flood. There it says that "all 

the fountains of the great deep burst open, and the flood

gates of the sky were opened." We know from this that 

, prior to the deluge, there must have been eubstantiall,

more subterranean water under the crust of the earth r 

than there is now~ It is likely that under such condit1ona, 

volcanic activity was at a minimum, and a delicate equiii- .1. 

librium was maintained. The same kind of equilibrium 

was also true of the antediluvian water canopy (in some 

ways, similar to Venus 1 canopy today). Thus, the ante

diluvian earth might have looked something. like this: 

I I 

l 
I 

I 
' 

\, 
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---- w._i-o- '-.. "'-,':l 
... \-,, • .,, \.t.~C. 

It should be noticed that the height and thickness of 

the water canopy in this drawing are exaggerated for 

clarity. Incidentally, such a canopy would have in

creased the earth's index of reflectivity; the ante

diluvian earth was brighter in space (like Venus} than 

it is today. 

Another drawing will illustrate what caused the 

flood according to Moses in Gen. 7:11: 
11 o.. \\ ~L,.c. f•""'4•,."1"'S ef tl...t. ~ l-C.e.°t 

~"'-f ~u""r-+ o,e.,,." · 

Some cataclysmic event completely upset the equilibrium 

' of the subterranean water and the earth's crust, and 

also of the water canopy. This event could have been 

caused by a direct act of God, using no natural agenciesl. 

Or, it is possible that God may have us·ed natural agen- [ 
' 

cies in this catastrophic process. If this were the case, 

a body with sufficient gravitational mass would be re

quired. The most likely candidates are Venus or Mer

cury. Donald Patton pr~sents a model of the flood using: 
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Mercury as the cause. It is possible, he says, that 

Mercury could have come from a source outside our solar 

system. On its way to its orbit around the sun it may 

have come perilously close to our planet, causing an 

upset of the antediluvian conditions as a result of its 

gravitational forces. Immanuel Velikovsky suggests the 

planet Venus. It is obvious, of course, that we have no 

positive way of knowing what really caused the flood 

(even though there are many unusual legends and mythol

ogies about these planets) if God used a natural means. 

D. The effects of the flood. 

The Noahic deluge, as mentioned above, was no 

ordinary local catastrophe. Its proportions and effecta 

were global, completely altering the topographical con

ditions of the earth's surface. It killed all .AUll'.lane 

· and -animals (except some sea creatures, · etc.) apart 

:' from those who escaped by means of the ark. One way of 

•· ·visualizing the tremendous impact of the flood is to 

·. consider the devastating effects of the tsunami, tidal 

~,· ' waves ca.used by earthquakes. These tsunami are huge 

waves about 50 to 150 feet high which move at speeds up 

to 525 miles per hour. They completely destroy every

thing on the land that they reach. Now imagine a un

iversal tidal deluge accompanied by immense breakups in 1 

the earth's crust. Such a flood provides the only truly ! 
I 

adequate explanation of the evidence that we see about 
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us today. This flood is responsible for the deposition 

of all the geological sedementacy strata on the surface 

of the earth. The deluge alone properly explains how 

the oil and coal beds were formed and how fossils were 

preserved in most of the sedementary layers. Before 

the flood began to subside and afterwards, the layers 

were deposited one upon another and many fossils were 

being covered. It is reasonable to expect that in gen

eral, smaller fossils would be found in the lowest lay

ers. This is due to what :Morris and Whitcomb call 

hydrodynamic selectivity of moving water. Tnis simply 

means that the fossils would settle in proportion to 

their specific gravity and sphericity. Marine fossils 

would settle first, and larger animals would be depos

ited later. Also, the vertebrates have higher mobility 

and their habitats were at greater elevation. 

All the fossils were violently buried, and the 

tidal wave conditions were such that we would not expect 

to see a perfect continuing series of fossils in many 

locations. While smaller fossils are usually in the 

lower layers, this is not always the case. There would 

naturally have been local circumstances in which ver

tebrates would be buried along with marine animals in 

the same layer. The evolutionist has a very difficult 

time trying to explain data like this, but the biblical 

flood geologist has no problem. As discussed above, one 
I 
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who believes the biblical account can give a far more 

adequate explanation of existing data than can the per

son who clings to the uniformitarian position. Another 

embarrasing area for the evolutionist is the lack of 

concordance among sedimentary layers. Many layers are 

!':i,equently found out of place, often ··lfy-ounger" layers 

underneath "older" layers. It is also quite common to : 

find several missing layers which should theoretically 

be present as a buffer between very 11 old 11 and very "young" 

layers. Moreover, the Genesis flood better explains ,suoh 

phenomena as beaches with marine fossils on tops r o.f 

mountains, etc. 

The flood nicely explains buried forests. Some

times inverted tree trunks are found extending through l 

several geological layers: 

This is not surprising in light of the. flooq. But how 

can the uniformitarianist explain it? . ,'Ihe tree would 

have to have been standing up's:ide down for millions of 

years while the layers slowly built up around itJ 

Regarding the formation ·or .. coal beds, the un

if orrni tarian posi'tion has no realistic explanation o:f 

how they were made. When masses of vegetation and an~ 
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imal life die, they do not get immediately buried by tons 

of rock. These things quickly decay. The only way these 

oil and coal deposits could have been formed is by cat

aclysmic covering of plants and animals all over the 

world. Certainly, slow and uniform processes could not 

explain their presence. It is also known that most coal 

beds are allochthonous (water-transported) rather than 

autochthonous {growth in place). They were deposited 

where they are by the flood waters. 

It must incidentally be remembered that water

deposited {sedementary) layers and water-deposited fos

sils are present all over the earth. The evidence is 

clear that the entire earth has been covered by water. 

The uniforxnitarianist can only say that there were many 

local inundations which occurred over millions of years. 

At this point, a few questions are now in order: 

"How were the mountains formed?" "What about mountains 

prior to the flood? 11 "Where did all the water go? 11 

The psalmist in Psalm 104 deals with these questions by 

saying in verses 6-9, 

Thou didst cover it with the deep as with a garment; 
The waters were standing above the mountains. 
At Thy rebuke they fled; 
At the sound of Thy thunder they hurried away. 
The mountains rose; the valleys sank down 
To the place which Thou didst establish for them. 
Thou didst set a boundary that they may not pass 
That they may not return to cover the earth. 

We learn from this that there were mountains prior to 

oiver; 

I 
I 
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the flood (the Genesis account also makes this clear). 

These mountains were made directly by God, presumably 

when He separated the land from the water on the third 

day of creation (Gen. 1:9-i0) • . It is doubtful, however, 

that these mountains were as high as many of our mountains 

today because of Psalm 104:8-9. Evidently, the earth was 

topigraphically smoother prior to the flood than it is 

now. Interestingly enough, the surface of the earth 

during the millennial kingdom of Christ will once again 

be smoother than it is now, as it was before the flood 

(see Isaiah 40:4). In his description of the flood, the 

psalmist says that the mountains of today were produced 

at that time: "The mountains rose; the valleys sank 

down ••• " The mountains and valleys on the earth's sur

face were produced by the immense weight of the flood 

waters. When the flood water began to subside, the 

the ocean basins were being formed. These basins were 

pushing down with such weight as to produce ocean depths 

of up to seven miles. There is a principle of isostasy 

("equal weights") which tells us that this increase in 

weight on some parts of the crust must be counterbalanced 

by increasing weight on others. This isostatic instabilL 

ity was quickly resolved by orogenesis, the formation of 

mountains. The mountains were being thrust up at the 

same time that the ocean basins were being pushed down. 

Here is an exaggerated diagram of this process: 

1, 

I 

I 
I 
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Again, the biblical picture gives us .a better under

standing of the data than uniforrnitarian guesses. There 

are many such theories of orogenesis, and none of these 

are really adequate. Millions of years, the conditio 

sine qua non of uniformitarianism, are quite unnecessary. 

The Scriptures tell us that it happened very quickly. 

The flood and the ice age. 

·we are often taught that the ice age occurred 

over several thousand years in a i,,number of successive 

stages. · There is really no evidence for this theory 

other than the uniformitarian presupposition upon which 

it is based. Actually, the ice "age" required very 

little time. When the antediluvian water canopy was 

suddenly removed during the flood, great temperature 

differentials immediately appeared. Before the flood, 

the earth's temperatures were very uniform due to the 

"greenhouse effect" of the water canopy. When the can- I 

opy disappeared, the temperature of the polar regions 

dropped at an incredible rate, and some of the flood waters 
I 

must have frozen within minutes in many places. As the , 

deluge subsided, the frozen icecaps were completely 
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formed, much flood water having been deposited there. 

It is quite reasonable to expect that many sheets of ice 

in the form of glaciers would continue to move at a muoh 

reduced rate, depending on climactic conditions after 

the flood. 

This gives us a very good explanation of why 

there are many frozen animals and mammoths in places 

like Siberia today. A large number of these mammoths 

were frozen so quickly that there is no evidence of 

putrification in their tissues. Even the stomach con

tents {buttercups, etc.) of some are preserved. This 

has led some who had a more adventuresome spirit to try 

defrosted mammoth steak {a little tough after a few 

thousand years). Because of the great bulk of such 

animals, the required temperature drop would be about 

150F within only a few minutes! No one who rejects the 

. biblical flood can possibly explain this. One can pic

ture a huge mammoth lumbering along as fast as he can in 

an attempt to escape being trapped and frozen by a glac

ier moving at the rate of three feet per day! Even if 1 

the ice were to fall upon him as in an avalanche, the 

temperature drop would be far from sufficient. 

F. The effects of the ante9-iluvian canopy. · · 

l. On climate. 

The greenhouse effect of the canopy must 
·t 

~: f'.,' ;; h~ve.-.b~en :,.s1gn,i.t':tsiant., •. ·:. '/),,S .tll.e ~ ~tt.p.t_S·i ray~:·. s ,trµ,Q~ the• 
I 
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earth, the heat was didtributed throughout the planet, 
, 

even to the polar regions. Since the earth turns 

about on its axis, this process would effect t~e 

whole globe: 

~ic ...,,+...-f10II\ 

This means that atmospheric temperatures would be 

uniform all over the earth, from the north to the 

south pole ,. . Thus, one would expect to find f'ossil

ized vegetation of a subtropical variety underneath 

the ice on the north and south poles. This is ex

actly what is found,' and .again the uni:t'ormitarianiat 

is at a loss for a reasonable explanation of the 

data. The continental drift theory does not explain 

this kind of vegetation. 

Another interesting effect of this canopy 

is that there would be no rain. Even temperatures 

mean that there would be no high or low pressure 

zones in the atmosphere. The Scriptures confirm 

this in Genesis 2:5-6, where we .find that "a mist 

used to rise from the earth and water the whole 

surface of the ground." Thus, it is no surprise to 

find that God chose the rainbow as the sign of the 

covenant He made with Noah at the end of' the flood 

I ' 
I 
I 
I 
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(Gen. 9:12-17). Noah was over 600 years old, but 

he had never seen a rainbow until that tirnel 

~is uniform climate all over the earth 

also sheds light regarding the animals that entered 

the ark. Today we find certain species which are 

indigeneous only to particular areas on the earth. 

But before the flood, this was not the case. A 

representative sample of all animals could be found 

at any general location on earth, because climactic 

conditions were uniform, and because all the land 

masses were connected. 

2. On radiation. 

It was mentioned before that the water , .. -:, 

equivalent of the earth's atmosphere is only 34 feet 

thick. This is essentially all that protects us 

from harmful ultraviolet rays and cosmic rays, This 

is also about the same thickness as the water used 

in neuclear reactors to protect the observer. While 

this thickness of water provides fair protection, 

it is not nearly enough to eliminate the harmful 

effects of radiation on life. It is known that 

ultraviolet rays from the sun and ozone (03 molecules 

produced by ionization in the upper atmosphere) have 

deleterious effects on living tissues. '!'hey produce: 

degeneration and hasten the aging process. We now I 

know that if humans could be protected from this.1. 
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(barring disease, etc.). 
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Radiation produces two basic effects in 

addition to the above: somatic and genetic. Som

atically, it is known to cause diseases like cancer 

and leukemia. Genetically, it can produce harmful 

mutations. The biblical water canopy drastically 

reduced the effects of radiation because it was 

substantially thicker than our present atmosphere. 

3. On the longevity of the antediluvian patriarchs. 

Since radiation before the flood was at a 

much lower level on earth, human life would be ex

pected to display greater longevity (longer life). 

As we know from the Scriptures, this was indeed the 

case. The pre-flood patriarchs listed in the gen

eology in Genesis 5 had an average life span of 

about 900 years. But in the generations immediately 

following the flood, the life spans decreased unt11 1 

they leveled off at .about 70 years (Psalm 90:10). 

The amazing thing about this is the way the ages at 

death went from one steady-state (900 years) to a 

lower steady-state (70 years). In graphical form, 

this is the result: 

I 

I I 

I 
I 
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This is a random distribution about an exponential 

decay curve, describing th~ process from one steady-

state to another . This is the same kind of curve 

which would result, for instance , in the discharge 

of a charged capacitor over a period of time . The 

impressive fact is that such exponential decay curves 

were completely unknown until very recently. ·, There 

is no way that these figures could have been forged 

or manipulated. The biblical life-spans decreased 

in this way because of the drastic change in life

sustaining conditions (canopy to no canopy) . 

G. Other flood traditions . 

If the Bible really is true, shouldn•t we expect , 

to find other flood traditions throughout the world if 

all races descended from Shem, Ham and Japheth? There 
I 

are, in fact, hundreds of universal flood legends ranging 

over many centuries in places all over the worldo This I 

indicates that the races were dispursed from a common 
i 

· center in Asia, and that memories of the flood persisted1 

among the migrators . There is a general similarity 
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among the accounts, but those which are closer to the 

Mesopotamian area in Asia are more accurate. 

One of the most famous of these extrabiblicaJ. 

accounts is the Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic. In this 

legend, the Babylonian Noah (Utnapishtim) builds a huge 

ark in the size of a cube, 180 feet on a side. This 

ark had nine levels, some of which were solely for 

Utnapishtim 1 s possessions. Unfortunately for Utnapish

tim, unless he used seat belts, he must have had quite a 

r&deJ A cubical ship would continually topple in flood 

water. Noah's ~rk, however, was built to do only one 

thing: go up and down. It had the dimensions of a 

modern battleship. 

One North American indian story tells us that a 

cpyote instead of a dove was thrown out of the window 

to see if the flood waters had abated. Probably not 

the best choice of animalsl 

It should be mentioned that the ark easily had 

the capacity to handle all the animals brought to it. 

See Morris and Whitcomb, pages 65-79 for a good discus

sion of the capacity of the ark and care of the animals 

in it. 

One final question remains: did the dinosaurs 

go into the ark? Scientists today have no satisfying 
I 

explanation of why dinosaurs became extinct so suddenly. 

But the changes in the world during and e..fter the flood , 



48 

provides the clue. The antediluvian world, because of 

the greenhouse effect of the canopy, was far greener 

and more lushly vegetated than it is today. After the 

flood, it would no longer be able to support huge di

nosaurs, and the few that might have been on the ark 

would quickly have died. Ii' dinosaurs did enter the 

ark, however, there is no reason that they could not 

have been baby dinosaurs! 

IV • . Concluding Matters 

A. 

B. 

There are several other areas which could be 

considered in a presentation 9f the Bible and modern 

science. The Bible's archaeological accuracy is a 

·fascinating topic. The Bible and ancient history is 

another. Job 38-41 relates to several scientific topics. 

The long day of Joshua (Joshua 10:12-14) and the :- " 

unusual event recorded in Isaiah 38 are also interesting. 

But the two areas of overriding importance, evolution 
I 

and the Genesis flood, have been emphasized here because l 

this is the crux of dispute and Bible-directed scorn. 

The intermediate position of theistic evolution 

is untenable, both biblically and scientifically. It 

represents an effort on the part of some to reconcile 

the Bible with today's evolutionary science by abandoning 
I 

a normal interpretation of Genesis 1-11. 

C. A brief suggested bibliography for further study: 
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1. Davidheiser, Bolton. Evolution and Chris.tian·:-.; ;,:· 

Faith. Philadelphia: Presbyterian and 
Reformed Publishing Company, 1969. A good, 
scholarly work by a one-time evolutionist. 

2. Hansen, 

3. Karkut, 

Dale F., and Miller, Johnny v. Problems 
in Evolution. Upper Darby, Pa.: Bible 
Club Movement, Inc., 1971. A fine ex
position of evolutionary difficulties, short 
and concise. 

G. A. Implications of Evolution. London: 
Pergamon Press, 1960. Written by an ev
olutionist, but he demonstrates that all 
the presuppositions upon which evolution 
is based have no scientific support. 

4. Morris, Henry M. The Bible and Modern Science. 
Moody Press. A very good survey. Chicago: 

5. Morris, Henry M. The Twilight of Evolution. Grand 
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1963. Good for 
its brevity and succinctness. 

6. Morris, Henry M., and Whitcomb, John O. The Genesis 
Flood. Philadelphia: Presbyterian and 
Reformed Publishing Company, 1961. The best 
work on the topic. 

7. Smith, A. E. Wilder. Man 1 s Origin, Man 1 s Destiny. 
Wheaton, Ill.: Harold Shaw Publishers, 1968. 
Tne first part is very good, but the "man•s 
destiny" portion is not. 
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