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“O LORD, how manifold are thy

works! in wisdom hast thou made
them all: the earth is full of thy

riches” (Psalm 104:24).
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Contrary to the statements of most evo-
lutionary writers, few (if any) creation-
ists have ever advocated the idea of ab-
solute fixity of species. The Biblical unit
of biological taxonomy, of course, is the
Genesis “kind” (Hebrew, min).

It may be worth mentioning that this
fact was stressed in my first book on cre-
ationism some 55 years ago:

It is well to observe at this point that
the Bible does not teach the fixity of
species, . . . Thus, it is probable that
the original Genesis “kind” is
closely akin to what the modern sys-
tematist calls a “family.” And let it
be stated in no uncertain terms that
there is no evidence that evolution
ever has occurred or ever can occur
across the kinds.1

As a matter-of-fact, no scientist has
ever observed even an unequivocally new
species evolve from another species, al-
though thousands of species have become
extinct during human history! Evolution-
ists have to admit that:

. . . it was and still is the case that,
with the exception of Dobzhansky’s
claim about a new species of fruit
fly, the formation of a new species,
by any mechanism, has never been
observed.2

Creationists have no problem, however,
with speciation, or even the “evolution”
of new genera in some instances, as long
as such development does not extend to
the “family” (dogs, cats, horses,  etc.).

According to the Bible, all present
land animals are descended from the
“kinds” preserved on Noah’s Ark during
the Flood. “Every beast, every creeping
thing, and every fowl, and whatsoever
creepeth upon the earth, after their kinds,
went forth out of the ark” (Genesis 8:19).

It was the “kinds”—seven of every
“clean” kind and two of all other kinds—
that went out to repopulate the whole
earth, with all its different ecological
niches. Within each kind was a created
genetic system capable of considerable
recombination, so different varieties
could quickly develop within each kind,
as the descendants migrated to different
regions of the world with all their differ-
ent environments. Some of these eventu-
ally became stably reproducing species
or even genera—probably still capable of
reuniting to produce hybrids but normally
remaining distinct.

Thus, all the dogs—including domes-
tic dogs in all their varieties, wolves, coy-
otes, foxes, etc. —presumably descended
from the two members of the created “dog
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kind.” The same may well have been true
of the cats and other zoological families.

This type of “horizontal” evolution
(within the limits of variation created for
each original kind) is often called “mi-
croevolution,” as distinct from “macro-
evolution,” the total evolution of all forms
of life from some imaginary primeval
one-celled common ancestor.

Evolutionists use the term micro-
evolution to describe the changes
that take place within a persisting
species and higher taxa.3

Whether macroevolution is simply
“microevolution writ large,” as many evo-
lutionists allege, is a matter of dispute
even among evolutionists.

A long-standing issue in evolution-
ary biology is whether the processes
observable in extant populations and
species (microevolution) are suffi-
cient to account for the larger scale
changes evident over longer periods
of life’s history (macroevolution).

Outsiders to this rich literature
may be surprised that there is no con-
sensus on this issue, and that strong
viewpoints are held at both ends of
the spectrum, with many undecided.4

Most evolutionists still hold to the
dogma that microevolution (accepted by
evolutionists and creationists) eventually
becomes macroevolution if continued
over millions of years. Evolutionist Paul
Ehrlich is a leading advocate of this view.

The very same processes . . . that
cause evolution within populations
(microevolution) also cause popula-
tions to differentiate and form dif-
ferent kinds of organisms. The cre-
ation of new species is, along with
evolutionary changes within species,
the mechanism that generates major
evolutionary patterns—such as the
diversification of vertebrates into
fishes, amphibian, reptiles, birds,
mammals, and so on.5

On the other hand, there are many evo-
lutionists—especially among those pale-
ontologists who are trying to understand
the ubiquity of gaps between kinds in the
fossil record—who realize that this as-
sumption probably is wrong. For ex-
ample, a widely used textbook on mac-
roevolution insists that:

Macroevolution is decoupled from
microevolution.6

The Bible does not say explicitly what
the limits of variation within the created
kinds (or “baramins”) may be, although
the repeated reference in Genesis 1 to re-
producing “after their kinds” seems to
suggest interfertility as a key. The term
“baramin,” incidentally, is a word coined
from the Hebrew bara (“create”) and min
(“kind”).

Several ICR graduate students in bi-
ology, working under Dr. Ken Cumming,
have been doing laboratory research on
this question for several years, and there
is an active ad hoc “Committee on
Baraminology” consisting of several
leading creationist biologists at various
colleges and scientific organizations who
are actively doing research in this field.
The ability of seemingly distinct animals
within a so-called “family” (e.g. horses
and donkeys, lions and tigers, dogs and
wolves) to produce hybrid progeny seems
to suggest this ability as at least a pre-
liminary definition.

This type of “evolution,” if one wishes
to call it that, does not take a million
years. Recombinations of existing genes
in the created genome for the kind, un-
der the severe environmental pressures
existing in the changed world after the
Flood, could accomplish it rather quickly.

On the other hand, if one must depend
on mutation and natural selection to pro-
duce new species—let alone, new fami-
lies, orders and phyla as evolutionists as-
sume, then not even billions of years
would suffice!



Genetic variation depends on the
process of mutation, and mutations
are rare events. Any particular new
DNA mutation will occur only once
in about 100 million gametes. More-
over, when a single mutation occurs
in a single newborn, even if it is a
favorable mutation, there is a fair
probability that it will not be repre-
sented in the next generation be-
cause its single carrier may not, by
chance, pass it on to its few off-
spring.7

Remember also that practically no
mutations are ever really favorable, and
that many millions of favorable mutations
would be required to generate a new
baramin, or even a new genus. One has
to wonder if such things ever could re-
ally happen. Evolutionism requires much
faith! The creation model, on the other
hand, with its global Flood and devastated
post-Flood world, does seem to present
a very plausible solution to these ques-
tions.

Some may think that the Biblical time
scale after the Flood is too short for such
extensive microevolution, but this would
only be the case if mutations were the
required mechanism. A clue to the pos-
sible rapidity of this process under the
conditions of the post-Flood world may
be noted in recent studies on salmon
populations.

Colonization of new environments
should promote rapid speciation as
a by-product of adaptation to diver-
gent selective regimes. . . .  nothing
is known about how quickly repro-
ductive isolation actually evolves
when new environments are first
colonized. . . . We found evidence
for the evolution of reproductive iso-
lation after fewer than 13 genera-
tions.8

This case might be a mini-model of
the vast wave of microevolution that must

have fanned out from the Ark after the
Flood. The continents were wide open for
animal migrations and multiplication, and
the created genetic variational potential
in each baramin allowed rapid diversifi-
cation and adaptation to appropriate habi-
tats for all.

As far as the people were concerned,
it took the confusion of tongues at Babel
over a century after the Flood to persuade
them to move out to fill the earth as God
had commanded. They also (the three
sons of Noah and their wives) had the
genetic potential soon to become all the
diversified tribes of the world (black,
brown, and white tribes just like black,
brown, and white bears!). This micro-
wave of evolution after the Flood—or
wave of microevolution—constitutes the
only real “evolution”  of biological life
that fits either the Biblical record or the
scientific data.
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HASN’T LIFE BEEN CREATED IN THE LABORATORY?
by John D. Morris, Ph.D.

It’s in all the textbooks. Every high school
biology student is exposed to it. It’s
taught as if it were fact and “that all sci-
entists agree.” It’s thought to be “proof”
of evolution and yet—is it really true?

According to strict naturalistic evolu-
tion, life sprung from non-living chemi-
cals on at least one occasion in Earth’s
past. It doesn’t happen today because the
atmospheric conditions are all wrong for
life to form, but conditions must have
been different in the past in just the right
way for complex organic (i.e., carbon-
based) molecules to come together.

Today’s atmosphere contains abun-
dant free oxygen (0

2
), and this oxygen is

absolutely essential for life’s functions.
Our lungs deliver oxygen to the blood
where it traverses the body, reaching all
of our 75 trillion cells. Furthermore, as
O

3
, it comprises the ozone layer which

protects all of life from destructive cos-
mic radiation.

But while oxygen is essential for
life’s continuance, oxygen destroys non-
living organic molecules (the building
blocks of life) at a much faster rate than
they could possibly form. Thus, it is as-
sumed in origin-of-life scenarios, that
Earth’s early atmosphere was a “reduc-
ing” atmosphere with no free oxygen
(“oxidizing”).

In 1953, University of Chicago gradu-
ate student, Stanley Miller, working with
Nobel Prize Laureate Harold Urey, simu-
lated what they proposed was the make-
up of the early atmosphere in a brilliantly
conceived laboratory experiment. This
“reducing” atmosphere contained hydro-
gen (H), methane (H+C), ammonia
(H+N), and water vapor (H+O), but no

free oxygen. By sending an electric spark
(simulating lightning) through the mix-
ture they succeeded in producing some
simple amino acids, the building blocks
of life and other organic compounds, and
claimed a great triumph for evolution.
This concept continues to be propagated
today in “every” textbook and is used in
support of the evolutionary, naturalistic
way of thinking.

But now with more knowledge it has
become abundantly clear that Earth’s at-
mosphere has always had free oxygen.
Water vapor readily breaks down into hy-
drogen and oxygen. Furthermore, we find
oxidized minerals in rocks of every sup-
posed age. Cells, whose ancestors are
thought to have pre-dated the evolution
of photosynthesis, likewise contain evi-
dence that they lived in the presence of
oxygen.

There are other problems with the ex-
periment as well. The amino acid mix-
ture produced contained only a few of the
many necessary for even “simple” life,
but many not used by any life. All amino
acids were of both left and right-handed
varieties, while life uses only left handed.
Since the spark which formed the amino
acids would much more readily have de-
stroyed them, they had to be purposely
removed from the system in a trap, thus
concentrated in a manner most unnatu-
ral. Furthermore, such molecules could
not have been stable without an ozone
shield surrounding Earth.

Let’s review. The experiment had the
wrong starting conditions. It employed
the wrong methods. It yielded the wrong
products. Other than that, it was a won-
derful experiment!


