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CREATION VERSUS EVOLUTIONISM:
A BOOK REPORT
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Since 1970 there have been literally
scores of books published against the
truth of special creation by evolutionists
defending their faith. The latest and one
of the most authoritative is by Dr. Eugenie
Scott,1 Executive Director of the National
Center for Science Education—called by
the publisher “the leading advocacy
group for the teaching of evolution in the
United States.”2 The title of her book
(Evolution vs. Creationism) subtly pro-
claims the notion that evolution is a “sci-
ence” being opposed by the religion of
“creationism.” My title above suggests
otherwise. Creation is truth while evolu-
tionism is faith in total naturalism.

Dr. Scott is an experienced and well-
read evolutionist, having served recently
as president of the American Association
of Physical Anthropologists.3 She is also
reasonably familiar with creation litera-
ture. She has visited ICR and even met
the members of the ICR-CRS “RATE”
Committee.

Her personal religion is atheism. She
would probably not admit that atheism is
a religion, but after all, no one can prove
there is no God! Her special mission at
the NCSE is to oppose the teaching of
scientific creationism wherever it sur-
faces in the public schools, including any

of the scientific evidence against evolu-
tion. Although creationists are confident
that the real scientific truth concerning
origins is that of special creation of all
things as recorded in God’s Word, the
Holy Scriptures, we do not advocate the
teaching of Biblical creation in the pub-
lic schools—only the scientific evidence
pro and con for both creation and evolu-
tion. But her job requires her to oppose
even that.

I believe that she has conscientiously
tried to be objective in discussing this
inflammatory subject in her book. Her
discussion of the history of the modern
creation revival (chapter 5) is reasonably
accurate, with only a few factual errors
and significant omissions. She made no
mention of the American Scientific Af-
filiation, for example, nor of Dr. Walter
Lammerts, the UCLA prize winning ge-
neticist who was the first president of the
Creation Research Society, nor of any of
the numerous creationist scientific soci-
eties in other countries. There are liter-
ally thousands of fully credentialed sci-
entists who have become creationists, but
one would not learn this from her book.

In her attempt to be fair, she devotes
over 100 pages to “Selections from the
Literature,” letting both sides speak for
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themselves. For example, she includes an
Impact article of mine (see Impact #331,
January 2001) on the evidence of the sec-
ond law of thermodynamics against evo-
lution. By way of rebuttal, an article by
William Thwaites and Frank Awbrey,
written 20 years earlier, was also in-
cluded—which, in my opinion, was com-
pletely inadequate to deal with the prob-
lem. These two biologists, whom both Dr.
Gish and I have debated, think that en-
ergy flowing through a system might oc-
casionally generate order in a part of that
system and that such hypothetical situa-
tions could overcome the disintegrating
system as a whole, thereby producing
evolution locally. Such an explanation is
naïve at best. It certainly cannot explain
the official evolutionary scenario of total
evolution from cosmos to culture.

As another example, Dr. Scott printed
a section from a book by Dr. Duane Gish
emphasizing the ubiquity of gaps in the
fossil record, especially the gap between
the one-celled bacteria of the Precam-
brian and the amazing variety of complex
invertebrates appearing suddenly in the
so-called “Cambrian Explosion.”

As response to this evidence, Scott
reprinted two evolutionary articles. One
is by Alan Gishlick, offering Precambrian
worm trails as transitional fossils. The
other, by Bob Holmes, suggests possible
“hox genes,” capable of rapidly generat-
ing many different types of invertebrates,
but with no explanation as to how these
marvelous genes ever evolved to begin
with. These suggestions do not explain
the very real absence of any genuine se-
ries of transitional fossils that might show
how one-celled creatures evolved into
multi-celled snails, clams, sponges, jel-
lyfish, trilobites, crabs, and the many
other complex invertebrates of the Cam-
brian. Instead of a few questionable
worms, there should be multitudes of
transitional series in Precambrian fossil

beds if the alleged evolution ever really
happened.

Space precludes discussion of the
many other mini “debates” included by
Dr. Scott in her book, but to me (natu-
rally) the creationist side is much more
impressive in each case. She is to be com-
mended for at least allowing some cre-
ationists to speak in her book—even if
not in the schools. Several times she men-
tioned the refusal of any of the “Intelli-
gent Design” writers (Behe, etc.) to al-
low reprinting of their articles in her
book, but she did try to paraphrase their
arguments, followed by weak evolution-
ary rebuttals. She did not, in this book,
repeat her previously published advice to
evolutionists not to debate creationist
scientists in public, but it would still have
been good advice.

The book is well written and creation-
ists can read it with interest and appre-
ciation, even though its arguments for
evolution are—to us, at least—specula-
tive and even defensive. The second chap-
ter is devoted to Dr. Scott’s own exposi-
tion of the evolutionary worldview and
its supposed evidences.

She admits that “there is not yet con-
sensus on the sequence of events that led
to living things” in the first place.4 The
transmutation of non-living chemicals
into living cells is still utterly inexpli-
cable, as far as all evidence shows to
date.

Her discussion of significant further
evolutionary development is a ménage
of “just-so-stories”—speculations about
how various organisms might have de-
veloped by mutation, natural selection,
and adaptation to environment, but ob-
viously no proof of any of it. That’s the
best she could do, of course, for there
are no transitional series of macroevo-
lution ever yet discovered in the fossils
and no documented example of real
macroevolution in all recorded history.
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Tales of beasts becoming princes and
mice becoming footmen don’t count.

A serious flaw, not only in Scott’s
book but also in all the other anti-creation
books that I know of, is the self-serving
refusal to recognize that scientists who
believe in creation are true scientists. To
practically all leaders of the scientific
“establishment,” science essentially
means naturalism.

Creationists would not dispute natural-
ism with regard to presently observable
processes, of course, but we do insist that
only God can create life and create the
innumerable intricately complex living
creatures that have life. To us this seems
so evident and the evolutionary scenario
so impossible that their religion of evolu-
tionism is hard to comprehend. They have
never seen macroevolution occur and still
don’t know how it could work but they
believe it anyhow, because they think it
does away with the need for God.

Dr. Scott repeatedly says or implies
that all scientists accept evolution, even
though she refers to and quotes from a
considerable number who do not. It
would seem that honesty would impel her
(as well as other anti-creation writers) at
least to acknowledge the fact that there
are now thousands of fully credentialed
scientists worldwide who are young-earth
creationists.

Perhaps she and others in the scien-
tific establishment are going by the rule-
of-thumb that any scientist who does not
believe in evolution thereby forfeits his
right to be called a scientist. There was
a time when science was said to be a
search for truth, wherever that might be
found, but now naturalism is the crite-
rion. There was a time when the scien-
tific method was defined in terms of rea-
soning from observable facts as a basis
for testable hypotheses leading to sci-
entific theories and possibly scientific
laws. But now everything must start with

the assumption of total naturalism, fit-
ting all observable facts into that essen-
tially atheistic framework if possible,
and ignoring all facts that don’t.

There are multitudes of historical
facts that correlate beautifully with lit-
eral Biblical creationism and true sci-
ence should accommodate these facts in
addition to scientific facts. For example,
there is the fact that the overwhelmingly
demonstrated bodily resurrection of
Jesus Christ from the dead validated the
truth of His claim to be Emmanuel
(“God with us”), and thus “able also to
save them to the uttermost that come
unto God by Him” (Hebrews 7:25). As
the living “Word” who “was in the be-
ginning with God,” by whom “All things
were made” (John 1:1–3), He was surely
not an evolutionist! The apostle Paul also
said that “by Him were all things cre-
ated, . . . and by Him all things consist”
(Colossians 1:16–17).

Furthermore, Christ Himself con-
firmed that “from the beginning of the
creation God made them male and fe-
male” (Mark 10:6), speaking of His cre-
ation of the first man and woman during
the primeval creation of all things in six
literal days (Exodus 20:11).

Agnostics and atheists may scorn sci-
entists who believe these historical facts,
but “we have not followed cunningly de-
vised fables” (II Peter 1:16), when we
decided that the Biblical record was noth-
ing less than the written Word of the liv-
ing God and therefore true.
Endnotes

1. Eugenie C. Scott, Evolution vs.
Creationism (Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 2004), 272 pp.

2. Op. cit., in “About the Author,” facing
page opposite p. 272.

3. Ibid.
4. Scott, op. cit., p. 26.
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ARE FOSSILS THE RESULT OF NOAH’S FLOOD?
by John D. Morris, Ph.D.

Fossils have been frequently cited as the
main evidence for evolution. The evolu-
tion/uniformitarian worldview postulates
that the slow and gradual processes we
see operating today are responsible not
only for the death and extinction of plant
and animal types but their burial in sedi-
ments which will eventually harden into
sedimentary rocks. Uniformity’s slogan,
“the present is the key to the past,” re-
flects their view of the origin of the fea-
tures in the rock and fossil record. I think
the great Flood of Noah’s day is a better
explanation.

First note that very few fossils are
forming today and then only in the case
of rapid burial by water. For instance what
happens to a fish when it dies? It either
floats to the surface or sinks to the bot-
tom where it decays and is eaten by scav-
engers. Yet many fish fossils are so ex-
quisitely preserved that even the scales
and organs are preserved. Obviously
there was no time for decay and bacte-
rial action. We can certainly say that
something extraordinary happened to
form the fossils.

Furthermore, most fossils occur in
huge fossil graveyards where things from
different habitats are mixed together in a
watery grave. The predominant type of
fossil is that of marine invertebrates but
these are found on the continents within
catastrophically deposited rock units.

Of the several different kinds of fos-
sils, each one requires rapid burial and
circumstances which are seldom, if ever,
at work today. Processes of fossilization
include:

Mineralization: This happens by par-
tial or entire replacement of an organiza-

tion by minerals, usually one molecule at
a time as the organism decays. Time is
involved but not time before burial. Petri-
fication occurs when the replacing min-
eral is silica.

Carbonization: Living things consist
of high carbon content, and under extraor-
dinary circumstances only the carbon re-
mains. This includes the thick coal bands
as well as thin carbon residues left in the
host rock. Rapid isolation and heating is
required.

Impressions: These common fossils
occur when the entire organism is re-
placed by the same material as the host
rock leaving only the form of an organ-
ism. The detail preserved indicates no
time for decay.

Ephemeral markings: These common
markings include worm burrows, animal
tracks, coprolites, and rain-drop impres-
sions. All are extremely fragile and need
rapid lithification to be preserved.

Hard parts: Bones and shells are
found but these are usually broken. For
instance, limbs ripped from dinosaurs,
found in fossil graveyards, are the rule.

Soft parts: Obviously these will only
last for a very short time without rapid
burial. These include flesh, feathers, skin,
scales, plant tissue, color, and even smell.

Frozen parts: These imply extremely
low temperatures which trapped and froze
the organisms quickly. Certainly this is
not happening now on any scale.

These fossil types (and other subcat-
egories could be mentioned) require ex-
traordinary circumstances of a rapid and
catastrophic nature. The great Flood of
Noah’s day which destroyed a world full
of life is the best explanation.


