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THEY SAY,
“WE ARE HERE BY CHANCE”

George Beals

INTRODUCTION1

The overall theme of this lectureship deals with Secular Humanism.
I have been asked to focus on the question: “Can both evolution and the
Bible be true?” This question has to do with what logic books term
“consistency.” Is a belief system that contains both evolution and the
Bible logically consistent? So, we look at this. Also, we address the
question of which view, evolution or creation, best explains reality. To
accomplish these goals, I follow this outline:

I. Provide relevant quotations from Secular Humanist sources to
establish what they teach.

II. Define and illustrate “consistency.”

III. Identify a relevant set of statements from the Bible on the
subject of origins.

IV. Define “evolution.”

V. Answer the question: “When we add evolution to the state-
ments in point III, do we still have a consistent set?”

VI. Address the question: “Which makes more sense, macroevolu-
tion or creation?”

Much of the material presented here overlaps with a lecture I gave
in the 2007 Florida School of Preaching Lectureship, titled, “Evolu-
tion’s Perversions of the God of the Bible.”2 However, I introduce
material in this chapter that is not in that lecture. Further, regarding
point III (Identify a relevant set of statements from the Bible on the
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subject of origins), in the Florida lecture, I gave 28 statements. Here,
I provide a shorter list, taken from the 28, allowing me to elaborate on
some.

QUOTATIONS FROM SECULAR HUMANIST SOURCES

The Humanist Manifesto I, dated 1933, lists fifteen affirmations.
The first two read:

FIRST: Religious humanists regard the universe as self-existing
and not created.

SECOND: Humanism believes that man is a part of nature and
that he has emerged as a result of a continuous process.3

It is interesting to observe that among the signers is John Dewey, an
influential philosopher of education in this country.

The Humanist Manifesto II, dated 1973, says:

We find insufficient evidence for belief in the existence of a
supernatural; it is either meaningless or irrelevant to the question
of survival and fulfillment of the human race. As nontheists, we
begin with humans not God, nature not deity.

But we can discover no divine purpose or providence for the
human species ... No deity will save us; we must save ourselves.

[S]cience affirms that the human species is an emergence from
natural evolutionary forces.4

Among the signers of The Humanist Manifesto II are:

• Isaac Asimov, the author

• Antony Flew, an atheist philosopher, who debated Thomas B.
Warren in 1976 (not long after signing The Humanist Maniffesto
II in 1973), and more recently has moved from atheism to a
belief in God. Some atheists are reluctant to accept this move.
See the discussion of this at “Antony Flew” in wikipedia.com. In
2005, Flew provided a new introduction to his book, God and
Philosophy. Humanist leader Paul Kurtz, quoted several times
below, wrote the publisher’s forward: “And so the question is,
does Antony Flew now believe in God or not? ... [I]t is up to the
readers of his final introduction published below to decide
whether or not he has abandoned his earlier view.”5 In 2007,
Flew left no doubt. He wrote There Is a God, with Roy Var-
ghese. The title on the front cover is interesting. It has the word
“no” on it crossed out and replaced with “a” which makes the
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title obviously say, “There Is a God.” In this book, at the end of
its introduction, Flew provides his copied signature!

• B.F. Skinner, deterministic professor of psychology at Harvard

In A Secular Humanist Declaration, dated 1980, drafted by
atheistic philosopher Paul Kurtz, are these words:

[S]ecular humanists find insufficient evidence for the claim that
some divine purpose exists for the universe. They reject the idea
that God has intervened miraculously in history or revealed
himself to a chosen few, or that he can save or redeem sinners.6

[T]he evolution of the species is supported so strongly by the
weight of evidence that it is difficult to reject it. Accordingly, we
deplore the efforts by fundamentalists ... to invade the science
classrooms ...7

The views of preachers ... go largely unchallenged, and the
secular outlook is not given an opportunity for a fair hearing. We
believe that television directors and producers have an obligation
to redress the balance and revise their programming ... Indeed,
there is a broader task ... namely ... to embark upon a long-term
program of public education and enlightenment concerning the
relevance of the secular outlook to the human condition.8

In Humanist Manifesto 2000: a Call for a New Planetary Human-
ism, dated 2000, are these words:

Neither the standard modern cosmology nor the evolution
process provides sufficient evidence of intelligent design, which
is a leap of faith beyond the empirical evidence. We think it time
for humanity to embrace its own adulthood—to leave behind the
magical thinking and mythmaking that are substitutes for tested
knowledge of nature.9

We need more than ever a world body that represents the people
of the world rather than nation-states.10

[W]e must develop an effective world court and an International
Judiciary with sufficient power to enforce its rulings.11

[W]e recommend an international system of taxation ...12

[T]he development of global institutions should include some
procedure for the regulation of multinational corporations and
state monopolies.13

Among its signers are evolutionists Richard Dawkins and Richard
Leakey. Dawkins is an evolutionary biologist in Great Britain, who has
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made worldwide news with his theory that genes in one organism can
influence bodies of other organisms. Among his writings are the books,
The Selfish Gene, The Extended Phenotype and The Blind Watchmaker.
The wikipedia.com website quotes a source saying that Dawkins retired
from Oxford in 2008 to “write a book aimed at youngsters in which he
will warn them against believing in ‘anti-scientific’ fairytales.”14

Leakey is the well known evolutionary anthropologist.
In another work, titled, Embracing the Power of Humanism, dated

2000, Kurtz says:

The humanist saint is Prometheus, not Christ; the activist, not the
passivist; the skeptic, not the believer; the creator, not the
conniver.15

The human species is biologically determined, in part, by its
genetic inheritance, which is the result of a long process of
evolution. But we are also social animals and culture builders
...16

Human life has no meaning independent of itself. There is no
cosmic force or deity to give it meaning or significance. There
is no ultimate destiny for the human species. Such a belief is an
illusion of humankind’s infancy. The meaning of life is what we
choose to give it. Meaning grows out of human purposes alone.17

The theist mistakenly believes that life is not meaningful if God
is dead, or if there is no divine purpose to the universe. To that
I answer, life has no meaning per se, but it is full of opportuni-
ties.18

The Humanist Manifesto III, dated 2003, says: “Humans are an
integral part of nature, the result of unguided evolutionary change.
Humanists recognize nature as self-existing.”19 Among its signers is
Richards Dawkins.

Not all evolutionists are Secular Humanists. But we see that all
Secular Humanists are evolutionists, and they resist and oppose Bible
teachings. Let us keep this in mind, as we proceed.

DEFINING AND ILLUSTRATING CONSISTENCY

Logicians Bergmann, Moor and Nelson provide a carefully worded,
and precise, definition of “consistency.” They state: “A group of beliefs
or claims is consistent if and only if it is possible for all the members
of the group to be true at the same time.”20 To be concerned about
consistency is to be concerned about truth, and to be concerned about
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truth is to be concerned about consistency. Jesus Christ and His Word,
the Bible, are concerned about truth. He said “the truth shall make you
free” (Jn. 8:32). The Bible stresses truth-seeking, for example, by the
encouraging command in Proverbs 23:23 to “Buy the truth” (so to
speak), the instruction to love truth and the warning of not doing so in
2 Thessalonians 2:10-12, and the expression “speaking the truth in
love” in Ephesians 4:15.

Consider the following set of teachings in curly brackets that are
based on the Biblical verses indicated:

1. The day will come when all in the tombs will be raised
and will stand before the judgment seat of Christ (Jn.
5:28-29; 2 Cor. 5:10).

2. Jesus’ travel into Jerusalem on the foal of a donkey
described in Matthew 21 is a fulfillment of Zecha-
riah’s prediction in Zechariah 9.

These two statements form a consistent set.
Add this statement:

3. Abraham Lincoln was the U.S. President in 1864.

All three of these statements can be true at the same time. So we still
have a consistent set. When we include two or more statements (beliefs,
claims) such that all in the set can be true at the same time, we have a
consistent set. There is no problem.

Add these statements:

4. When people die, they go out of existence forever.

5. All of Christ’s travels were by foot.
Now we have an inconsistent set. Each of statements, 4 and 5, makes
the set inconsistent. If we still want truth, either we will have to
abandon the whole set, or remove each statement from our belief
system that makes the set inconsistent.

Of course, since God has made us with free will (Rev. 22:17ff), we
have the ability to ignore the problem of inconsistency and go on as if
all were well. We might set aside truth to be accepted by someone or
some group, to be perceived as intelligent, or to avoid being made fun
of, and so forth. But, these and lots more are psychological causes for
not accepting something, not rational causes. They ignore the Biblical
warning and encouragement to seek and follow truth that we refer-
enced.
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IDENTIFYING A RELEVANT SET OF STATEMENTS
FROM THE BIBLE ON THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

AND THE SUBJECT OF ORIGINS

1. Genesis 1:1-2:4 is a chronological account of creation. That this
is so is seen in how the narrative is organized: “first day,”
“second day,” etc. I believe we can show that Genesis 2, begin-
ning at verse 5, is topical, and not thorough going chronological.
But the events documented in Genesis 1 clearly are given to us
in time sequence day-by-day. So the events on day 1, for
example, took place before those of day 4.

2. There was light before the sun was created (Gen. 1:3-5, 14-19).

3. Genesis is history: the events actually happened, according to
later parts of the Bible (1 Cor. 15:45; 2 Cor. 11:3; Lk. 3:38; Heb.
11:4), and according to Jesus Christ Himself (Mt. 23:35; cf. 19:4-
5; 24:37-39).

4. The Bible is the inspired, and thus inerrant, Word of God (2 Tim.
3:16-17; 2 Pet. 1:20-21).

5. The first human being did not emerge out of preexisting animals
naturally or supernaturally but was created mature, out of the
earth, on the sixth day of creation week (Gen. 1:26-31; 2:7).

6. God created the first animals as distinct kinds separate and apart
from one another (Gen. 1:20-25).

DEFINING EVOLUTION

In his book, Ancient Views on the Origins of Life, Ernest Abel says:
“[T]here are only two possibilities in answer to the problem. Either life
was created ex nihilo by a supernatural power, or it arose from non-
living material.”21 Abel quotes several authors from the ancient world.
The first one I reference is the fifth-century B.C. philosopher, Empedo-
cles. Empedocles states:

The first generation of animals and plants were not complete but
consisted of separate limbs not joined together. [There were]
faces without necks, arms wandered without shoulders, unat-
tached, and eyes strayed alone, in need of foreheads ...22

After a while, things joined together. But some “sprang forth as ox-
headed offspring of men ...”23 Still later, for example:



72 They Say, “We Are Here by Chance”

... even though the first animals were all born with spines that
were straight, some animals now had rounded spines because
certain of their ancestors adopted the habit of turning their necks
backward for some reason.24

The fifth-century B.C. philosopher, Anaxagoras, postulates that
Mind separate from matter is responsible for the present world.25 The
pre-Socratic philosopher, Archelaus, is quoted as saying: “Living
things are generated from the earth when it is heated, and it throws off
slime consisting of milk to serve as a sort of nourishment; and in this
same way the earth produced man.”26

The fourth-century B.C. philosopher, Aristotle, speaks of classes
of men and animals and plants and that there was no crossover among
them. As to humans, he says, “... man had never been anything except
what he was at present.”27 But as to origins, Aristotle speaks of animals
coming from “putrefying earth or vegetable matter, as was the case
with a number of insects while others spontaneously generated in the
inside of animals out of the secretions of their internal organs.”28

The first-century B.C. Roman naturalist, Lucretius, speaking of the
formation of the worlds and inhabitants by chance, states: “Many living
creatures even now spring out of the earth taking form by rains and the
heat of the sun ... Mother Earth herself gave birth to mankind.”29 The
first-century B.C., Diodorus, a Greek historian, claims to have seen in
his travels what some today might call very fast punctuated evolution:

... even at the present day the soil of Thebes at certain times
generates mice in such size as to astonish all who have witnessed
the phenomenon; for some of them are fully formed as far at the
breast and front feet, and are able to move, while the rest of the
body is unformed, the clod of earth still retaining its natural
character.30

The second-century A.D. physician and philosopher, Sextus
Empiricus, said, as to origins, that some come from sexual union and
others not. Those that do not, come from “putrid water, like gnats ...
others from earth, like grasshoppers; others from marsh, like frogs;
others from mud, like worms.”31

Some early theologians apparently accommodated this view while
wanting to hold to the Bible. The fourth-century bishops, Basil and
Augustine, suggest interpreting “Let the earth bring forth” (Gen. 1:24)
as an explanation.32
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What about fossils? These were known to the fifth-century B.C.
philosopher, Xenophanes. Sea shells were found on mountains and
rocks with impressions of fish were known. Xenophanes interpreted
this as indicating that the earth had been covered by water, and that life
came from the mud and rocks.33

Creation, evolution, fossils—different views and interpretations
were known to the ancients. The Bible claims to document what really
happened and, by implication, claims that conflicting accounts from
antiquity corrupt the original. This is not unlike present-day evolution-
ary speculation. Let us now seek modern explanations of evolution.

We start with the word “evolve.” According to dictionary.com, the
English word “evolve” derives from the Latin evolvere, which means
“to unroll.” Today, the word has different senses: “1. a. To develop or
achieve gradually ... b. To work (something) out; devise ... 1. To
undergo gradual change; develop.”

Now, no one who is thinking straight denies that some things in
reality do change (evolve). None of us is exactly like our biological
parents, for example. But it is also true that some things in reality do
not change. For example, we have been human beings all of our lives.

The noun form, “evolution,” can mean different things. Some
degree of change in inorganic (non-living) things might be in mind, or
some degree of change in organic (living) things could be meant.
Further, the degree of change in mind might be small or large. Often,
the word “evolution” today refers to large-scale organic change, such
as ape-like animals turning into human beings over long periods of
time. Natural organic evolution refers to such large scale change of
living things without divine intervention. Today’s theistic evolution
accepts the large-scale change and says that God (the supernatural) is
behind the process. So, theistic evolutionists who want to hold to the
Bible also want to accommodate large-scale evolution. Such large-scale
organic change is sometimes called “macroevolution.” Small-scale
organic change is sometimes called “microevolution.” The controversy
is over macroevolution.

Another term for macroevolution is seen in the title of a controver-
sial, pro-evolution/anti-creation high-school textbook several years
ago—Biological Science: Molecules to Man. Creationist biochemist
Duane Gish calls molecules-to-man evolution the “Fish-to-Gish
Theory.”
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Another way of expressing the distinction between “micro” versus
“macro” evolution is to use the Biblical language of “kinds” of
creatures. In discussions among creationists, you might hear that there
is organic change within kinds but not across kinds. (On the Biblical
kinds, see Gen. 1:11-30; 6:19-21; 8:17-9:10; Lev. 11:13-30; 1 Cor.
15:37-39.)

Evolutionist George Gaylord Simpson provides this definition:

Evolution is a fully natural process inherent in the physical
properties of the universe by which life arose in the first place
and by which life continues to develop both divergently and
progressively.34

Seven years later, in the same publication, evolutionist Theodosius
Dobzhansky defines the extended sense:

Evolution comprises all the stages of the development of the
universe: the cosmic, biological, and human or cultural develop-
ment ... Life is a product of the evolution of inorganic nature,
and man is the product of the evolution of life.35

The problem of the missing links (the problem of gradualism is that
it is not documented in the fossil record) has led some evolutionists to
hypothesize explanations to account for the gaps. One hypothetical
explanation uses the term “punctuated.” Hear Stephen Gould:

I count myself among the evolutionists who argue for a jerky, or
episodic, rather than a smoothly gradual, pace of change. In 1972
my colleague Niles Eldredge and I developed the theory of
punctuated equilibrium. We argued that two outstanding facts of
the fossil record—geologically “sudden” origin of new species
and failure to change thereafter (stasis)—reflect the predictions
of evolutionary theory, not the imperfections of the fossil
record.36

Gould explains that he is angry, amused and sad—upset because, in
essence, creationists quote evolutionists themselves who refer to the
spottiness. Referring to other evolutionists, Gould makes this interest-
ing statement:

But most of all I am saddened by a trend I am just beginning to
discern among my colleagues. I sense that some now wish to
mute the healthy debate about theory that has brought new life
to evolutionary biology. It provides grist for creationist mills,
they say, even if only by distortion. Perhaps we should lie low
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and rally around the flag of strict Darwinism, at least for the
moment—a kind of old-time religion on our part.37

Keeping the faith (in evolution), the claim is that fast evolution occurs
sometimes within macroevolution. Along these lines, Gould said:

As a Darwinian, I wish to defend Goldschmidt’s postulate that
macroevolution is not simply microevolution extrapolated, and
that major structural transitions can occur rapidly without a
smooth series of intermediate stages.38

In this overview of evolution, it is helpful to explain one more item,
the geological column. Creationist Duane Gish, after providing a
geologic time table according to evolutionists, writes:

This arrangement of various types of fossiliferous deposits in a
time-sequence is known as the geological column. Its arrange-
ment is based on the assumption of evolution. Thus, inverte-
brates are assumed to have evolved first, followed by fish,
amphibian, reptiles, and mammals in that order.39

Generally speaking, evolutionary biology tries to show how
macroevolution could happen and evolutionary geology tries to show
that it did happen (with the fossil record). Though we could provide
more citations and nuances, these suffice for us now to move on to the
next point.

ANSWERING THE QUESTION, “WHEN WE
ADD EVOLUTION TO THE SET OF STATEMENTS,

DO WE STILL HAVE A CONSISTENT SET?”

With the information before us, it is not difficult to answer this
question. If “microevolution” is meant, the answer is “yes.” If
“macroevolution” is meant, the answer is “no.” That is, if observable
change is meant, “yes.” If molecules-to-man is meant, or the subset of
this (animals turning into human beings) is meant, “no.”

Add the following statement to the set:

Ape-like beings changed into human beings and this is how
human beings originated.

If this is true, then our statement 5, for example, cannot be true—The
human male did not emerge out of preexisting animals naturally or
supernaturally but God created him mature, out of the earth—Genesis
2:7 reads, “And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground,
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a
living soul.”
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Further, if man evolved out of animals, then there is a ripple effect
through the Bible. It would follow that later parts of the Bible—and
Jesus Christ Himself—are wrong in treating Genesis as history.
1 Corinthians 15:45 reads: “And so it is written, The first man Adam
was made a living soul.” Matthew 19:4-5 reads: “And he ... said unto
them, Have ye not read, that he which made them at the beginning
made them male and female?” If Jesus is wrong, He could not be what
the Bible claims He is. He could not be the Christ. He could not be
deity and He could not be the Creator.

Statement 4 could not be true—The Bible is the inspired, and thus
inerrant, Word of God. 2 Peter 1:21 reads: “[H]oly men of God spake
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.” Jesus said: “[T]he scripture
cannot be broken” (Jn. 10:35).

Add another statement: “Molecules-to-man evolution happened:
Matter>Animal Life>Man.” This conflicts with the Bible-based
statements we mentioned plus more. Molecules-to-man evolution
happened and Statement 6 could not be true at the same time: God
created the first animals as distinct kinds separate and apart from one
another (Gen. 1:20-25).

Statement 2 could not be true:—There was light before the sun was
created. Genesis 1:3-5 tells us that light existed on the first day. Verses
11-13 tell us that grass, herb that yields seed, the fruit tree that yields
according to its kind whose seed is in itself were created on the third
day. Then, the sun is created on the fourth day (Gen. 1:14-19). But, in
evolutionary rhetoric, we often hear that present processes are the key
to the past. So, they are telling us that the sun preceded all life on earth.

Light before the sun is an interesting study. First, it shows God’s
power over the physical world. Second, there are sources of light today
that we could name other than the sun. Third, it is presumptuous
indeed, and not defendable, for the creature man to second-guess the
wisdom of the Creator, denying the possibility that He could have used
some other means of light before the fourth day. A fourth relevant fact
is that, in the Bible, God Himself is manifested through literal light or
is associated with light. Notice the following passages:

• Exodus 3:2-4 (God speaks to Moses out of the burning bush).

• Exodus 13:21-22 (God went before the Israelites by night in a
pillar of fire to give them light).



George Beals 77

• Psalm 4:6 (“Lord, lift thou up the light of thy countenance upon
us”).

• Matthew 17:2 (“And was transfigured before them: and his face
did shine as the sun, and his raiment was white as the light”).

• See also Genesis 15:17; Exodus 19:18; 34:29-35; Psalms 104:2;
2 Corinthians 4:6; 1 Timothy 6:16; Hebrews 11:3; James 1:17.

So, before day four, I conclude that God used, for some reason, a light
source other than the sun. That the sun was not created until day four
presents no insurmountable problem. We could say more but enough
has been pointed out to conclude that macroevolution and the Bible
cannot both be true.

ADDRESSING THE QUESTION, “WHAT MAKES MORE
 SENSE, CREATION OR MACROEVOLUTION?”

I analyze this, drawing from my experience as a technical writer,
and from a logical focus. A technical writer uses a process that tries to
ask key questions, with persistence, until the matter is understood, and
then writes for a targeted audience. Here are some questions I offer that
may help lead people to see which position (macroevolution or
creation?) is reasonable.

Non-Material Reality

How did the non-material part of reality originate? We are referring
to items such as the laws of logic. These are universal and invariable.
The moment a person is coherent in what is said, that person thereby
affirms by implication a number of laws of logic (the law of non-
contradiction, disjunctive syllogism, just to name a couple). Thus, the
person in China uses them as does the person in Great Britain, though
they never need to meet. How do we account for the existence of these
laws?

Macroevolution attempts to explain the origin and development of
things in terms of material and change. The laws of logic are non-
material and changeless. Macroevolution thus fails, right here, in its
ability to account for such laws. Further, as with laws of mathematics
and science, human observers only discover these laws, not invent
them. Such laws are not dependent on culture. Thus, they are not the
result of human creation. There was no wait until life evolved to the
point of intelligence for them to exist. They are independent of human
life.



78 They Say, “We Are Here by Chance”

Creation has no difficulty explaining their existence. They are
consistent with the existence of the intelligent uncaused Cause, Who
made intelligent human beings in His image. Mind implies the laws of
logic.

Next, consider the existence of objective moral laws and human
conscience. Atheism and macroevolution do not have the wherewithal
to account for these. It would be a good exercise, but beyond the scope
of this writing, to carefully critique pages 138ff of the referenced book,
Embracing the Power of Humanism, and notice how author, Paul
Kurtz, struggles in his attempt to show objective moral laws based on
atheism.

Material Reality

Are not material things contingent things? That is, do not material
things depend on other things for their being? For example, humans
have a material component. From where did your body come? From
where did your parents’ bodies come? If human beings have been in
existence for millions of years, intelligent beings as they are, where is
the record of their existence? If not, where is the proof that a past non-
human ancestor turned into a human being? Given macroevolution,
there must have been millions upon millions of transitional forms.
Where are these in the so-called record of the rocks (fossil record), if
gradualism is true? If one answers that there is adequate evidence of
transitional forms, why did Goldschmidt and Gould find it important
to suggest non-gradualism? But, if non-gradualism is true, what about
biogenesis (likes produce likes) that we observe? Did this turn off?

Along these lines, we think about the chicken and the egg. Which
came first? Though this has been asked many times, there has to be an
answer to this, for chickens and chicken eggs are in the world. We see
how they come into being. Does macroevolution or creation provide an
answer that makes sense? If the macroevolutionist answers that the
chicken was first, with the schoolchild we ask, where did it come from
if not from an egg? If the answer is that the egg was first, with the
schoolchild we ask, where did it come from if not from a chicken? If
the non-gradualist macroevolutionist says a non-chicken laid an egg
and a chicken was hatched from it (per Goldschmidt and Gould), then
(a) did this happen with that non-chicken’s parent too? Do we not have
the same problems, prior? (b) And, with the high school student we ask,
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but what about Pasteur’s experiments on biogenesis, denying that
microbes spontaneously generate from non-living matter?

Does creation give us an answer that makes sense? Let us hear its
explanation. The kind from which chickens come were created full-
grown miraculously, and biogenesis (kind from like kind) occurs since.
There was and is adaptation, but biogenesis continued. Which view fits
the facts, and which does not?

Going back a ways further, how did living things function,
including reproduction, while such systems were developing in them?
Further, are there not such systems and vital organs in organisms that
must exist for the organism to live? How did they live while these
organs were evolving and, thus, in the process of development? (The
reader might like to consider this point in light of biochemist Michael
Behe’s explanations of irreducibly complex biological systems.)

Pushing the matter back still further, if macroevolution is true, how
did the living come from the non-living? If the root of the alleged
evolutionary tree could not get started in the first place, the rest of this
tree cannot even “grow.”

Another question: “How could the non-living and contingent thing
that allegedly turned into a living thing do so, by itself, even once,
when doing so would take more intelligence than it had?” In engineer-
ing, it takes a tremendous amount of intelligent effort over time (not
random effort) to get things to work. This is reality. How do living
things function in the more marvelous way that they do, without an
intelligence having put all of this together?

Probing further: Are there ‘out-of-order’ strata in the alleged record
of the rocks? Is there at least one case of this that has no accompanying
site evidence indicating how it became “out-of-order”? If so, is there
something wrong with The Record-in-the-Rocks Theory?

Thus, creation makes sense of reality. Macroevolution does not.

CONCLUSION

Let me encourage us to include in our efforts the study of logic
itself and then to apply those skills kindly and persistently as we study
the Bible, explanations of molecules-to-man evolution, design in the
natural world and the research of creationist scientists. Always as
independent thinkers (1 Thess. 5:21), consider the brethren’s works in
Apologetics Press (www.apologeticspress.com) and Focus Press
(www.focuspress.org)—and the works of other folks in the Institute for
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Creation Research (www.icr.org), the Creation Research Society
(www.creationresearch.org) and the Intelligent Design network
(www.discovery.org/csc/). Obviously, in giving those references, it
does not necessarily mean that I endorse every possible idea you might
find in them.

As to theistic evolution, note E.J. Young’s observation, placing
“science” within quotation marks:

What strikes one immediately upon reading such statements is
the low estimate of the Bible which it entails. Whenever “sci-
ence” and the Bible are in conflict, it is always the Bible that, in
one manner or another, must give way. We are not told that
“science” should correct its answers in the light of Scripture.
Always it is the other way round. Yet this is really surprising, for
the answers which scientists have provided have frequently
changed with the passing of time. The “authoritative” answers of
pre-Copernican scientists are no longer acceptable; nor, for that
matter, are many of the views of twenty-five years ago.40

In conclusion, a careful and honest examination of the Bible and
macroevolution shows that together these do not make a consistent set
of beliefs. To be consistent, if we want macroevolution, we will have
to abandon the Bible. If we want the Bible, we will have to abandon
macroevolution. The wiser of these is the latter: To accept the Word
and evidence of the Creator Himself, Jesus Christ, Who also wants to
be our Savior for eternity.
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