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not been a hallmark among Catholics
through much of the 20th century. Asked
about the pope’s statement, Peter Stravin-
skas, editor of the 1991 Catholic Encyclo-
pedia, said: ‘It’s essentially what Augustine
was writing. He tells us that we should not
interpret Genesis literally, and that it is
poetic and theological language’” (Time,
international edition, Nov. 4, 1996, p. 59).

The Catholic theologian Augustine lived
354-430. The Encyclopaedia Britannica
describes him as “the dominant personality
of the Western Church of his time, generally
recognized as the greatest thinker of Chris-
tian antiquity.” It adds, “He fused the reli-
gion of the New Testament with the
Platonic tradition of Greek philosophy”
(15th edition, 1975, Micropaedia Vol. 1,
“Augustine of Hippo, Saint,” pp. 649-650).

Little did Augustine realize he was
doing his followers a grave disservice by
viewing parts of the Bible as allegorical
while simultaneously incorporating into
his teaching the views of the Greek
philosophers. For the next 1,300 years,
covering roughly the medieval age, the
view of those pagan philosophers became
the standard for the Roman church’s 
explanation of the universe.

Furthermore, ecclesiastical leaders
adopted the earth-centered view of the uni-
verse held by Ptolemy, an Egyptian-born
astronomer of the second century. “It was
. . . from the work of previous [Greek]
astronomers,” says the Encyclopaedia Bri-
tannica, “that Ptolemy evolved his detailed
description of an Earth-centered (geocen-
tric) universe, a revolutionary but erro-
neous idea that governed astronomical
thinking for over 1,300 years . . .

“In essence, it is a synthesis of the
results obtained by Greek astronomy . . .
On the motions of the Sun, Moon, and
planets, Ptolemy again extended the obser-
vations and conclusions of Hipparchus—
this time to formulate his geocentric
theory, which is popularly known as the
Ptolemaic system” (Britannica, 15th 
edition, 1975, Macropaedia Vol. 15,
“Ptolemy,” p. 179).

The Bible and the universe

Thus it was not the biblical perspective
but the Greek view of the cosmos—in
which everything revolved around a station-
ary earth—that was to guide man’s concept
of the universe for many centuries. The
Roman Catholic Church made the mistake
of tying its concept of the universe to that of
earlier pagan philosophers and astronomers,
then enforced that erroneous view.

Although the Greeks thought Atlas held
up first the heavens and later the earth, and
the Hindus believed the earth rested atop
four gigantic elephants, the Bible has long
revealed the true explanation. We read in
Job 26:7 an astonishingly modern scien-
tific concept, that God “hangs the earth on
nothing.” Science has demonstrated that
this “nothing” is the invisible force of
gravity that holds the planet in its orbit.

Centuries passed before Nicolas
Copernicus calculated that the earth was
not the center of the universe. However,
he was cautious about challenging the
Roman church on this belief. More than 
a century would elapse before someone
would be bold enough and possessed 
sufficient evidence to clash with the 

established religious authorities.
In the 1690s, after observing through 

a telescope the moons orbiting Jupiter, Ital-
ian astronomer Galileo Galilei beheld clear
evidence that the earth revolved around the
sun and not vice versa. Catholic authorities
considered the idea heretical, and Galileo
was threatened with death if he did not
recant. Finally he did, although legend has
it that, as he left the presence of the pope,
he muttered under his breath: “But it [the
earth] still moves.”

“When the Roman church attacked
Copernicus and Galileo,” says Christian
philosopher Francis Schaeffer, “it was not
because their teaching actually contained
anything contrary to the Bible. The church
authorities thought it did, but that was
because Aristotelian elements had become
part of church orthodoxy, and Galileo’s
notions clearly conflicted with them. In
fact, Galileo defended the compatibility of
Copernicus and the Bible, and this was one
of the factors which brought about his trial”
(How Shall We Then Live?, 1976, p. 131).

Ironically, these first battles between
scientists and the Bible were over biblical
misinterpretations, not what the Bible
actually says.

The Bible and scientific advancement

Several centuries later, a more-proper
biblical understanding actually furthered
scientific advancements and achieve-
ments. The English scholar Robert Mer-
ton maintains that the values Puritanism
promoted in 17th-century England
encouraged scientific endeavors. A Chris-
tian was to glorify God and serve Him
through participating in activities of prac-
tical value to his community. He wasn’t 
to withdraw into the contemplative life 
of monasteries and convents.

Christians were to choose a vocation
that best made use of their talents. Reason
and education were praised in the context
of educating people with practical knowl-
edge, not the highly literary classics of
pagan antiquity, that they might better do
their life’s work. Puritanism also encour-
aged literacy, because each believer had 
to be able to read the Bible for himself and
not depend on what others said it meant.

Historians note that the invention of the
printing press and subsequent broader dis-
tribution of the Bible in the 1500s played a
large role in the emergence of modern sci-
ence. “The rise of modern science,” says
Francis Schaeffer, “did not conflict with
what the Bible teaches; indeed, at a crucial
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any passages show us that

Christ and the apostles fully

accepted the Genesis account

of the creation. Jesus talked about 

“the beginning of the creation which

God created” (Mark 13:19; see also

Matthew 24:21).

He once asked some who ques-

tioned Him: “Have you not read that

He who made them [Adam and Eve] at

the beginning ‘made them male and

female’?” (Matthew 19:4; Mark 10:6).

Later the resurrected Christ referred 

to Himself as “the Beginning of the 

creation” (Revelation 3:14).

Many are surprised to learn that the

Bible reveals Christ as the Creator! More

than once the apostle Paul explained to

early Christians that God had created all

things by Jesus Christ (Ephesians 3:9;

Colossians 1:16). Hebrews 1:2 tells us

that God “has in these last days spoken

to us by His Son, . . . through whom also

He made the worlds.”

Paul also told the Athenians that

God made all nations “from one

blood” (Acts 17:26); all are descendants

of Adam and Eve. Paul believed all that

was written in the Law and the

Prophets (Acts 24:14), including the 

creation accounts.

Finally, both the specifics and the

tenor of Peter’s last letter tell us that he,

too, believed in creation (see 2 Peter

3:4-7 in particular).

The Testimony

of the New

Testament
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I

s the Genesis account only an ancient

myth, no better than tales originating

in other cultures over the millennia?

Many people obviously think so. Notice

what Richard Dawkins, professor of

zoology at Oxford University and pro-

fessed atheist, has to say about the 

biblical account:

“Nearly all peoples have developed

their own creation myth, and the Genesis

story is just the one that happened to

have been adopted by one particular

tribe of Middle Eastern herders. It has no

more special status than the belief of a

particular West African tribe that the

world was created from the excrement

of ants” (Richard Dawkins, The Blind

Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of 

Evolution Reveals a Universe Without

Design, 1986, p. 316).

But is Professor Dawkins’ assumption

true? Is the Genesis record a fairy tale 

little different from those of other

ancient cultures?

Some 5,000 years ago, the Sumerians

of Mesopotamia left accounts of their

creation myths inscribed on cuneiform

tablets. The Sumerians conceived of the

earth as flat and the sky as a canopy of

clouds and stars. They believed earth

and sky were created by two gods: An,

the male sky god, and Ki, the female

earth god.

These two gave birth to a multitude of

other gods, each with a particular power

and responsibility over a part of the cre-

ation or physical phenomena (lightning,

trees, mountains, illness, etc.). They lived

in a kingly court in heaven, with An, the

supreme god, surrounded by four subor-

dinate creator gods. Below them were a

council of seven gods and, finally, the 50

remaining minor gods.

All physical occurrences could be

interpreted by the priests as the result of

the particular mood or whim of one of

these gods. They could be placated by

offerings and sacrifices. Although these

deities were considered immortal, their

supposed conduct was anything but

divine. They were depicted as often

fighting among themselves, full of petty

envies and lusts and subject to hunger

and even death.

A few centuries later the Babylonians

conquered the Sumerians and modified

these myths to exalt their own civilization.

Now it was the Babylonian god Marduk

who was in charge; he formed the heav-

ens and earth by killing a female god, 

Tiamat. According to the Babylonian 

creation account:

“The god Apsu and the goddess Tia-

mat made other gods. Later Apsu be-

came distressed with these gods and

tried to kill them, but instead he was

killed by the god Ea. Tiamat sought

revenge and tried to kill Ea, but instead

she was killed by Ea’s son Marduk. Mar-

duk split her body in half, and from one

half he made the sky and from the other

half he made the earth. Then Marduk,

with Ea’s aid, made mankind from the

blood of another god, Kingu” (Life: How

Did It Get Here?, 1985, p. 35).

Does this kind of bizarre tale bear any

resemblance to the biblical account of

creation? Not at all. The first civilizations

of the Fertile Crescent had similar cre-

ation accounts, but the only one free of

outrageous myth and with a moral and

perfect God is the biblical version.

In contrast to the crude polytheistic

struggles found in such ancient myths,

the Genesis account is smooth, system-

atic, rational and—yes—scientific.

Notice astrophysicist Hugh Ross’s reac-

tion on first reading the biblical account

of creation: “The [Bible’s] distinctives

struck me immediately. It was simple,

direct, and specific. I was amazed with

the quantity of historical and scientific

references and with the detail in them.

“It took me a whole evening just to

investigate the first chapter. Instead of

another bizarre creation myth, here was

a journal-like record of the earth’s initial

conditions—correctly described from 

the standpoint of astrophysics and 

geophysics—followed by a summary of

the sequence of changes through which

Earth came to be inhabited by living

things and ultimately by humans.

“The account was simple, elegant,

and scientifically accurate. From what I

understood to be the stated viewpoint

of an observer on Earth’s surface, both

the order and the description of cre-

ation events perfectly matched the

established record of nature. I was

amazed” (The Creator and the Cosmos,

1993, p. 15).

Consider an admission from The

Columbia History of the World: “Indeed,

our best current knowledge, lacking the

poetic magic of scripture, seems in a way

less believable than the account in the

Bible . . .” (John Garraty and Peter Gay,

editors, 1972, p. 3).

It is natural to conclude, as nations

gradually distanced themselves from 

the true Creator God and sank into

immorality and polytheism, that their

understanding of the creation became

corrupted and eventually was used to

prop up their political, social, philosophical

and religious outlooks.

Vernon Blackmore and Andrew Page

write: “Today the difference between

Genesis and the Babylonian account is

evident. The first speaks of one God cre-

ating the world and mankind by his own

command; the other describes chaos and

war among many gods, after which one

god, Marduk, fashions humanity from

clay and blood. The spiritual depth and

dignity of Genesis far surpasses the poly-

theistic ideas of Babylon. Yet until the

complete story had been reconstructed,

incautious scholars talked of the Bible

account being a copy of that from Baby-

lonia. Certainly, they argued, Genesis

should be consigned to the category of

legend, and its writing was dated long

after Moses to the time Israel was held

captive in Babylon.

“Much of nineteenth-century liberal-

ism has now been shown as excessive.

The Old Testament is not a poor reflec-

tion of more ancient Babylonian or

Canaanite tales. There are more differ-

ences than similarities between the texts.

The opening chapters of Genesis stand

unique. Nevertheless, many scholars still

use the category of myth in relation to

some of the biblical material” (Evolution:

The Great Debate, 1989, p. 130).

Ancient Near-Eastern Concepts of Creation

The Babyloni-

ans recorded

their version of

earth’s creation

on this ancient

clay tablet, now

preserved in

the British

Museum. It

records a cele-

bration ban-

quet to honor

Marduk’s selec-

tion as cham-

pion of the

gods after he

defeated the

goddess Tia-

mat, from

whose body he

made the sky

and earth.



for the existence of man and the creation
apart from the account of Genesis soon led
to a general distrust of the Bible. This mas-
sive shift of thought has had far-reaching
consequences. “Darwinism,” says Dr.
Hayward, “begins to look more like a huge
maze without an exit, where the world has
wandered aimlessly for a century and a
half” (Hayward, p. 58).

Meanwhile the churches, having cen-
turies earlier incorporated unscientific,
unbiblical Greek philosophical concepts
into their views, could not adequately
explain and defend aspects of their 
teachings. They, too, were ultimately 
sidetracked by their mixing of pagan 
philosophy with the Bible. Both science
and religion built their explanations on
wrong foundations.

Acceptance of evolution

Some of the reasons for the acceptance
of Darwin’s theory involved conditions of
the time. The 19th century was an era of
social and religious unrest. Science was rid-
ing a crest of popularity. Impressive discov-
eries and inventions appeared constantly.

Darwin himself had an impeccable rep-
utation as a dedicated naturalist, but the
length and tediousness of his book hid
many of the weaknesses of his theory (he
described his own book as “one long argu-
ment”). It was in this climate that Darwin’s
theory gained acceptance.

At the same time, the Roman church
was being affected by its own cumulative
mistakes about science as well as the 
critics’onslaughts against its teachings
and the Bible. The church itself began 
to accept supposedly scientific explana-
tions over divine ones. A bias against the
supernatural slowly crept in.

The momentum grew in the 20th cen-
tury until many Protestants and Catholics
accepted theistic evolution. This is the
belief that God occasionally intervenes 
in a largely evolutionary process through
such steps as creating the first cell and then
permitting the whole process of evolution
to take place or by simply waiting for the
first man to appear from the gradual chain
of life and then providing him with a soul.

“Darwinian evolution to them,” says Dr.
Hayward, “is merely the method by which
God, keeping discreetly in the background,
created every living thing . . . The majority
of theistic evolutionists have a somewhat
liberal view of the Bible, and often regard
the early chapters of Genesis as a collection
of Hebrew myths” (Hayward, p. 8).

The implications for the trustworthiness
of the Bible are enormous. Is it the inspired
and infallible Word of God, or are parts of
it merely well-intentioned myths? Are sec-
tions of it simply inaccurate and unreli-
able? Were Jesus Christ and the apostles
wrong when they expressed their belief
that Adam and Eve were the first man 
and woman, created directly by God?
(Matthew 19:4; 1 Corinthians 15:45).

Was Christ mistaken, and did He 
mislead others? Is 2 Timothy 3:16 true,
that “all Scripture is given by inspiration
of God, and is profitable for doctrine 
[teaching] . . .”? Clearly, the implications
for Christian faith and teaching are pro-
found (see “The Testimony of the New
Testament,” p. 4).

Perhaps the effects of his theory on Dar-
win’s own faith can illustrate the damage 
it can do to religious convictions. Darwin
started as a theology student and a staunch
respecter of the Bible. But, as he formulated
his theories, he lost faith in the Old Testa-
ment. Later he could no longer believe in
the miracles of the New Testament.

A danger lies in following in Darwin’s
footsteps. We should remember the old
saying: If you teach a child he is only an
animal, don’t complain when he behaves
like one. Can we not lay part of the blame
for rampant immorality and crime on soci-
ety’s prevalent values and beliefs—derived
to a great extent from evolutionary theory?

Darwinism and morality

If there isn’t a just God to judge the
actions of men, isn’t it easier for man to
do as he pleases? Sir Julian Huxley admit-
ted why many quickly embraced evolu-
tion with such fervor: “I suppose the
reason we leaped at The Origin of Species
was because the idea of God interfered
with our sexual mores” (James Kennedy,
Why I Believe, 1999, p. 49). 

He later wrote, “The sense of spiritual
relief which comes from rejecting the 
idea of God as a super-human being 
is enormous” (Essays of a Humanist,
1966, p. 223).

Could this perspective have something 
to do with the immorality rampant in 
so many schools and universities where
God is banned from the classroom and
evolutionary theory is accepted and 
taught as fact?

Can the Genesis account be reconciled
with the idea of an ancient earth? What
about evolution? How strong is its case?
Let’s carefully weigh the evidence.

T

he ancient Greeks had no short-

age of creation myths, with many

elements taken from the Baby-

lonian model. Two poets, Homer and

Hesiod, described the Greek religious

system, with its national gods in

charge, while living in a royal court full

of intrigues and lusts.

In his version Hesiod saw the origin

of the universe as deriving from the

chaos, the vastness, of space that pro-

duced the first goddess, Gaea (earth).

She created Uranus (heaven), who

became her husband, and they pro-

duced many lesser gods. The division

between heaven and earth occurred

when one of their sons, Cronus, in a fit

of jealousy attacked his father, Uranus.

Zeus, the one who became the chief

god, was born from the irate Cronus

and his wife, Rhea.

Sadly, the only surviving writings

about Christianity from the first cen-

turies after the apostles come mainly

from men steeped in Greek thought

and philosophy. These were Justin 

Martyr (110-165), Clement (160-220),

Origen (185-254) and Augustine (354-

430), all former disciples of the thinking

of Plato and Aristotle. In this way Greek

philosophy entered the Roman church

and formed much of its theology.

“The problem with Gentile Chris-

tians,” notes church historian Samuele

Bacchiocchi, “was not only their lack of

familiarity with Scripture, but also their

excessive fascination with their Greek

philosophical speculations, which con-

ditioned their understanding of Biblical

truths. While Jewish Christians often

erred in the direction of legalism, Gen-

tile Christians often erred in the direc-

tion of philosophical speculations

which sundered Christianity from its his-

torical roots” (God’s Festivals in Scrip-

ture and History, 1995, pp. 102-103).

In particular, Origen and Augustine

began to interpret much of the book of

Genesis as allegory. They viewed the

Genesis account as filled with symbolic

fictional figures representing truth,

human conduct or experience. Gradu-

ally, this allegorical method became 

the norm in the Catholic understanding

of much of Genesis. These misconcep-

tions were to heavily influence church

authorities down through the years.

The Greek

Concept of

Creation

Science, the Bible and Wrong Assumptions 7
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“In this way, Darwin thought, one type of
organism could be transformed into another
—for instance, he suggested, bears into
whales. So that was how we came to have
horses and tigers and things—by natural
selection” (Tom Bethell, “Darwin’s Mis-
take,” The Craft of Prose, Robert Woodward
and Wendell Smith, editors, 1977, p. 309).

Darwin saw natural selection as the
major factor driving evolutionary change.
But how has this second pillar of evolution-
ary theory fared since Darwin’s day? In
truth, it has been quietly discarded by an
increasing number of theorists among the
scientific community.

Darwin’s idea that the survival of the
fittest would explain how species evolved
has been relegated to a redundant, self-
evident statement. Geneticist Conrad
Waddington of Edinburgh University
defines the fundamental problem of advo-
cating natural selection as a proof of Dar-
winism: “Natural selection, . . . turns out on
closer inspection to be a tautology, a state-
ment of an inevitable although previously
unrecognized relation. It states that the
fittest individuals in a population . . . will
leave most offspring” (Bethell, p. 310).

In other words, what are the fittest?
Why, those that survive, of course. And
what survives? Why, naturally, the fittest.
The problem is that circular reasoning
doesn’t point to any independent criteria
that can evaluate whether the theory is true.

Selection doesn’t change species

Darwin cited an example of the way nat-
ural selection was supposed to work:A wolf
that had inherited the ability to run espe-
cially fast was better equipped to survive.
His advantage in outrunning others in the
pack when food was scarce meant he could
eat better and thus survive longer.

Yet the very changes that enabled the
wolf to run faster could easily become a
hindrance if other modifications of the body
did not accompany the increased speed. For
example, the additional exertion required to
run faster would naturally place an added
strain on the animal’s heart, and eventually
it could drop from a heart attack. The sur-
vival of the fittest would require that any
biological or anatomical alterations would
have to be in harmony and synchronized
with other bodily modifications, or the
changes would be of no benefit.

Natural selection, scientists have found,
in reality deals only with the number of
species, not the change of the species. It has
to do with the survival and not the arrival of

the species. Natural selection only preserves
existing genetic information (DNA); it
doesn’t create genetic material that would
allow an animal to sprout a new organ, limb
or some other anatomical feature.

“Natural selection,” said professor
Waddington, “is that some things leave
more offspring than others; and you ask,
which leave more offspring than others?
And it is those that leave more offspring;
and there is nothing more to it than that. The
whole guts of evolution—which is, how do
you come to have horses and tigers and
things—is outside the mathematical theory
[of neo-Darwinism]” (Wistar Symposium,
Moorehead and Kaplan, 1967, p. 14).

Tom Bethell gets to the heart of the prob-
lem with natural selection as the foundation
of evolution: “This was no good at all. As
T.H. Morgan [1933 Nobel Prize winner in
medicine for his experiments with the
Drosophila fruit fly] had remarked, with
great clarity: ‘Selection, then, has not 
produced anything new, but only more 
of certain kinds of individuals. Evolution,
however, means producing new things, 
not more of what already exists’”(Bethell,
pp. 311-312, emphasis added).

Bethell concludes: “Darwin’s theory,
I believe, is on the verge of collapse. In his
famous book, [Origin of Species], Darwin
made a mistake sufficiently serious to
undermine his theory. And that mistake has
only recently been recognized as such . . . 
I have not been surprised to read . . . that 
in some of the latest evolutionary theories
‘natural selection plays no role at all.’Dar-
win, I suggest, is in the process of being
discarded, but perhaps in deference to the
venerable old gentleman, . . . it is being
done as discreetly and gently as possible,
with a minimum of publicity” (Bethell,
pp. 308, 313-314).

Sadly, the critical examination of natural
selection has been undertaken so discreetly
that most people are unaware of it—so the
pervasive deception that began more than
140 years ago continues.

A look at random mutation

If natural selection is not the answer, what
about the third supposed proof—random
mutation—as a cornerstone of evolution?

Curiously enough, Darwin himself was
one of the first to discount beneficial effects
from rare changes he noted in species. He
did not even include them in his theory. 
“He did not consider them important,” says
Maurice Caullery in his book Genetics and
Heredity, “because they nearly always rep-

resented an obvious disadvantage from the
point of view of the struggle for existence;
consequently they would most likely be
rapidly eliminated in the wild state by the
operation of natural selection” (1964, p. 10,
emphasis added).

In Darwin’s lifetime the principles of
genetics were not clearly understood. Gre-
gor Mendel had published his findings on
genetic principles in 1866, but his work was
overlooked at the time. Later, at the begin-
ning of the 20th century, Hugo De Vries
rediscovered these principles, which evolu-
tionists quickly seized on to support evolu-
tion. Sir Julian Huxley, one of the principal
spokesmen for evolutionary theory in the
20th century, commented on the unpre-
dictability of mutations: “Mutation . . . pro-
vides the raw material of evolution; it is a
random affair and takes place in all direc-
tions” (Evolution in Action, 1953, p. 38).

So, “shortly after the turn of the [19th 
to the 20th] century, Darwin’s theory 
suddenly seemed plausible again,” writes
Hitching. “It was found that once in a
while, absolutely at random (about once in
ten million times during cell division, we
now know) the genes make a copying mis-
take. These mistakes are known as muta-
tions, and are mostly harmful. They lead 
to a weakened plant, or a sick or deformed
creature. They do not persist within the
species, because they are eliminated by 
natural selection . . .

“However, followers of Darwin have
come to believe that it is the occasional ben-
eficial mutation, rarely though it happens,
which is what counts in evolution. They say
these favorable mutations, together with sex-
ual mixing, are sufficient to explain how the
whole bewildering variety of life on Earth
today originated from a common genetic
source” (Hitching, p. 49, emphasis added).

Mutations: liability, not benefit

What has almost a century of research
discovered? That mutations are pathologi-
cal mistakes and not helpful changes in the
genetic code.

C.P. Martin of McGill University in
Montreal wrote, “Mutation is a pathological
process which has had little or nothing to do
with evolution” (“A Non-Geneticist Looks
at Evolution,” American Scientist, January
1953, p. 100). Professor Martin’s investiga-
tions revealed mutations are overwhelm-
ingly negative and never creative. He
observed that an apparently beneficial
mutation was likely only a correction of 
a previously deleterious one, similar to
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Some scientists reluctantly concede 
that mutations do not explain Darwin’s 
proposed transition from one species to the
next. Writing about zoologist Pierre-Paul
Grassé, Hayward says: “In 1973 he pub-
lished a major book on evolution . . . First
and foremost, the book aims to expose 
Darwinism as a theory that does not 
work, because it clashes with so many
experimental findings.

“As Grassé says in his introduction:
‘Today our duty is to destroy the myth of
evolution . . . Some people, owing to their
sectarianism, purposely overlook reality and
refuse to acknowledge the inadequacies and
the falsity of their beliefs’ . . .

“Take mutation first. Grassé has studied
this extensively, both inside his laboratory
and in nature. In all sorts of living things,
from bacteria to plants and animals, he has
observed that mutations do not take suc-
ceeding generations further and further
from their starting point. Instead, the
changes are like the flight of a butterfly in 
a green house, which travels for miles with-
out moving more than a few feet from its
starting point. There are invisible but firmly
fixed boundaries that mutations can never
cross . . . He insists that mutations are only
trivial changes; they are merely the result 
of slightly altered genes, whereas ‘creative
evolution . . . demands the genesis of new
ones’” (Hayward, p. 25).

Embarrassingly for evolutionists, muta-
tion is also not the answer. If anything, the
self-correcting system to eliminate muta-
tions shows that a great intelligence was at

work when the overall genetic system was
designed so that random mutations would
not destroy the beneficial genes. Ironically,
mutation shows the opposite of what 
evolutionism teaches: In real life random
mutation is the villain and not the hero.

This takes us to one last point on 
mutations: the inability of evolution to
explain the appearance of simple life and
intricate organs.

The wondrous cell

Cells are marvelous and incredibly
complicated living things. They are self-
sufficient and function like miniature
chemical factories. The closer we look 
at cells, the more we realize their 
incredible complexity.

For example, the cell wall is a wonder 
in itself. If it were too porous, harmful 
solutions would enter and cause the cell to 
burst. On the other hand, if the wall were
too impervious, no nourishment could
come in or waste products go out, and 
the cell would quickly die.

Biochemist Behe, the associate professor
of biochemistry at Lehigh University, sum-
marizes one of the fundamental flaws of
evolution as an explanation for any form of
life. “Darwin’s theory encounters its great-
est difficulties when it comes to explaining
the development of the cell. Many cellular
systems are what I term ‘irreducibly com-
plex.’That means the system needs several
components before it can work properly.

“An everyday example of irreducible
complexity is a mousetrap, built of several

pieces (platform, hammer, spring and so
on). Such a system probably cannot be put
together in a Darwinian manner, gradually
improving its function. You can’t catch a
mouse with just the platform and then catch
a few more by adding the spring. All the
pieces have to be in place before you catch
any mice.”

Michael Behe’s point is that a cell miss-
ing a tenth of its parts doesn’t function only
one tenth less as well as a complete cell; it
doesn’t function at all. He concludes: “The
bottom line is that the cell—the very basis
of life—is staggeringly complex. But does-
n’t science already have answers, or partial
answers, for how these systems originated?
No” (“Darwin Under the Microscope,”
New York Times, Oct. 29, 1996, p. A25).

Miniature technological marvel

Michael Denton, the microbiologist and
senior research fellow at the University of
Otago in New Zealand, contrasts how the
cell was viewed in Darwin’s day with what
today’s researchers can see. In Darwin’s
time the cell could be viewed at best at a
magnification of several hundred times.
Using the best technology of their day,
when scientists viewed the cell they saw “a
relatively disappointing spectacle appearing
only as an ever-changing and apparently
disordered pattern of blobs and particles
which, under the influence of unseen 
turbulent forces, [were] continually tossed
haphazardly in all directions” (Evolution: 
A Theory in Crisis, 1985, p. 328).

The years since then have brought

A

word of caution on the use of

the term evolution: It can mean

different things to different peo-

ple. The dictionary first defines evolu-

tion as a process of change from a lower

to a higher state and, second, as the the-

ory Darwin advocated. But they are not

the same. Evolution literally means sim-

ply the successive appearances of per-

fectly formed life without regard to

how it got there. It does not have to

refer to Darwinism, which is the doc-

trine that gradual change led to one

species becoming another through the

process of natural selection.

A species is generally defined as a liv-

ing thing that can reproduce only after

its own kind. So, although most scientists

mean Darwinism when they use the

term, the two definitions of the term are

not synonymous and should be carefully

defined by the context.

“Why is it,” asks physicist Alan Hay-

ward, “that the terms ‘Darwinism’ and

‘evolution’ are so often used (wrongly)

as if they meant the same thing? Simply

because it was Darwin who put the old

idea of evolution on its feet. Before Dar-

win, evolution was regarded by most

people as a wild, unbelievable notion.

After Darwin, evolution seemed such a

reasonable idea that the general public

soon took it for granted.

“Many people since Darwin’s day

have tried to find an alternative expla-

nation of evolution, but none has 

succeeded. Just as when he first pro-

posed it, Darwin’s appears the only con-

ceivable method of evolution. It still

seems that Darwinism and evolution

must stand or fall together” (Creation

and Evolution, 1985, p. 5).

This is a reason many Darwinists are

so adamant about their theory. They

know the implications if they fail: The

alternative explanation of life on earth is

a Creator God. Professor L.T. More has

candidly admitted in his book The

Dogma of Evolution: “Our faith in the

doctrine of Evolution depends upon our

reluctance to accept the antagonistic

doctrine of special creation [creation by

God]” (quoted by Francis Hitching, The

Neck of the Giraffe, p. 109).

Darwinism Not the Same as Evolution
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astounding technological advancements.
Now researchers can peer into the tiniest
parts of cells. Do they still see only formless
blobs, or do they witness something far
more astounding?

“To grasp the reality of life as it has been
revealed by molecular biology,” writes Dr.
Denton, “we must magnify a cell a thou-
sand million times until it is twenty kilo-
metres in diameter and resembles a giant
airship large enough to cover a great city
like London or New York. What we would
then see would be an object of unparalleled
complexity and adaptive design.

“On the surface of the cell we would see
millions of openings, like the port holes of 
a vast space ship, opening and closing to
allow a continual stream of materials in and
out. If we were to enter one of these open-
ings we would find ourselves in a world of
supreme technology and bewildering com-
plexity. We would see endless highly orga-
nized corridors and conduits branching in
every direction away from the perimeter 
of the cell, some leading to the central
memory bank in the nucleus and others 
to assembly plants and processing units.

“The nucleus itself would be a vast
spherical chamber more than a kilometre 
in diameter, resembling a geodesic dome
inside of which we would see, all neatly
stacked together in ordered arrays, the miles
of coiled chains of the DNA molecules . . .

“We would wonder at the level of con-
trol implicit in the movement of so many
objects down so many seemingly endless
conduits, all in perfect unison. We would
see all around us, in every direction we
looked, all sorts of robot-like machines.
We would notice that the simplest of the
functional components of the cell, the pro-

tein molecules, were astonishingly, com-
plex pieces of molecular machinery, each
one consisting of about three thousand
atoms arranged in highly organized 3-D
spatial conformation.

“We would wonder even more as we
watched the strangely purposeful activities
of these weird molecular machines, particu-
larly when we realized that, despite all our
accumulated knowledge of physics and
chemistry, the task of designing one such
molecular machine—that is one single
functional protein molecule—would be
beyond our capacity . . . Yet the life of the
cell depends on the integrated activities of
thousands, certainly tens, and probably 
hundreds of thousands of different protein
molecules” (Denton, pp. 328-329).

This is a microbiologist’s description of
one cell. The human body contains about
10 trillion (10,000,000,000,000) brain,
nerve, muscle and other types of cells.

Did this come about by chance?

Yet, as complex as cells are, the smallest
living things are even far more intricate. Sir
James Gray, a Cambridge University pro-
fessor of zoology, states: “Bacteria [are] far
more complex than any inanimate system
known to man. There is not a laboratory 
in the world which can compete with the
biochemical activity of the smallest living
organism” (Marshall and Sandra Hall, The
Truth: God or Evolution?, 1974, p. 89).

How complex are the tiniest living
things? Even the simplest cells must pos-
sess a staggering amount of genetic infor-
mation to function. For instance, the
bacterium R. coli is one of the tiniest unicel-
lular creatures in nature. Scientists calculate
it has some 2,000 genes, each with around

1,000 enzymes (organic catalysts, chemi-
cals that speed up other chemical reactions).
An enzyme is made up of a billion nucleo-
tides, each of which amounts to a letter in
the chemical alphabet, comparable to a byte
in computer language. These enzymes
instruct the organism how to function and
reproduce. The DNA information in just
this single tiny cell is “the approximate
equivalent of 100 million pages of the Ency-
clopaedia Britannica” (John Whitcomb,
The Early Earth, 1972, p. 79).

What are the odds that the enzymes
needed to produce the simplest living 
creature—with each enzyme performing 
a specific chemical function—could come
together by chance? Astrophysicists Sir
Fred Hoyle and Chandra Wickramasinghe
calculated the odds at one chance in
1040,000 (that is, 10 to the 40,000th power:
mathematical shorthand for a 10 followed
by 40,000 zeros, a number long enough to
fill about seven pages of this publication).

Note that a probability of less than 1 in
1050 is considered by mathematicians to be
a complete impossibility (Hayward, pp. 35-
37). By comparison, Sir Arthur Eddington,
another mathematician, estimates there are
no more than 1080 atoms in the universe!
(Hitching, p. 70).

As long as evolutionists keep their con-
ceptions as vague abstractions, they can
sound plausible. But, when rigorous math-
ematics are applied to their generalities,
and their assertions are specifically quanti-
fied, the underpinnings of Darwinian evo-
lution are exposed as so implausible and
unrealistic as to be impossible. 

Scientists' revealing reaction

Molecular biochemist Behe comments
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O

ne relatively simple process nec-

essary for animal life is the ability

for blood to clot to seal a wound

and prevent an injured animal (or per-

son) from bleeding to death. Yet the

only way this intricate system works is

when many complicated chemical sub-

stances interact. If only one ingredient is

missing or doesn’t function in the right

way—as in the genetic blood disorder

hemophilia—the process fails, and the

victim bleeds to death.

How can complex substances appear at

just the right time in the right proportions

and mix properly to clot blood and pre-

vent death? Either they function flawlessly

or clotting doesn’t work at all.

At the same time, medical science is

aware of clotting at the wrong time.

Blood clots that cut off the flow of

oxygen to the brain are a leading

cause of strokes and often result

in paralysis or death. When

blood clots, either everything

works perfectly or the likely outcome is

death.

For evolution to have 

led to this astounding

phenomenon, multiple

mutations of just the

right kind had to con-

verge simultaneously or

the mutations would be

useless. Evolutionists can

offer no realistic explanation

of how this is possible.

Blood Clotting: A Biological Miracle







exploded beetles. The problem of evolu-
tionary novelties is quite widely accepted
among biologists . . . In every case, the dif-
ficulty is compounded by the lack of fossil
evidence. The first time that the plant, crea-
ture, or organ appears, it is in its finished
state, so to speak” (The Neck of the Giraffe,
1982, p. 68).

Nevertheless, evolutionist Richard
Dawkins tries to dismiss the complex fea-
tures of the bombardier beetle by simply
saying: “As for the evolutionary precursors
of the system, both hydrogen peroxide and
various kinds of quinones are used for

other purposes in body chemistry. The
bombardier beetle’s ancestors simply
pressed into different service chemicals
that already happened to be around. That’s
often how evolution works” (The Blind
Watchmaker, 1986, p. 87).

This is not a convincing explanation at
all for Dr. Behe, who has studied this bee-
tle’s components down to their molecular
level. “Dawkins’explanation for the evolu-
tion of the system,” he says, “rests on the
fact that the system’s elements ‘happened
to be around’ . . . But Dawkins has not
explained how hydrogen peroxide and

quinones came to be secreted together at
very high concentration into one compart-
ment that is connected . . . to a second com-
partment that contains enzymes necessary
for the rapid reaction of the chemicals”
(Behe, p. 34).

Now that the whole defense system 
of the beetle has been thoroughly studied,
even if the chemicals “happened to be
around,” this elaborate chemical cannon
would not work without everything from
the molecular level up working together
and at exactly the right time. Dawkins’
argument is as absurd as saying that if 
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A

ccording to the theory of evolution,

all animal life on earth has evolved

from a common ancestor. This

process has supposedly occurred over an

immense time and followed a step-by-step

sequence from primitive to advanced forms

of life. This would mean plant life first

appeared and developed, followed much

later by the appearance of animal life.

This idea is contradicted by the fossil

record, which shows complex plant

and animal life first appearing

together in the geologic column 

during the Cambrian era.

Another obstacle to this theory is

the interdependent relationships

between living things, called symbio-

sis, in which completely different

forms of life depend on each other

to exist.

Darwin’s theory of biological

change was based on competition,

or survival of the fittest, among the

individuals making up a species. He

admitted: “If it could be proved that

any part of the structure of any one

species had been formed for the

exclusive good of another species, it would

annihilate my theory, for such could not

have been produced through natural

selection” (Darwin, p. 164).

Symbiotic relationships pose such a chal-

lenge to Darwin’s theory, since they have

animals and plants of different species

cooperating for the benefit of both. For

example, the dodo bird ate the seeds and

leaves of a plant called calvaria major. The

bird benefited from having the plant as a

food source, but the plant benefited from

the bird’s gizzard scratching its seeds as

they passed through its digestive system.

When the bird became extinct, the plant

nearly disappeared as well, because only if

its seeds are scratched can they germinate

and then grow into a mature plant.

This type of relationship is found in

plants and animals. Evolutionists call it

coadaptation, but they have yet to come

up with a plausible explanation of how this

relationship could have evolved in stages.

How can plants that need certain ani-

mals to survive have existed before those

animals appeared in the first place? And

how do animals that need other animals to

survive arrive without the other creature

already being there?

Symbiosis among lower forms of life
An example of beneficial symbiosis

(called mutualism) is between algae and

the fungus of lichens. While fungi provide

vital protection and moisture to algae, the

algae nourish the fungi with photosyn-

thetic nutrients that keep them alive. 

As a biology textbook puts it: “Neither

population could exist without the 

other, and hence the size of each is deter-

mined by that of the other” (Mary Clark, 

Contemporary Biology, 1973, p. 519).

So which came first, the alga or the fun-

gus? Since neither could exist without the

other, according to evolution for both to

survive they had to evolve independently of

each other, yet appear at exactly the same

time and with precisely the right functions.

How could two completely different

species evolve separately from distinct

ancestors, yet depend on each other to

exist? Frankly, the idea that this relation-

ship evolved stretches the imagina-

tion beyond the breaking point.

Symbiosis among animals 
and plants

Another remarkable form of sym-

biosis is the relationship between

bees and plants.

While collecting the precious nec-

tar that provides their hives with

food, bees pollinate dozens of

species of flowers and agricultural

crops. Without this vital pollination,

orchards could produce little if any

fruit, and fruit trees would not sur-

vive for long. How can these plants

exist without first being pollinated

by bees? On the other hand, how could

bees exist without first being provided

with the necessary nectar as food? Clearly,

both life forms depend on each other for

their existence.

In addition, the bee has to carry out pol-

lination in a precisely specific way for the

process to work. If the bee visited other

species of flowers at random, pollination

could not occur, since the pollen of one

species of flower does not fertilize another

species. Somehow the bee knows to visit

only one plant species at a time and at the

right season.

Everything in this symbiotic relationship

has to be timed exactly right for it to

Cooperation or Competition: Symbiosis vs. Evolution

Evolution cannot explain the remarkable symbiotic

relationships between species. Here a whale shark

patiently waits while yellow-and-black pilot fish

swim in and out of its mouth—cleaning its teeth!

Oxford Scientific Films 
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B

y now you’ve probably realized

that evolution as an explanation

for the teeming varieties of life on

earth—not to mention your existence as

a thinking, rational human being—sim-

ply doesn’t add up. Furthermore, we’ve

only scratched the surface (see “The Case

Against Evolution,” on page 10,  for sug-

gestions on books that examine the 

subject in far greater detail).

So why, then, do so many people 

cling so tightly to a belief with so many

deficiencies?

Paul’s comments about the philoso-

phers of his day certainly apply to our day:

“For all that can be known of

God lies plain before their eyes;

indeed God himself has disclosed it

to them. Ever since the world began

his invisible attributes, that is to say

his everlasting power and deity,

have been visible to the eye of rea-

son, in the things he has made. Their

conduct, therefore, is indefensible;

knowing God, they have refused to

honour him as God, or to render him

thanks. Hence all their thinking has

ended in futility, and their mis-

guided minds are plunged in dark-

ness. They boast of their wisdom,

but they have made fools of them-

selves, exchanging the glory of the

immortal God for an image shaped

like mortal man, even for images

like birds, beasts, and reptiles.

“For this reason God has given

them up to their own vile desires, and the

consequent degradation of their bodies.

They have exchanged the truth of God

for a lie, and have offered reverence and

worship to created things instead of to

the Creator . . .” (Romans 1:19-25, Revised

English Bible, emphasis added).

Rampant unbelief and immorality

have a great deal to do with denying and

refusing to obey a Creator God.

“It is obvious that Darwin’s theory no

longer has the standing it had a few

years ago,” adds Dr. Hayward. “A small

but significant minority of biologists

have rejected it entirely, and are looking

for a better theory to put in its place. So

far, though, they have failed to find one

. . . On the other hand, the case for the

existence of the Creator is stronger

today than it has ever been. In every

branch of science there is a growing

body of evidence that the universe and

its contents have been designed—that

things just could not be the way they

are as the result of chance.

“This evidence has so much weight

that even some eminent scientists who

are unbelievers have had the courage to

face it . . . The most reasonable answer to

the question: Creation? is surely: Yes—

creation of some sort” (Hayward, p. 65,

emphasis added).

“The resulting realization that life was

designed by an intelligence,” writes Dr.

Behe, “is a shock to us in the twentieth

century who have gotten used to think-

ing of life as the result of simple natural

laws” (Behe, p. 252).

Not surprisingly, conclusions such as

these have not received much publicity.

Most people are unaware of Darwin-

ism’s many flaws and voluminous scien-

tific findings and conclusions that

contradict evolutionary theory.

The consequences of accepting Dar-

winist theory have been profound. Enor-

mous moral and social damage has been

wrought in classrooms and to society. The

theory that led Darwin to discard the

Bible and reject the existence of God has

had a profound effect on millions of

other people.

It is no coincidence that Karl Marx, the

father of communism, asked Darwin if he

could dedicate Das Kapital, his landmark

book on communism, to Darwin’s honor

or if he could write its introduction. After

all, Marx believed Darwin had provided

the scientific basis for communism. 

Darwin discreetly declined the offer.

“Genocide, of course,” writes Phillip

Johnson, “is merely a shocking name for

the process of natural selection by which

one gene pool replaces another. Darwin

himself explained this in The Descent of

Man, when he had to deal with the

absence of ‘missing links’ between ape and

human. Such gaps were to be expected, 

he wrote, in view of the extinctions that

necessarily accompany evolution.

“He coolly predicted that evolution

would make the gaps wider in the

future, because the most civilized (that is,

European) humans would soon extermi-

nate the rest of the human species and

go on from there to kill off our nearest

kin in the ape world. Modern Darwinists

do not call attention to such passages,

which make vivid how easily the pic-

ture of amoral nature inherent in

evolutionary naturalism can be con-

verted into a plan of action” (Reason

in the Balance, 1995, p. 144).

Later Adolf Hitler indeed applied

the Darwinist concept of the “sur-

vival of the fittest” to the human

race. During World War II the Nazis

forcibly sterilized more than two mil-

lion people and began systematically

exterminating people whom Hitler

considered to be inferior. The Nazis

justified their atrocities by rationaliz-

ing that they were doing mankind a

service with “genetic cleansing” to

improve the races.

As long as evolution—with its

implications of amorality and 

the survival-of-the-fittest mentality

among “superior” and “inferior”

races—is accepted and believed, geno-

cide, as sporadic ethnic cleansings in 

various parts of the globe show, will have

a scientific justification, even though

most believers in Darwinist theory would

object to this conclusion.

The Bible prophesies that, before Jesus

Christ’s return, a worldwide commerce of

human beings will be in place. This inhu-

mane system will include the trading of

“bodies and souls of men” (Revelation

18:9-13). Could this be possible? One only

has to remember the Nazi holocaust.

Hundreds of thousands were pressed into

slave labor. Those too weak, ill, young or

old to work faced a merciless death.

Remember, such events happened

barely a generation ago in what were

considered to be the most advanced

and enlightened nations. It could 

happen again, especially in a world in

which so many have adopted a belief in

moral relativism and a survival-of-the-

fittest outlook.

The Search for Alternatives to a Creator

Darwin’s concept of the “survival of the fittest”

has been used repeatedly to justify genocide

against ethnic groups considered inferior.
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created angels to serve mankind. God is
working out His plan of salvation on earth.
The creation waits for the glorious moment
when man inherits what God the Father
planned from the start.

“For I consider,” writes Paul, “that the
sufferings of this present time are not wor-
thy to be compared with the glory which
shall be revealed in us. For the earnest
expectation of the creation eagerly waits

for the revealing of the sons of God. For
the creation was subjected to futility
[waste], not willingly, but because of Him
who subjected it in hope; because the cre-
ation itself also will be delivered from the
bondage of corruption into the glorious
liberty of the sons of God” (Romans 8:18-
21). (For more details, be sure to request
your free booklets What Is Your Destiny?
and The Gospel of the Kingdom from the

address nearest you listed on page 2.)

The Bible explanation

Can the Bible explain the fossil record,
evidence pointing to an ancient earth and
divine creation at the same time? Yes, it can.
We don’t know the details of what hap-
pened before man’s time. But Christ has
assured us that when He returns “there is
nothing hidden which will not be revealed,

evening and the morning were the fourth

day [yom].” It makes no sense for the mean-

ing of day to change from a 24-hour day or

the daylight portion of a day to an indeter-

minate period lasting millions or billions of

years within a few sentences.

The account relaying the giving of the

Ten Commandments confirms how long

each of the creation days was, including 

the seventh-day Sabbath. Exodus 20:8-11

summarizes their significance:

“Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it

holy. Six days you shall labor and do all your

work, but the seventh day is the Sabbath of

the LORD your God. In it you shall do no work

. . . For in six days the LORD made the heav-

ens and the earth . . . and rested the seventh

day. Therefore the LORD blessed the Sabbath

day and hallowed it [declared it holy].”

In defining when we are to keep one of

God’s annual Sabbaths, the Day of Atone-

ment, God tells us that, “from evening to

evening [24 hours], you shall celebrate your

sabbath” (Leviticus 23:32). The same princi-

ple applies to the weekly Sabbath and all of

the annual feast days. (You might want to

write for our free booklet Sunset to Sunset:

God’s Sabbath Rest, to better understand

this biblical command.)

Understanding Genesis 1:1-2
The first two verses of the Bible are criti-

cal in this discussion. “The Genesis prologue

presents those historical truths which are

the necessary presuppositions for the valid

pursuit of human knowledge” (The New

Bible Commentary: Revised, p. 81). So let’s

take a fresh look at Genesis 1:1-2.

Both the New International Version and

the older Scofield Reference Bible suggest

that the expression “the earth was without

form and void” (verse 2) can be rendered

“the earth becamewithout form and void.”

In other words, something spoiled the orig-

inal creation described in Genesis 1:1 and

made it necessary for God to restore order

out of chaos—which He did during six 24-

hour periods followed by a Sabbath rest.

The Companion Bible points out that, in

the King James Version (and most subse-

quent translations), “the verb ‘to be’ is not

distinguished from the verb ‘to become,’ so

that the lessons conveyed” in these first few

verses “are lost.” It goes on to explain that

without form (Hebrew tohu) “is used of a

subsequent event which, we know not how

long after the Creation, befell the primitive

creation of Gen. 1.1.”

(For a detailed account of the rationale

and reference sources that point to the pos-

sibility of the rendering “became” instead

of “was,” see “Earth’s Age: Does Genesis 1

Indicate a Time Interval?,” p. 29).

Suffice it to say here that God does not

create by first making a mess (1 Corinthians

14:33). God told the cherub (angel) Lucifer,

“You were perfect in your ways from the

day you were created, till iniquity [lawless-

ness] was found in you” (Ezekiel 28:15). God

is the God of perfection, order and beauty.

It is either the angelic realm or man’s world

that makes the messes.

Comparing these different passages, we

can infer that an original creation (Genesis

1:1) preceded the making of a gigantic

waste by Satan (the former Lucifer) and a

third of the angels (Revelation 12:4), who

had become demons. Sometime later God

accomplished a full restoration during six

24-hour days, followed by the day of rest

that created the seventh-day Sabbath

(Exodus 20:11).

The time gap between Genesis 1:1 and

1:2 is an unspecified period that could

encompass an untold span of years, ac-

counting for the “deep time” that geolo-

gists and other scientists have discovered in

the last two centuries. So the Bible itself

solves the enigma. We do not need to artifi-

cially lengthen the seven 24-hour creation

days to resolve the problem.

More on creation
We can learn something every time we

study the magnificent creation account in

Genesis 1. Sometimes a word study or a dif-

ferent translation can shed new light on a

passage and yield fresh understanding.

Consider the Hebrew word moed in Gen-

esis 1:14. This word has a variety of meanings

and is translated in several ways, includ-

ing “season,” “appointed time,” “feast(s),”

“congregation” and “assembly” in the King

James Version. Translators generally look at

the context of the verse to determine the

appropriate choice of wording.  

The context of Genesis 1:14-16 explains

that God created the lights in the heavens

to mark time. In recognition of this concept,

most Bibles translate moed in Genesis 1:14

as “seasons.” 

It is interesting to note that this same

Hebrew word is later used by God in Leviti-

cus 23:2, 4 to designate specific periods—

occasions designated as “feasts” and “holy

convocations” when there were to be 

public assemblies for worship. In recogni-

tion of the future role moed would serve

in designating feast days, the Revised Eng-

lish Bible renders Genesis 1:14: “God said,

‘Let there be lights in the vault of the heav-

ens to separate day from night, and let

them serve as signs both for festivals and

for seasons and years.’” 

From the outset of time as we humans

know it, moed in Genesis 1:14 anticipates

God’s intentions for the good of mankind.

God gave the Sabbath at creation just after

He made man (Mark 2:27). But He revealed

the biblical festivals much later to the

“church in the wilderness” (Leviticus 23;

Acts 7:38).

As is the case with the seventh-day Sab-

bath, the annual festivals are important for

understanding God’s plan for mankind. Yet

mere knowledge of their existence is insuf-

ficient. By actively observing the biblical fes-

tivals each year, Christians act out the very

plan of God, growing in understanding of

God’s purpose (2 Peter 3:18).

Their timing is interwoven with the sea-

sons of the northern hemisphere. God’s

year does not begin in the dead of winter

as on our humanly devised calendars, but in

the spring when green plants emerge from

the earth, birds are flying, and the creation

in general brightens with resurgent light

and heat.

The United Church of God publishes a

booklet that explains the meaning of the

annual biblical festivals. Please request your

free copy of God’s Holy Day Plan: The

Promise of Hope for All Mankind.




