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IDHEF – Chapter Six – New Life Forms:  From Goo to You via the Zoo 

 

SLIDE TWO 

“In grammar school they taught me that a frog turning into a prince was a fairy tale.  In 

the university they taught me that a frog turning into a prince was a fact!”  Ron Carlson 

 

NEW LIFE FORMS 

 

Before we begin discussing the origin of new life forms, we need to review what we have 

learned so far.  Darwinists claim that there is not a Creator and that new life forms can be 

explained without God through the process of macroevolution.  However, there are two 

major problems with this line of reasoning that we have studied already that the 

Darwinists have yet to provide an adequate explanation.  First, the fact is that biology 

cannot get started without space, time, and matter, and these three need a cause that is 

outside of them all.   Science has proven that all matter started with the Big Bang, but 

what caused the Big Bang?  Something or Someone outside of space, time, and matter 

must have caused these to come into existence, which leads us to our second problem for 

Darwinists, where did the first life come from? 

 

What is the point of speaking about new life forms if you don’t have an explanation for 

the first life?  The process of macroevolution, if it is possible, cannot even begin unless 

there is preexisting life.  Even more problematic for the Darwinists is the fact that they 

don’t even have an explanation for the source of the nonliving chemicals that supposedly 

formed the first life.   

 

As we saw in chapter 3, one of the most profound questions to ask is, “If there is no God, 

why is there something rather than nothing at all?”  We saw that the atheists have no 

plausible answer to this question.  Suggesting a possibility is not enough—they have to 

present evidence if they are going to be scientific.  It’s obvious they don’t know where 

the universe came from. A good box top or worldview should be able to plausibly explain 

all of the data.  If it can’t answer the fundamental question of the origin of the world or 

the origin of life, it’s not a viable box top.   

 

Before we look at the theory of macroevolution, we need to first ask ourselves what is a 

Darwinist and where did the Darwinist theory originate?  A Darwinist is someone who 

believes the theory proposed by Charles Darwin that all life forms descended from a 

common ancestor gradually over billions of years without intelligent design.  Charles 

Darwin was born in 1809 to a wealthy doctor in England.  He started out following in the 

footsteps of his father studying medicine, but soon found out it wasn’t his cup of tea.  His 

father sent him to Cambridge intending for him to become a clergyman, and it was while 

he was at Cambridge he met up with a botany professor and geologist John Henslow.  A 

position became available on a voyage to South America on the HMS Beagle in 1831, 

and Darwin took the opportunity to indulge in his first love: observing the world around 

him.  While on the five year expedition, Darwin took notes and collected specimens that 

were periodically shipped back to Cambridge for further study.  He became convinced 

that the different types of species must have developed gradually through a series of 
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small changes over time.  His study of the Galapagos Islands helped him cement his 

theories of evolution. 

 

When he finally returned home, Darwin found that he had already become something of a 

celebrity.  His mentor, Henslow, had compiled and circulated the notes he had sent back 

throughout the scientific community.  Upon returning Darwin began editing his notes for 

publication and lecturing on his findings.  His theory was well received in intellectual and 

scientific circles, especially among those who were eager to explain life without God, but 

caused quite a controversy elsewhere, because it contradicted the story of creation in 

Genesis and implied that human beings were not better than animals themselves.  This 

theory still dominates secular science today and is what we refer to when we speak of 

Darwinism. 

 

MICROEVOLUTION VS. MACROEVOLUTION 

Now that we have defined what a Darwinist is and where the Darwinists’ beliefs 

originated, let’s look at their belief of macroevolution.  Macroevolution is the belief that 

all life forms have descended from a common ancestor – the first one-celled creature – 

and all of this happened without any intelligent intervention – from goo to you via the 

zoo. 

 

Darwinists believe this has happened by natural selection.  Natural selection is a little bit 

of a misnomer, however, because there is no “selection” occurring.  It is a blind process.  

The term “natural selection” simply means the fittest creatures survive.  This is true by 

definition.  The creatures that are best equipped genetically or structurally to deal with 

the changing environmental conditions will survive. 

 

An example of natural selection would be bacteria when attacked by antibiotics.  When 

bacteria survive a bout with antibiotics and multiply, that surviving group of bacteria may 

be resistant to that antibiotic.  The surviving bacteria are resistant because the parent 

bacteria possessed the genetic capacity to resist or a rare biochemical mutation somehow 

helped it survive.  It is important to note that this is rare because mutations are nearly 

always harmful, not helpful.  Since the sensitive bacteria die, the surviving bacteria 

multiply and dominate. 

 

Darwinists claim that the surviving bacteria evolved.  They say this is an example of 

evolution.  But what kind of evolution?  Defining “evolution” is perhaps the greatest 

point of confusion in the creation-evolution controversy.  This is where Darwinian errors 

and false claims begin to multiply like bacteria if not checked by those who believe 

observation is important in science.  Here’s what observation tells us:  the surviving 

bacteria always stay bacteria.  They do not evolve into another type of organism.  That 

would be macroevolution.  Natural selection has never been observed to create new 

types.   

 

But this is exactly what Darwinists claim from the data.  They say that these observable 

micro changes can be extrapolated to prove that unobservable macroevolution has 

occurred.  They make no distinction between microevolution and macroevolution, and 
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thus use evidence for micro to prove macro.  By failing to make this critical distinction, 

Darwinists can dupe the general public into thinking that any observable change in any 

organism proves that all life evolved from the first one-celled creature. 

 

When someone asks you, “Do you believe in evolution?” you should ask that person, 

“What do mean by evolution? Do you mean micro- or macroevolution?”  Microevolution 

has been observed; but it cannot be used as evidence for macroevolution, which has never 

been observed.  Microevolution is a change within a species that can aid the organism in 

adapting to its environment.  Macroevolution is a change from one kind of species into 

another kind of species. 

 

FIVE REASONS WHY NATURAL SELECTION INADEQUATELY EXPLAINS 

NEW LIFE FORMS 

 

1. Genetic Limits – Genetic limits seem to be built into the basic types.  Ex:  Dog 

breeders have always encountered genetic limits when they try to create new 

breeds of dogs.  Dogs may range in size and characteristics, but despite the best 

attempts of intelligent breeders, dogs always remain dogs.  Likewise, despite the 

best efforts of intelligent scientists to manipulate fruit flies, their experiments 

have never turned out anything but fruit flies, which is especially significant 

because of their short life span which allows the scientists to test many 

generations of genetic variation in a short period of time.  More importantly, the 

comparison between natural selection and artificial selection that breeders do is 

completely invalid, because artificial selection is intelligently guided while 

natural selection is not. 

2. Cyclical Changes – Not only are there genetic limits to change within types, but 

the change within types appears to be cyclical.  In other words, changes are not 

directional toward the development of new life forms, but they shift back and 

forth within a limited range.  For example, when Darwin was on the Galapagos 

Islands, one of his most famous studies that led to his theory of evolution was the 

study of finches on the islands.  He found that the finches had varying beak sizes, 

which correlated to the weather.  Larger beaks helped crack larger, harder seeds 

during droughts, and smaller beaks worked fine when wetter weather brought an 

abundance of smaller, softer seeds.  When the weather became drier, the 

proportion of finches with larger beaks grew relative to the smaller-beaked 

finches, and vice versa in wetter weather.  Notice that no new life forms came 

into existence.  They always remained finches.  Only the relative proportion of 

existing large-beaked to small-beaked finches changed.  Notice also that natural 

selection cannot explain how finches came into existence in the first place.  In 

other words, natural selection may be able to explain the survival of a species, 

but it cannot explain the arrival of a species. 

3. Irreducible Complexity – an irreducibly complex system is composed of several 

well-matched, interacting parts that contribute to the basic function, wherein the 

removal of any one of the parts causes the system to effectively cease 

functioning.  An example would be the cell.  In Darwin’s day, scientist did not 

have the technology and power to see the inner workings of a cell as we do today.  
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It was thought of as a “black box” – a mysterious part of life no one could see 

into.  Now we can see that the molecular level is immeasurably more complex 

than Darwin ever dreamed.  The cell is filled with parts that must be completely 

formed, in the right places, in the right sizes, in operating order, at the same time, 

for the cell to function.  An example the book gives is a car engine.  All the right 

parts in the right sizes must be operating in the right order for the engine to work.  

If you remove one part or you adjust the size of a part, the whole engine will not 

work.  Irreducible complexity is fatal for Darwinism because it means that new 

life cannot come into existence by the Darwinian method of slight, successive 

changes over a long period of time. 

4. Nonviability of Transitional Forms – another problem with natural selection 

creating new life forms is the fact that the transitional life forms could not 

survive.  For example, the Darwinian assertion that birds evolved gradually from 

reptiles over long periods of time - this would necessitate a transition from scales 

to feathers.  A creature with the structure of half a feather would have no ability 

to fly.  It would be easy prey on land, in water, and from the air.  The transitional 

forms the Darwinists theorize would be unlikely to survive. 

5. Molecular Isolation – Darwinists say that evidence of common descent lies in the 

fact that all living things contain DNA.  They believe that the DNA similarities 

between apes and humans, for example, which some say is 85 to over 95 percent, 

strongly implies ancestral relationship.  But is this evidence for common ancestry 

or for a common creator?  Perhaps we have a common genetic code because a 

common creator has designed us to live in the same biosphere.  Similarity and 

progression do not automatically imply common ancestry.  Some studies have 

also shown that the DNA similarity between humans and mice is also about 90 

percent.  If mice are as genetically close to humans as apes, this is a real 

complication for the Darwinists. 

 

In addition, scientists have now discovered evidence on a molecular level that 

basic types are molecularly isolated from one another.  Remember last week we 

spoke briefly about DNA.  Proteins are the building blocks of life.  They are 

composed of long chains of chemical units called amino acids.  Most proteins 

have more than 100 of these amino acids which must be in a very specific order.  

And it is the DNA that contains the instructions for ordering the amino acids in 

the proteins, and the order is critical because any variation usually renders the 

protein dysfunctional.  If all species share a common ancestor, you would expect 

to find protein sequences that are transitional from fish to amphibian or reptile to 

mammal.  However, we find that the basic types are molecularly isolated from 

one another which precludes any type of ancestral relationship.  So even though 

all organisms share a common genetic code with varying degrees of closeness, 

that code has ordered the amino acids in proteins in such a way that the basic 

types are in molecular isolation from one another.  There are no Darwinian 

transitions, only distinct molecular gaps. 
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WHAT ABOUT THE FOSSIL RECORD? 

 

You have probably heard that the fossil record supports the Darwinian theory, and we 

have all seen the diagram of progression from water creature to land animal to apes to 

man.  However, as we will see this is false.  In studying the fossil record, Darwin realized 

that it did not show gradualism and was a big problem for his theory.  He wrote, “Why 

then is not every geological formation and every stratum full of such intermediate links?  

Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely graduated organic chain, and this, 

perhaps, is the most obvious and gravest objection which can be urged against my 

theory.” 

 

But Darwin thought that further fossil discoveries would reveal his theory was true.  

Time has proven him wrong.  If Darwinism were true, we would have found thousands, if 

not millions, of transitional fossils by now.  Instead, according to the late Harvard 

paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould (an evolutionist):  “The history of most fossil species 

includes two features particularly inconsistent with gradualism:  1.) Stasis.  Most species 

exhibit no directional change during their tenure on earth.  They appear in the fossil 

record looking much the same as when they disappear; 2.) Sudden appearance.  In any 

local area, a species does not arise gradually by the steady transformation of its ancestors; 

it appears all at once and is fully formed.”   

 

In other words, Gould admits that fossil types appear suddenly, fully formed, and remain 

the same until extinction without any directional change – which is what one would 

expect to find if creation were true.  But instead of adopting creationism, Gould rejected 

the gradualism of Darwinism and formulated a theory he called “Punctuated Equilibria.”  

PE suggests that species evolved faster over a shorter period of time, thereby explaining 

the huge fossil gaps.  Gould had no natural mechanism by which this could have 

occurred, but since he was an atheist he had to explain the fossil record somehow.  

 

Looking at the fossil record, we find that it actually lines up better with supernatural 

creation than with macroevolution.  Nearly all of the major groups of animals known to 

exist appear in the fossil record abruptly and fully formed in strata from the Cambrian 

period.  Jonathan Wells writes, “The fossil evidence is so strong, and the event so 

dramatic, that it has become known as ‘the Cambrian explosion,’ or ‘biology’s big 

bang.’”  This evidence completely contradicts Darwinism.  All animal groups appear 

separately, fully formed, and at the same time.  That is not evidence of gradual evolution 

but of instantaneous creation.   

 

But what about the skull progression we are so used to seeing?  Doesn’t it appear that 

man has evolved from apes?  This evidence is no better than the evidence that a large 

kettle evolved from the teaspoon.  The fossil record cannot show ancestral relationships, 

because 99 percent of the biology of any organism resides in its soft anatomy, which is 

inaccessible in a fossil.  In other words, it’s extremely difficult to discover the biological 

makeup of a creature by looking at its fossil remains.  The fossil evidence is open to 

many interpretations because individual species can be reconstructed in a variety of ways.  

Darwinists creatively build entire “missing links” from fossil remains as trivial as a single 
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tooth.  This is why many so-called “missing links” have later been exposed as frauds or 

mistakes. 

 

Not only is the fossil record inadequate to establish ancestral relationships; in light of 

irreducibly complexity, the fossil record is irrelevant to the question.  The similarity of 

structure or anatomy between types tells us nothing about common ancestry and is 

irrelevant to the question of whether evolution could take place on the molecular level. 

 

Remember that science does not say anything; scientists do, and many scientists carry 

philosophical presuppositions that allow them to rule out intelligent causes before 

considering all the evidence.  Instead of pointing to the similarities between living things, 

Darwinists need to explain the vast dissimilarities.  They must explain how the palm tree, 

the peacock, the sea horse, the Venus flytrap, the human, and mildew, for example, have 

all descended from the first irreducibly complex life without intelligent intervention.   

 

If there is such a lack of evidence for macroevolution, then what is the truth?  Atheist 

Richard Dawkins admits that if gradualism (Darwinism) is not true, we are forced to 

accept a miraculous explanation.  That would imply the existence of God, Which is one 

of the main reasons atheists continue to insist that Darwinism is true in spite of evidence 

to the contrary. 

 

Our culture treats macroevolution as a given and anyone who disbelieves it, as ignorant.  

This may be the first place you and your faith are attacked.  With this in mind, it is 

essential that you be ready to point out the problems with Darwinism while providing a 

defense of Intelligent Design. 

 

When someone makes a truth claim, it’s not your job to refute it – it is his job to support 

it.  If someone tells you they believe in evolution, there are three questions you need to 

ask: 

1. What do you mean by that?  Clarify what they mean by evolution – micro or 

macro. 

2. How did you come to that conclusion? Encourage the person to support his 

claims with evidence.  Most of the time the person is not relying on evidence but 

on the popular opinion that macroevolution is true and Christianity is false. 

3. Have you ever considered…?  Complete the sentence by offering evidence for 

design or creation. 


