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 “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 

 Two Major Problems for Darwinists: 

1.  What caused the origin of the universe or 
the Big Bang? 

2.  Where did the first life come from? 

 Suggesting a possibility is not enough—
evidence must be presented in order to be 
scientific.  

 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.  



MICROEVOLUTION VS. 

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. 

 Natural selection is a blind process by which 

the fittest creatures survive.  

 The creatures that are best equipped 

genetically or structurally to deal with the 

changing environmental conditions will survive. 



MICROEVOLUTION VS. 

MACROEVOLUTION 

 Defining “evolution” is perhaps the greatest point 
of confusion in the creation-evolution controversy.  

 Natural selection has never been observed to 
create new types.  

 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 breeding 

and fruit flies. 

2. Cyclical Changes - Changes are not 

directional toward the development of new 

life forms, but they shift back and forth within 

a limited range. Ex: Finch beaks. 

 Natural selection may be able to explain the 

survival of a species, but it cannot explain the 

arrival of a species. 



FIVE REASONS WHY NATURAL 

SELECTION INADEQUATELY 

EXPLAINS NEW LIFE FORMS 

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.  Ex: Cell and 
car engine. 

 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. 



FIVE REASONS WHY NATURAL 

SELECTION INADEQUATELY 

EXPLAINS NEW LIFE FORMS 

4. Nonviability of Transitional Forms - The 

transitional life forms could not survive.  

5. Molecular Isolation - Basic types are 

molecularly isolated from one another.  

 Is the common genetic code evidence for 

common ancestry or for a common creator that 

has designed us to live in the same biosphere? 

 Similarity and progression do not automatically 

imply common ancestry.   



FIVE REASONS WHY NATURAL 

SELECTION INADEQUATELY 

EXPLAINS NEW LIFE FORMS 

 The basic types are molecularly isolated from 
one another which precludes any type of 
ancestral relationship.   

 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.  



WHAT ABOUT THE 

FOSSIL RECORD? 

 If Darwinism were true, we would have 

found thousands, if not millions, of 

transitional fossils by now.  

 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. 

 Punctuated Equilibria suggests that species 

evolved faster over a shorter period of time, 

thereby explaining the huge fossil gaps.  



WHAT ABOUT THE 

FOSSIL RECORD? 

 The fossil record 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.  

 That is not evidence of gradual evolution 

but of instantaneous creation.  



WHAT ABOUT THE 

FOSSIL RECORD? 

 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. 

 It’s extremely difficult to discover the biological 
makeup of a creature by looking at its fossil 
remains.  

 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.  



Conclusion 

 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.  



Conclusion 

 When someone makes a truth claim, it’s not 

your job to refute it – it is his job to support it.  

 Three questions 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?  

 3. Have you ever considered…?  Complete 

the sentence by offering evidence for design 

or creation. 


