Initial Origin Is Not Observable Today

Thescientificmethodrequires observation, care fully

watching and measuringsomethinghappening,then

repeating and verifying the observations again and

again. How ever, the initial originis notobservable

today. If fish did turn into amphibians millions of
years ago, as evolutionists allege, the scientific

method could not prove that was what hap pened mil-

lions of years ago be cause thatorigination eventis not
observabletoday. Likewise, an original creation of
fish and am phib i ans which oc curred in the past is not

observabletoday. Even if the origination of a new
kind ofananimal oc curred to day by evo lution or cre-

ation, the scientific method could not prove that is

what happened thousandsof years ago becausethe

initial origineventisnotob serv able to day.

Neithercreationnorevolutioncanbeobservedtoday;
therefore, neither creation nor evolution can be

proved scientifically. It is possible to make every

conceivable observation fit either scientific model.
The geo logic column, the fos sil re cord, and the small

changes and vari a tions that can be seen tak ing place

within species and gen era can be ex plained by both

theevolutionandcreationoriginmodels. Creationists
ar gue thatthe cre ation model al ways fits the ob served
scientific data more naturally and directly, with a
smallernum ber of sec ond ary mod i fications to make

the data fit, than does the evolution model.

Bothevolutionand cre ation can be taught with out in-
doctrinatingstudentsinaparticularreligion. Neither
view should be exclusively taught in public educa
tional institutions. Ifthescientificmodel ofevolution
is taught, then the sci en tific model of cre ation should
be taught equally with the sci en tific evidence eval u-
ated onacom parativebasis. Neither should be taught
asre li gious indoc trination, but both may be taught as
scientific models with appropriate examination of
scientific evidences and interpretations supporting
each model.

The cre ation model does pre sup pose a God, or Cre-
ator, who did cre ate things in the be gin ning. To in sist
that this pos sibil ity should be ex cluded is to in sist e+
ther that the uni verse must have orig i nated with outa
God which s the re li gion of athe ism, or else that God
could only work by a process of evolution which is
the re li gion of the is tic evolutionism. Evo lu tion con-
cepts are just as re li gious as is creationism.

Scientific Models Of Origins

Science can be de fined as a body of facts that man has
gathered by observingthe physicaluniverse. Thesci-
entific method requiresobservable, measurable,and
ver i fiable data to sup port a con clu sion. The study of
originsisnottruesciencebe cause origins are not sub-
ject to man’s observable verification and are there -
fore be yond the scope of sci ence.

Neitherevolutionnorcreationisatheoryinthescien-
tific sense. Many peo ple use the ter minol ogytheory
ofevolution orthe ory of cre ation; how ever, such ter-
minology is scientificallyimprecise. A valid scien-
tific theory must be testable through present
repeatableobservations.Initialoriginsarepastevents
notobservable today.Precise scientific terminology
demands that origins be stud ied as scientific models
which are con cep tual frame works of or dered thought
forcorrelatingobservationsandpredictingdata.

Scientific facts (data) are combined with be lief sys-
tems to develop scientific models. The two general
scientific models of origins are creation and evolu-
tion. Each of these models has sub-models with nu-
merous variations.

Anymodel oforiginsre quiresabeliefsystem. Nosci-
entific observers were present when life began, and
none were pres ent when dif fer entkinds of or ganisms
first came into ex istence. Neither evo lutionnor cre-
ation can be ob served tak ing place, and nei ther can be
tested with the scientific method. Both creation and
evolution models of origins generally agree on the
scientificdata, buttheydisagreeontheinterpretation
of'this data. For ex am ple, an evo lu tion ist would con-
clude that sim i lar eye struc ture in the dog and horse
indicates a commonevolutionaryorigin; however,a
creationist would conclude that such similar eye
struc ture in di cates acom mon de signer who de signed
dogandhorseto sharethe earthandits en viron ment.

Both cre ation and evo lu tion can be pre sented as sci-
entificmod els of ori gins sup ported by abun dantev i-
dencescientificallyobservabletoday.

Evolution Model Of Origins

The evolution model of origins proposesto ex plain

the ori gin and de vel op ment of all things by means of
naturallaws andprocesses whicharestill operatingat
present (uniformitarianism), although periods of

rapid unknown variation (punctuated equilibrium)
are be lieved to have pro duced nearly in stan ta neous
change. Evolutionists believe that chance, random
mutation, and natural selection typically produce
change from simple to complex forms over time.
Evolutionists com monly be lieve thatearth his tory is
dominated by uniform events occasionally inter
rupted by localcatastrophes.

Theevolutionmodel of ori gins is based upon the be lief
thaten ergy (light and heat) and mat ter (ran dom se lec-

tion of chemicals) evolve into life given sufficient

time. These evolutionary events oc curred in a closed
sys tem (uni verse) where the prod ucts are trapped and
don’t escape. The evolution model faces difficulties
because scientific laboratory experiments (Miller,

Fox, etc.) that allegedly support an evolutionary hy-

pothesis of life arising from non-living chemicals do

notworkinreal environmentalsituations.

Thetwocommonevolutionsub-modelsoforiginsare
atheistic evolution and theistic evolution. Atheistic

evolution believes that ori gin and de vel op ment are

notsubjecttocontrol orintervention by any supernat

ural power.

Theistic evolution postulates that God originated

matterandlife,and continuedtodirecttheirevolution
intothe universethat we ob servetoday. Theisticevo-

lutionisessentially the sameasatheisticevolutionin

itsinterpretationofscientificdata. Theisticevolution

pro poses that God may have ei ther started the evo lu-

tion pro cess and then left it to nat u ral is tic pro cesses,

or God may have guided the evolutionprocess.

Creation Model of Origins

The cre ation model of or i gins con cludes that all mat-
terand life were cre ated fully ma ture with de sign and
purpose by God, following which conservative
(rather than creative) processes were established to
gov ern the com pleted cre ation.

Thecreationmodel of originsis based uponthebelief
thatenergy and matterre quire outside in formation(a
designer’sinitial blue print) to pro duce the com plex +
ties of life. Sci en tific data points to sym me try, pur-
pose, and interdependence caused by intelligent
design. Unlike the evolution model, the creation
model harmonizeswith the scientific law of cause
andeffect which states that no ef fect is ever quan ti ta-
tively greater nor qualitatively superior to its cause.

An ef fect can be lower than its cause but never higher;
there foreacomplex,intelli gent CreatoyFirst Cause)
is the ultimate ex planation forthe complexuniverse
anditsintelligentinhabitants (effect). Evolutionvio
lates this ba sic law of sci ence by pro pos ing that the
universe is its own cause.

The two com mon cre ation sub-models of origins are
progressivecreation and the more broadly held view
of specialcreation.

Pro gressive creationis very similartotheisticevo lu
tion and pro poses thata series of cre ations are re sporn-
sible for mat ter and life in the uni verse. Pro gres sive
creationtypicallymaintainsthat Godinitially started
theevolutionary processandintervened withaseries
ofcreationswheneverevolutionencounteredimpass
able barriers. These progressive creation events are
believed to in sure proper ad vance ment of the evo lu-
tionary processandtimetable.

Spe cial creationists be lieve that all the basic sys tems
ofphysicalexistencesuchaselements, stars, planets,
life,and themajorkindsofor ganismsincludingman,
were cre ated fully de vel oped dur ing a very short pe-
riod of special creation characterized by abrupt ap-
pearance. Inaddition, spe cial creationists be lieve that
earth his tory is dom i nated by cata strophic events in-
cludingacataclysmic world wide flood whichrapidly
deposited the sedimentary geologiccolumnproduc
ingworldwide fossil formations.

Scientific Validity Of Creationism

Scientific observations always indicate horizontal
changes (variations, adap tive radi a tions, etc.) of liv-
ing or gan isms within lim its, but ob ser va tions never
indicate vertical changes from one kind to a more
complexkindoforganism. Thissituationisexactlyas
expected from sci entific creationism, but con trary to
the ba sic prem ise of evolutionism. Evo lu tion can not
beobservedinoperation.

Noonehaseverobservedlifearisingnatural isti cally
from non-living chem i cals, nor has this been ac com-
plished in the laboratory;in fact, the simplestliving
sys tem is tre men dously more com plex than the most
intricate system ever designed by man, and could
never arise by chance. The origin of com plex, in tel 1+
gent life, therefore,harmonizes with specialcreation

byacomplex,intelligent Creator. 101497



Thefossilre cord, whichsup posedly documents the his-
tory oflifeon earth, containsnoincipientortransitional
kinds between major categories of biological or gan
isms, exactly as predicted by the creation model but
contrarytothehopesandex pectationsofevolutionists.

The sedimentary rocks and their fossil contentsare
increasingly being recognized as requiring world-
wide catastrophism for their explanation; the
uniformitarian assumption implicit in the evolution
model, even allowing local catastrophism, has
provedcompletelyinadequate.

The basic laws of science are laws of conservation
anddisintegration called the laws of thermodynam-
ics, as ex pected in the cre ation model, not laws of de-
velopinginnovationandintegration,asshouldbetrue
if the evolutionmodelis correct.

Many important physicalprocesses, even with the
standard uniformitarian assumptions, indicate the
earth is far too young to al low any sig nif i cant amount
of evo lu tion, whereas the few pro cesses which seem
toin di cate an old earth can be eas ily re in ter preted to

correlate with a young age.

Religious Nature Of Evolution
and Creation

Reli gion in the broad sense in cludes any con cepts of
ethics, values, orul timate mean ings, be liefs and conr
ducts. Evolution, atheism, humanism, theism, and
creation are all religious beliefs. For example, hu-
man ism is the be liefthat man was not su per naturally
cre ated butis the prod uct of evo lu tion and shapes his
own destiny.

Evolution is not simply a biological theory, but is a
world-view, a philosophyof life and meaning, and

therefore isareli gion. Evo lu tion pro vides the philo-

sophic frame work for all non-theistic re li gions, in-

cluding humanismandatheism, be cause it tends to

eliminate theneed foratranscendent God by deifying
man as the high estattain ment ofthe evo lution ary pro-

cess.

Like other religious systems, evolution has its own
system of ethics, basically the ethics of self-interest.
Evo lution even has a pro gram for so cial actionand a

doctrine of fu ture things. Evo lu tion ists be lieve that
man can con trol fu ture evo lu tion through ge netic and

biochemicalmechanisms; however, valuejudgments
concerningthe desirable traits of future individuals
willinvolveethical philosophy whichisreligiousin
essence.

Religious creationism is promoted by many Chris -
tians, Jews, and Mus lims, as well as by var i ous other
religious groups who have historic ties to them.
Typically, religiouscreationproposes: (1)thespecial
creation of all things by God in a limited period of
time (usually days); followed by (2) a curse on all
things because of sin such that all things are dying;
and including (3) a global cataclysmic flood in
Noah’s time which deposited the worldwide sedi-
men tary rocks and fos sils.

Evo lution and cre ation can not be ob served in op er a-
tion. The small variations that can be seen taking
place within species and genera are horizontal
changes, not ver ti cal, and are equally to be ex pected
in both the evolutionandcreationmodelsoforigins.
Evolution must be accepted on faith just as the cre-
ation model of origins.

Legal Basis For Teaching Creationism

Since both creationism and evolution can be dis -
cussed effectivelyas a scientificmodel, and since
bothare fundamentallyreligious philosophiesrather
thanobservablesciences,itisclearlyunsound ed u ca-
tional practice and even unconstitutionalfor evolu-
tion to be taught and pro moted in pub lic ed u ca tional
institutionstotheex clusionordetrimentofcreation.
The widespread opinion that it is illegal to teach
creationism in public educationalinstitutions is due
to ignorance or misunderstandingofthese facts. No
religiousworshipisinvolvedinteachingthecreation
model in publiceducational institutions, and no vio-
lation of sep ara tion of church and state oc curs.

Exclusivepresentationofevolutioniscompulsory in-
doctrination in a state-endorsed re li gion. The fol low-
ing Constitutional provisions protect teachers who
present the cre ation model of or i gins, and clearly for-
bid public educational institutions from exclusively
teachingevolutiontostudents whosereli gious con vic-
tions fa vor creationism.

First Amendment, U.S. Constitution,Section 1:
Con gress shall make no law re spect ing an es-

tab lishment ofreli gion, or pro hibiting the free
ex er cise thereof; or abridg ing the free dom of

speech, or of the press; or the right of the peo-
plepeace able to as sem ble, and to pe ti tion the
Governmentforaredress of grievances.
FourteenthAmendment, U.S.Constitution,Section 1:
No State shall make or en force any law which
shall abridge the privileges or im mu ni ties of cit-
i zens of the United States; nor shall any State
de prive any per son of life, lib erty, or prop erty,
with out due pro cess of law, nor deny to any
person within its juris dic tion the equal pro tec-
tion of its laws.
Whenever evolution is exclusively taught in public
educationalinstitutions, creationiststudents and par-
ents are de nied equal pro tec tion of the law, and the
Statehaseffectively establishedthereligionofevolw
tionary humanisminitsinstitutions.

Civil Rights Act of 1964:

In Section 202, the 1964 Civil Rights Act de clares the
followingtobeunlaw ful:

Discriminationor segre ga tion of any kind on

the ground of race, color, re li gion, or na tional

originatany es tab lish ment or place, if ei ther

pur ports to be re quired by any rule, or der, etc.,

of any State or any agency or politicalsubdivF

sion thereof.
Just as racial and ethnic minorities are protected
againstdiscrimination of any kind in any State in sti-
tution oragency thereof (suchasapubliceducational
institution),soarereligiousminorities. There foreany
inference favoring evolution over creation by a
teacher or textbook, unless bal anced by an ad e quate
presentation of the contrary evidence favoring cre-
ation, is illegally discriminatory against Christian,
Jew ish, Mus lim, and other creationists. It is equally
illegal for public instruction to teach only creation
and ban evo lu tion from the class room.

The U.S. Su preme Court ruled that only three acts vi-
olate the First Amendment in public educationalin
sti tu tions: (1) state re quired prayer (Engel), (2) state
required Bible reading (Schempp), and (3) state re-
quired on-premises religioustraining (McCollum).

The only fair, legal, constitutional solution for the
problem of teaching about origins is to teach both
evolutionandcreation, strictly asscientificmodels of
origins, wheneverand whereverthesubjectoforigins
isunderdiscussion. Therefore,noviolationofsepara
tion of church and state will occur. 101497
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IAnin creas ing num ber of peo ple ob ject to the ex clu-
sive teach ing of evo lutionin pub lic ed u cational in-
stitutions. Thousands of scientists, in growing
numbers, believe that creation is a more effective
scientific model of originsthanevolution. Science
teaching in public educational institutions should
not be biased and prejudiced concerning origins.
Studentsneed to be ex posed to sci entific evidences
supporting creationism. Scientific creationismcan
bepresentedinpubliceducational institutions with-
out mentioning religious issues. It is educationally
dishonestforpubliceducationalinstitutionstowith-
hold the scientific model of creation fromstudents
because some educational leaders prefer to believe
the model of evo lu tion.
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