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Warning! It’s Not What You Think!
This is NOT Your Standard Creation-Evolution Debate Book
Be aware that this book isn’t about circumstantial evidence or persuasive
arguments. Instead, this book will point you to the absolute proof of the
Genesis Creation and Flood Accounts. It dives deeper into the REAL
debate than any have dared to dive so far.

Radically Different
Hopefully, the word “REAL” in the book title in all capital letters gave
you a clue that this book is different from other Creation-evolution
books. Hopefully, it told you there might be a “common-knowledge”
understanding of the Creation-evolution debate that causes a problem.
You’ll understand shortly what “REAL” means in this book. The word
“REAL” lets you know that this book is going to be radically different
from other books about the Creation-evolution debate. This is true even
though it’s using a classic Creation-evolution debate, the Nye-Ham
Debate, as a backdrop.
This book isn’t about presuppositions. It’s not about physical
evidence. We’ll look into those, but only as illustrations of the REAL
debate. And yet, most people expect a book about physical evidence,
presuppositions, or some combination of the two when they read a book
about Creation versus evolution.
There have to be at least a thousand non-fiction Creation-evolution
books written. However, I’ve only found one book, Evolution: A House of
Cards! by Mike Viccary, that’s comparable to this book. Let me clarify. I
found many books that have some of the same information that’s found
in this book. In fact, I quote from some of those books. However, I only
found one book that focused on the REAL Creation-evolution debate.
That’s part of why some readers, especially readers who know a lot about
the Creation-evolution topic, may have preconceptions. Those
preconceptions make it harder to understand what this book is about.

I found some books that mentioned the divine leading of Christ as the
Source of all truth, but they only mentioned it briefly. There was no
emphasis on it. The emphasis was on inductive reasoning based on
observations and assumptions. Some pointed out that the Bible is a
Source of true premises. Some claimed the Bible is the only source of
truth. However, they all failed when it came to explaining how they know
the Bible is true. They used inductive reasoning that tried to prove the
reliability Bible based on assumptions. Many books don’t even recognize
the truth of the Bible. The only books that focused on the reality of Christ
were not about the Creation-evolution issue.
It’s good that I’m not going over the same ground that others have
already repeatedly gone over. The bad part is that I have to explain just
how different this book is, and, even then, some people won’t
understand. Worldviews are strong filters. Those filters will make it hard
for some people to understand the purpose of this book unless I spell it
out—so I’m spelling it out.
Consider the following Scripture passage:
Trust in the LORD with all your heart, and lean not on your
own understanding; in all your ways acknowledge Him, and
He will make your paths straight. Be not wise in your own
eyes; fear the LORD and turn away from evil. This will bring
healing to your body and refreshment to your bones. ~
Proverbs 3:5-8 Berean Study Bible
This is one of many places where God specifically warns us against
the human mind and directs us to listen to Him. Jesus said that everyone
who is on the side of truth listens to Him. He also said that His sheep
listen to His voice. Who will we trust? Will we depend on human
intellect, or will we depend on Jesus Christ and what He reveals to us?
Most Christians say they believe Proverbs 3:5-8 with all their hearts
just as they believe the rest of the Bible. However, when it comes to
debating Creation versus evolution, most Christians DON’T trust in the
Lord with all of their hearts. They DO lean heavily on their own
understandings.
It seems we Christians have neglected to speak about the things we
have experienced from the One Who speaks to us from Heaven. (Hebrews
12:25) The church has also focused on human intellect and ego. That’s why
almost no one thinks that a book about the Creation-evolution debate is

going to focus on Christ. They don’t expect the book to center on His
leading, His teaching, His correcting, and His power. That’s why a book
like Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate doesn’t fit the mold
of what people expect.
None the less, here comes a book that focuses on Christ. Good as the
other approaches to the Creation-evolution debate are, this approach is
drastically different from those other approaches. As a result, when most
people see the words “creation,” “evolution,” and “debate” in the title of a
book, they have preconceived ideas. When they open a book that doesn’t
fit into any of their preconceptions, they find the book confusing. They
try to incorporate that book into one or another of their preconceived
ideas, but the book doesn’t fit. Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is to
handle that disconnect by telling you what to expect and what not to
expect. I want this to be easy to understand.

What If
What if…
…Jesus is real and knowable?
…everyone who seeks Christ finds Him?
…Christ leads, teaches, and corrects every person who follows Him?
…God speaks to us through the Bible?
…God speaks to us through every means of divine revelation mentioned
in the Bible?
…worldviews are inner viewpoints and aren’t real but feel real?
…God commands us to listen to Him rather than leaning on our ideas
about God?
…suppositions, presuppositions, axioms, and assumptions are mere
conceptions?
…we can’t trust the human mind’s conceptions?
…suppositions, presuppositions, axioms, and assumptions are made-up
stuff?
…it’s insane to base thinking on made-up stuff?
…Christ is the only Path to truth?
…without a real relationship with Christ we can’t know anything?
…without a real relationship with Christ we can’t even know the Bible is
true?
If those points are true, which they are, how does that change the
discussion?

Real Faith & Reason
As already mentioned, it’s not just in the Creation-evolution debate
that Christians neglect confessing Jesus Christ as the Source of all truth.
Christians neglect to give Christ honor and thanks when they’re writing
about faith and reason. Many books have titles like Faith and Reason,
Reasonable Faith, or Of Faith and Reason. From the book titles, they
seem similar to this book. They aren’t.
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate is fourth in a series of
six stand-alone books. The series is titled Real Faith & Reason Library.
Real Faith & Reason Library reveals exactly how to put real faith and
real reason into practice through the six books. It declares the vision of
hope, the transfiguring power of real faith and reason. It shows how to
apply what God reveals about how to be transformed into the image and
likeness of Jesus Christ. This book answers the many questions people
ask when confronted with these realities.
The first three books in the series are the three stand-alone volumes
of Real Faith & Reason. The entire three-book set is free in eBook
format, or you can buy the paperback versions on Amazon. You can
download the three-volume set free here:
https://realreality.org/downloads/download-the-christians-realfaith-reason-journey-series/

New Wine in Old Wineskins
Jesus told the religious leaders of His earthly life that they shouldn’t
try to put new wine into old wineskins. (Mark 2:22) He explained why that
doesn’t work.
In the same way, this book doesn’t fit into the old ways of thinking.
This book is like new wine in a sense. And there are many “old
wineskins” into which Christians may try to put this “new wine.” This
section identifies those “old wineskins” and shows why this book doesn’t
fit into them.
In this case, the new wine isn’t a new idea. It isn’t anything beyond
what’s in the Bible. Rather, it’s something that’s all over the Bible but
that has been neglected in a naturalistic society. The new wine is a real
relationship with the real Jesus Christ. It’s a dependency on Christ for
every valid thought and understanding. (Colossians 2:3) It’s the wisdom of

God flowing from God in real time. (James 1:5) It’s knowing Jesus rather
than just knowing about Jesus. Without that relationship, it’s
impossible to know anything.
Many will say to Me on that day, ‘Lord, Lord, . . . Then I will
tell them plainly, ‘I never knew you; depart from Me, you
workers of lawlessness!’ Therefore everyone who hears
these words of Mine and acts on them is like a wise man who
built his house on the rock. ~ see Matthew 7:22-27 Berean
Study Bible
Suppose George is a Christian who knows Jesus Christ. Jesus Christ
leads, teaches, and corrects George moment by moment. If that’s true,
George will find some points in this book to be new but none to be
overwhelming.
On the other hand, suppose George has only theoretical or theological
knowledge of Jesus Christ. If that’s true, George may feel overwhelmed
by truth he had never considered. That would be truth that’s outside
George’s view of reality. In that case, the focus of this book would seem
unreal to George. Then, George may try to adjust and insert this book
into his old wineskins. He may try to make it fit in with his current
theologies, theories, and worldview.
We won’t try to deal with all the ways George’s mind may fight the
central theme of this book. We’ll just state the two main categories of
arguments George is going to have to overcome. First, George’s mind will
argue against divine revelation. Second, George’s mind will argue in
favor of human intellect as a source of knowledge. Real Faith & Reason
Volume Three deals with many of these skeptical arguments in detail, so
we won’t try to repeat that information in this book. You can get a free
copy of Real Faith & Reason Volume Three here:
https://realreality.org/downloads/download-reason-the-journeycontinues/

Pray About It
You might read some truths in this book that seem hard to
understand. Rather than trying to adapt them to what you currently
believe, I’m going to ask that you pray about them. Ask God about them,
and listen for His voice of direction. Seek God. For more about seeking

God, read Real Faith & Reason Volume One. You can get a free copy
here:
https://realreality.org/downloads/download-reason-first-leg-of-thejourney/

Old Wineskins
If you look at ideas and compare them to what you already know,
that’s normal. We all have preconceptions. We try to fit new ideas into
what we already believe. If we can’t do that, we reject those ideas. We
don’t easily give up old ideas. We don’t easily accept new ideas. Books
are filled with ideas. We read books for something new. Some of what is
in books is true. Some is false. We don’t find labels on sentences
identifying what is true and what is false. So, how does a book avoid
being wrongly pigeonholed into a false identification. I decided to tell
you what this book is not. I don’t do this to ridicule or devalue other
ideas. Instead, I’m just making a distinction. What follows is a listing of
things this book is not. We’ll call them “old wineskins.” They could be
potential points of confusion to those who try to put what they read here
into one of those “old wineskins.”

It Doesn’t Use Soft Reasoning
This book does NOT use soft reasoning. Rationalizations from
scientific observations will always be soft. They can’t possibly be final.
The nature of science is that it’s tentative and subject to change. The
moment anyone tries to explain a scientific observation, that person is
adding interpretation to the observation. If the interpretation is coming
from the assumptions or presuppositions that come from a worldview,
the interpretation will be soft and inconclusive.
Soft reasoning uses made-up stuff somewhere in the thinking. Madeup stuff could be any of the following:
assumptions
presuppositions
axioms
what seems obvious to us
what we think is common sense
what we’ve always thought
what we’ve learned
what we’ve accepted as true

any statement that God hasn’t made
other forms of made-up stuff.
Note that made-up stuff might be true. An assumption might be true.
It’s just not known to be true. It’s unproven. And yet, it’s treated as if it
were proven.
Intelligent design can show us that the complexity of creation
suggests a designer. The Law of Biogenesis shows us that the likelihood
of a supposed first one-celled organism popping into being is very low.
Information theory can show that we’ve never observed coded
information forming from natural forces. We can show that there’s no
real evidence for billions of years. All of these are forms of soft evidence.
None of them is absolute. However, we could rationalize a belief in God
from them. Rationalized faith isn’t biblical faith. It’s human-generated
and powerless. It’s soft.
Many Creation-evolution books focus on this type of soft, but
persuasive, evidence. Even though this book mentions a few of these
facts and the arguments that flow from them, that’s not what this book is
about. This book is about absolute knowledge rather than the changing
views of science.
In sharp contrast, this book provides absolutely certain proof of the
Creation, Flood, and other history recorded in the Bible. It does NOT try
to give what some would call “overwhelming evidence” for the history we
find in the Bible. It gives absolute proof by divine revelation.

It Isn’t an Evidential Approach
Many great and helpful books have been written about biblical
Creation, the Flood, and evolution. Many of those books bring powerful
circumstantial evidence for Creation and against evolution. Much of this
evidence is scientific, so it’s also tentative and subject to correction as
new scientific observations arrive. Some of this evidence is philosophical
but based on axioms, assumptions, or presuppositions. Here’s the
problem. A chain of thought is only as strong as its weakest link, and
axioms, assumptions, and presuppositions are unproven. We long for
absolute proof, but science and philosophy can’t give us what we want.
We need Jesus for truth.
Even so, such evidence is helpful to Christians since evolutionists
make many false claims and control almost every means of

communication to spread their lies. They control the school systems,
news media, entertainment media, and courts to a great degree. They
don’t have absolute control, but they’re able to overwhelm Christians
with their messages. Christians need to have the other side, and books
that tell the rest of the scientific story give us the other side.

Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate DOES look into some
of the observations but for a different purpose. It’s NOT written to try to
prove the history in the Bible by using scientific observation. That would
be impossible. And there are already tons of books that try to do that.
Helpful as they are, they don’t lead to truth.
If we don’t base logic on truth, the logic isn’t sound. Truth is absolute
by definition. The human mind can’t possibly self-generate truth. Science
doesn’t generate truth. All truth is hidden in Christ (Colossians 2:3) And
Christ reveals truth to every person who asks Him. (James 1:5) Granted, the
truth He reveals is partial, but it’s also absolute. What God says is true.
(Titus 1:2) That’s what sets this book apart.

It’s Not a Presuppositional Approach
Presuppositional apologists have pointed out that there’s no
argument about the scientific observations. Both sides of the debate use
the same observations. They rightly say the argument is about the
interpretations. They point out that everyone has a worldview. They say
some people look at the evidence through secular or evolutionary glasses,
while others look at the evidence through biblical glasses. Some
presuppose secular ideas and interpret the evidence through the lens of
those secular presuppositions. Others presuppose that the Bible is God’s
word, that God exists, and that God’s word is true. They interpret the
evidence through the lens of those presuppositions.
Presuppositional apologists say everybody must base thinking on
presuppositions. However, the biblical interpretation of the evidence
needs fewer assumptions than the secular interpretation. And the secular
interpretation is self-refuting. They use inductive reasoning to argue that
the biblical view makes more sense. Convincing circumstantial evidence
points to biblical accuracy.
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate is NOT an argument
from presuppositions. It’s NOT about presuppositional apologetics.
Rather, this book shows the only valid alternative to basing arguments
on presuppositions.

It Isn’t Like Jason Lisle’s Ultimate Proof
Argument
I understand why some people think that Exposing the REAL
Creation-Evolution Debate is similar to Jason Lisle’s The Ultimate Proof
of Creation. The subtitle of Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution
Debate is The Absolute Proof of the Biblical Account. The term “ultimate
proof” could mean “absolute proof.” It seems that Jason Lisle feels that
he does have absolute proof and that the proof in his book is THE
absolute proof.
I enjoy Jason Lisle’s teaching and agree with him on almost
everything. He’s highly intelligent and interesting. However, Jason Lisle
does NOT focus on the basic truth that’s the focus of Exposing the REAL
Creation-Evolution Debate. His book is good, but it’s always been an
enigma for me and has seemed to me to have two unconnected, maybe
conflicting, messages in it. His book is different from this book. That’s
not to say one book is better than the other. They’re simply different
from each other. However, parts of these two books are similar. We
expect that since Petros and Jason follow the same Jesus Christ.

Agreement Between the Two Books
The Bible is God’s word without error.
We can know for certain that every part of the Bible is God’s
word without error.
God has revealed some of His thoughts in the Bible.
Only the God of the Bible can provide the foundation for
the things we take for granted.
The material evidence for God and the Bible is good, but
it’s not conclusive.
The Ultimate Proof of Creation proposes “ultimate or absolute proof”
for Creation. In that goal, it’s similar to Exposing the REAL CreationEvolution Debate: The Absolute Proof of the Biblical Account. However,
there is NO comparison between the two methods of proving. Let’s look
at some quotes from The Ultimate Proof of Creation to explain.

Differences Between the Two Books
We’ll label quotes from The Ultimate Proof of Creation “Ultimate.”
We’ll label answers from Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate

“Exposing.”
Ultimate: The proof of Creation is “If biblical creation were
not true, we could not know anything.”
Exposing: The proof of Creation is that the Holy Spirit
reveals that the biblical account of Creation is accurate.
Ultimate: “Only the biblical creation can rationally make
sense of the universe.”
Exposing: Only divine revelation can rationally make sense
of the universe, including the Bible.
Ultimate: “Only faith in the Bible as our ultimate standard
will result in a coherent worldview that can make sense of
human experience and reasoning.”
Exposing: Faith comes by hearing and hearing by the rhema
(utterance) of God. God speaks through the Bible and every
means of divine revelation mentioned in the Bible. His divine
presence and revelation makes sense of human experience
and is the basis of all sound reasoning.
Ultimate: “People will always interpret the evidence in light
of their worldview.”
Exposing: People will always interpret the evidence in light
of their worldview unless they allow the Holy Spirit to
interpret the evidence.
Ultimate: “You can’t get away from having presuppositions.
That’s inescapable.”
(video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3e4cGTvOIHQ)

Exposing: The only way to get away from basing your
reasoning of presuppositions is to have a real relationship
with Jesus Christ in which He supplies true premises in real
time through divine revelation. Jesus is real and knowable. He

wants us to acknowledge Him in ALL our ways and to stop
leaning on our presuppositions.
Ultimate: “The Bible should be our ultimate standard.”
(video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3e4cGTvOIHQ)

Exposing: Christ should be our ultimate standard. He’s real
and knowable. Anyone who seeks Him finds Him. He speaks
through the Bible and every means of divine revelation found
in the Bible. He never contradicts the Bible through any of the
other ways He speaks.
Ultimate: “The Bible must be the Word of God because it
says it is and if you reject this claim you are reduced to
foolishness.”
Exposing: I know the Bible is God’s utterance without error
because the Holy Spirit tells me it is.
Ultimate: “The Bible is foundational—it is the ultimate
standard.”
Exposing: Christ is the Foundation. No other foundation can
be laid. Christ is the ultimate standard. Christ validates the
Bible, interprets the Bible, and never conflicts with anything
in the Bible.
Ultimate: “The Bible is not proved externally by some
greater standard of knowledge. In a sense, it proves itself.”
Exposing: The Bible is proved externally by the Holy Spirit.
God proves Himself by revealing Himself and truth about
Himself. However, the Holy Spirit speaks into our innermost
being and tells us that the Bible is God’s word, God’s
utterance. The Holy Spirit tells us to listen to His voice as He
explains the Bible to us. Anyone can check this since whoever
seeks Christ finds Christ.

The Ultimate Proof of Creation is saying the Bible is the foundation
of thought rather than saying Christ is the foundation of thought. That’s
what the book says until almost the end of the book in chapter 10. In
Chapter 10, mixed in with contradictory statements, I found the
following statements that sound more like Exposing the REAL CreationEvolution Debate:
We must begin with a reverential submission to God as
revealed in the Bible in order to have knowledge.
Thus, we cannot have genuine knowledge apart from Christ.
All the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are in Christ and
therefore we must surrender our thinking to Him in order to
really have wisdom and knowledge.
If we are to have knowledge, we must not conform our
thinking to the world but to Christ.
We start our apologetic by setting apart Christ as Lord in the
core of our being (our “heart”).
Our defense of the Christian faith should not simply end with
submitting our thinking to Christ, it must begin there.
Here’s a statement from a video presentation of the ultimate proof of
Creation concepts:
God told me that His word alone is what makes knowledge
possible.
(video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3e4cGTvOIHQ)

In the Bible, “God’s word” means “God’s utterance.” It means what
Jason Lisle meant when he said, “God told me.” God’s utterance is what
makes knowledge possible. However, that’s not the main focus of The
Ultimate Proof of Creation.
In the video, Jason said “God told me” and moved on from that
statement without explanation. Part of the book presupposes that God no
longer speaks but that we have the Bible. It says we have to presuppose
that the Bible is true. That part of the book doesn’t say God reveals that
the Bible is true. That’s why Jason’s book is an enigma to me. And yet,
it’s a good book. Everyone should read this book since it has good
information in it.

Which is greater, God or the Bible? Which one do we worship? Which
one is ultimate? Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate clearly
states that God is the ultimate authority. God speaks through the Bible
and validates the Bible. It clearly states that God reveals truth through
the Bible and every means of divine revelation mentioned in the Bible.
And God never contradicts the Bible through any form of divine
revelation.
By simply acknowledge God, Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution
Debate eliminates the problem of the circular reasoning fallacy with
which Jason Lisle has grappled. The Bible no longer has to be selfvalidating since the Holy Spirit validates the Bible. It replaces circular
reasoning with an appeal to God as the ultimate authority. And anyone
can check this. No one has to take our word for it. They need merely ask
Jesus Christ. Whoever seeks Christ finds Christ. Christ leads, teaches,
and corrects everyone who follows Him. This is the simplicity that’s in
Christ Jesus.

It Isn’t a Book about Logic
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate does NOT try to
explain the nuts and bolts of rational thought. If you’re interested in a
book that explains the nuts and bolts of rational thought, you can read
the fifth book in the Real Faith & Reason Library. It’s a book called The
Nuts and Bolts of Being Rational: How to Know the Truth and be Set
Free. You can also get that book free here:
https://realreality.org/downloads/the-nuts-and-bolts-of-beingrational/
The main difference between The Nuts and Bolts of Being Rational
and other books on logic is that The Nuts and Bolts of Being Rational
insists on basing logic on truth rather than made-up stuff. The Nuts and
Bolts of Being Rational features a listing of all valid logical forms and a
comprehensive and concise description of syllogisms.
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate DOES address logic.
However, it’s NOT a comprehensive look at logic in the way The Nuts
and Bolts of Being Rational is.

It isn’t a Book of Fallacies

Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate is NOT about the
logical fallacies people use. It DOES look at the fallacies from the NyeHam debate to show that we can only find truth in Jesus Christ. We have
to know Jesus. However, the fallacies are NOT the focus. The point is
NOT to give an overview of logic or fallacies. Instead, this book exposes
the following facts:
All arguments against the Bible and the God of the Bible are
based on made-up stuff.
The REAL debate is between divine revelation and made-up
stuff.
Divine revelation and made-up stuff are the only two
alternatives for reasoning.
If you would like to know more about fallacies, get the “Encyclopedia
of Logical Fallacies, which defines over 750 logical fallacies and is
another book in the Real Faith & Reason Library. This encyclopedia
also has a section containing definitions of many terms used in logic. It’s
a Christ-followers logic reference. I created the encyclopedia when I
noticed that secularists had dominated references on fallacies. Rather
than defining fallacies in neutral terms, the secularists were defining
fallacies from a standpoint of ungodliness. Often, they use their
definitions to denigrate Christianity, God, or the Bible. You can get the
“Encyclopedia of Logical Fallacies FREE here:
https://realreality.org/downloads/download-encyclopedia-of-logicalfallacies/.

It Doesn’t Rely on Citations as Credibility or
Evidence
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate is informal and
conversational rather than being a formal textbook. This book reveals
that citations can only create an illusion of proof, support, or credibility.
Citations can never lead to sound reasoning that results in knowledge of
the truth. This book doesn’t cite other works as a way of asking you to
believe any claim based on what someone else wrote about the subject.
This book does have a bibliography section titled “Further Study” and
a “Technical References” section. These are some of the studies that went
into this book. They’re NOT provided as support or proof. They’re
provided for those who would like to continue their study of the topics
covered in this book.

This book uses many quotes. Sometimes, the quotes are examples of
wrong thinking. Sometimes, the quotes are examples of right thinking.
The quotes do NOT serve as validation or proof. They’re examples and
additional ways to make points.
The links, references, or quotes in this book are NOT provided as
proof or justification. They’re merely additional information. Don’t be
distracted from the person of Jesus Christ. This book encourages
Christians toward an ever-deeper and ever-higher relationship with
Christ. (2 Corinthians 3:18)

It Doesn’t Argue From Worldviews
Some Creation-evolution books say the REAL comparison is between
the right worldview and the wrong worldview. The argument
says, “You’re wrong because you’re basing your argument on the wrong
worldview.” Some people call that type of thinking “presuppositional.”
However, a worldview isn’t a presupposition, and a presupposition isn’t a
worldview.
We’ll look into worldviews more completely in the next chapter, but
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate doesn’t ask you to base
your understanding on a worldview. Instead, it shows why worldviews
are unreliable and deceptive. Worldviews seem more real than real
reality. However, they’re just concepts. Worldviews get some things right
and others wrong. That doesn’t mean that everything in every worldview
is false. It means that whatever is in a worldview is uncheckable unless
the Holy Spirit points out that something is true or false. (1 Corinthians 2:1214) In contrast, whatever God says is the truth. (Titus 1:2) A worldview isn’t
like divine revelation.

It isn’t an Argument from Inferences
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate is NOT an argument
from inferences. Instead, this book IS about divine revelation and how to
listen to what God is saying. (John 10:27) In this case, it’s what God is
saying about the past. It shows that Jesus Christ is the Foundation of the
Bible. It shows that we couldn’t possibly use the Bible as an argument for
anything without Christ. (1 Corinthians 3:11) We need to read the Bible in an
attitude of submission to the Holy Spirit Who is our Teacher. (1 John 2:27)
Unless we speak by the Holy Spirit, our words fall flat. God has called us
to be His oracles. (1 Peter 4:11) That means that He speaks His words

through us. Our only part is to yield ourselves (stop fighting against
Him) in willing submission and obedience. (Romans 6:13-14) That’s not
something we turn on like a light switch. We continually come more fully
into submission to Him by walking in the Spirit. (Hebrews 5:14)

It Doesn’t Assume Naturalism
This book does NOT assume naturalism, materialism, deism,
cessationism, or any such philosophy. It doesn’t assume anything that
removes God from actively working in our lives.
Rather than starting from assumptions, Exposing the REAL
Creation-Evolution Debate starts from the real Jesus, the Person any of
us can seek and find. It neither presupposes nor tries to prove that Jesus
leads, teaches, and corrects His people. Jesus reveals Himself, so no
presuppositions are needed.

It isn’t a Comprehensive Analysis of the
Creation-Evolution Debate
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate does NOT try to look
at all the arguments of the Creation-evolution debate. Exposing the
REAL Creation-Evolution Debate isn’t an analysis of how both sides of
the Creation-evolution debate argue.
For a comprehensive look at all the scientific and philosophical
arguments of the Creation-evolution debates, a book isn’t enough. You
need the great work of Creation Ministries International, Answers in
Genesis, Institute of Creation Research, and others that do try to identify
every possible question. These groups have qualified scientists who do
try to look into every facet of the Creation-evolution debate. They do
wonderful work.
If you’re interested in learning more about the scientific observations
and interpretations, you can go onto the websites listed in the Technical
References chapter of this book. There, you’ll find links to great articles
sorted by topic. You’ll find answers to questions on the age of the earth,
distant starlight, and you name it. Study those articles. Those websites
also have great search functions. You can do a comprehensive study of
any aspect of the Creation-evolution debate from a scientific perspective.
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate uses the Creationevolution debate as a backdrop, but the Creation-evolution debate is

NOT the target of the book. Knowing Jesus Christ is the target.

It isn’t Centered on the Nye-Ham Debate
Some people may mistakenly think that Exposing the REAL
Creation-Evolution Debate is yet another analysis of the Nye-Ham
Debate. That would be an easy mistake to make since the book goes
through every argument in that debate. In the first draft, it went through
every fallacy, which was boring and redundant. I originally titled this
book Exposing the REAL Nye-Ham Debate, but I changed the name to
help readers avoid this misunderstanding. This book is NOT an attempt
to rehash the Nye-Ham debate or to analyze the logic used in that debate.
This book looks at Bill Nye’s logic. However, the reason we look at that
logic is to establish the fact that the only way to know anything about
anything is by divine revelation. (Proverbs 2:6) Without divine revelation
and submission to Christ, all we have is our opinions about our
observations. (John 6:63) That is, we can see what works, but we can’t know
what’s true except by divine revelation. (Colossians 2:2) This book shows
how divine revelation functions using the Nye-Ham debate as a source
for examples.

It isn’t a Christian Answer Book
There are some great Bible answer books on the market. That’s not
what this book is. Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate does
NOT try to answer all the questions that might come up. Rather, this
book discusses how to know the Person Who has all the answers and is
your constant companion. (Matthew 7:21-23)

It isn’t an Apologetics Book
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate is NOT an apologetics
book. Wonderful apologetics books exist. This isn’t one of those.
However, this book will certainly help any apologist. For the apologist, I
would suggest Real Faith & Reason volumes one through three. They’re
free at https://RealReality.org/downloads.
This book is a call to Christians to listen to the voice of Jesus Christ.
It calls Christians to trust Christ in everything rather than
trusting their own minds. (Proverbs 3:5-6)
(John 18:37)

It Doesn’t Redefine Faith

Many books redefine faith to be something other than the Bible
defines. Some say faith is based on observations, but God says faith is the
evidence of things that we can’t observe. Some say faith is making believe
or forcing ourselves to believe by human will power, but God says Jesus
is the Author of our faith. In this book, we explain faith as God explains it
through Scripture, and we look deeply into the ramifications of that kind
of faith.

It Doesn’t Give Mixed Messages on Faith and
Reason
Many books are sending out mixed messages. Authors say God speaks
to them and reveals things to them. Then, they say the Bible is the
ultimate authority. Some say the Bible is the Foundation of the church.
They sometimes also say Christ is the Foundation of the church. And
they don’t say God is the Foundation of the Bible. They don’t say God is
the REAL ultimate authority. As a result, the message can get close to
idolatry where Christians begin to worship and serve the Bible rather
than worshiping God who speaks through the Bible. (Exodus 20:3) Those
who fail to admit that God is the Foundation of the Bible run into
another problem, a problem of logic. They end up using circular
reasoning like the following and then defending circular reasoning:
The Bible is self-validating.
The Bible is true because it says it’s true.
They could easily correct this problem by acknowledging the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. For instance, they could say that the Bible is true
because the Holy Spirit says it’s true. They could explain how faith works
as this book and the Bible explains it. They could say that God validates
the Bible.
This book is different from books that give mixed messages. It may
have some of the same technical information as some of those other
books. However, it focuses on absolutely certain proof for the Bible, the
history in the Bible, and the God of the Bible.
As a side-note, when God swears by Himself because there’s no
higher authority, that’s not circular reasoning. That’s an appeal to
authority. And appealing to the authority of God is the only appeal to
authority that isn’t a fallacy of faulty appeal to authority. That’s because

God is the only one who has everything we need to receive Him as THE
ultimate authority:
He isn’t subject to any greater authority.
He didn’t proceed from any greater authority.
He knows all things.
He cannot lie.
He is willing and able to communicate perfectly with us.

It Doesn’t Compartmentalize Thinking
Some books compartmentalize thinking. They have one compartment
for your religious life. They have another compartment for reason,
science, and apologetics. (James 1:8) They may be very zealous to argue for
Creation and against evolution. And yet, they don’t consider the leading,
teaching, and correcting of the Holy Spirit to be part of that process.
They won’t be saying, “I know the Bible is true since the Holy Spirit
speaks to me through the Bible every time I read it.” They don’t say, “The
Holy Spirit assures me the Bible is the utterance of God without error
from cover to cover.” Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate
acknowledges Christ and His power to impart truth to His people.

It isn’t Any of Those
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate has one purpose.
That purpose is to expose the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate. The
REAL debate is NOT about the observations. It’s NOT about
presuppositions. Presuppositions can’t prove anything. It’s NOT about
conflicting worldviews. Worldviews can’t prove anything either.
Some would say that it’s about the Bible as opposed to man’s ideas,
and that’s almost true. However, the debate then switches to whether we
can trust the Bible. But that’s where the debate started. That’s why it’s
NOT the REAL debate.
The REAL debate is divine revelation as opposed to made-up stuff.
It’s what God says as opposed to what a fallen human being says. God
says the Bible is true and without error. What God says is the truth.
There’s much more to this, and we’ll begin exploring the way things work
in the next chapter.

Benefits of this Book
Have absolute assurance no new scientific observation will
conflict with the Bible
Receive real faith that is substance and absolutely certain proof
of what can’t be observed, such as the origin of the Bible and
the history of the universe
Learn how to take your relationship with Christ to the next
level
Learn how to discern Christ’s voice from all others
Learn how to achieve the ability to discern between truth and
error
Understand how fallacies blur the line between truth and
made-up stuff
Realize that every argument against the Biblical account is
based on made-up stuff
Realize that every argument for evolution or billions of years is
based on made-up stuff
Find Jesus real and knowable as the only Source of truth and
as the Foundation of the Bible

Features of this Book
Discussion questions for homeschool, small group study, and
book clubs
Illustrations
Simple, plain-English explanations and examples
Many resources for further study
Conversational, informal tone

What’s Really Happening?
Few topics raise more controversy than the debate between the
Biblical account of Creation and the story we call big-bang-billions-ofyears-molecules-to-humanity. As we look at this debate, we’re taking a
different approach and seeing it from a different angle. We’re exposing
the real debate. The debate has never been about the scientific
observations.
You might ask why not simply say Creation-evolution debate as the
book title indicates. The first reason is clarity. With so much effort spent
on blurring the definition of the term “evolution,” we have to define the
subject matter. An evolutionist may say that the big-bang story and the
story about molecules coming to life have nothing to do with evolution.
And yet, they also depend on these stories when trying to argue for
evolution and against Creation. In that light, the common term
“creation-evolution debate” may be a misnomer. And yet, most people
know what we’re talking about when we say “the Creation-evolution
debate.”
We’ll use the Nye-Ham debate as a source for examples. This book
started with the title Exposing the Nye-Ham Debate. However, we’re
looking beyond the subject of Creation and evolution to the real debate.
Bill Nye and Ken Ham may seem to be the stars of this book. However, as
you’ll see, the real stars of this book are human intellect and Jesus
Christ. That’s where the real debate takes place. It’s a dispute over which
one is God. Will we follow God or human intellect? Will we worship God
or human intellect? Will we listen to God or human intellect? Which one
will we bow to?
As with the Creation-evolution debate in general, the Nye-Ham
debate gave much attention to various observations, but since both men
used the same observations as evidence, they didn’t disagree about the
observations. Rather, they disagreed about the interpretation of the
observations. Bill Nye said that the only way to interpret observation is
to make assumptions, and he also claimed that no one could know God.
Ken Ham said that the only way to interpret observation is to receive the
revelation God gives through the Bible. He also claimed that anyone who
seeks God can know God personally.
Both men spoke of scientific theories, but Bill held his theories
dogmatically while allowing for minor variations, while Ken held his

theories loosely and allowed for complete removal of his theories.
However, Ken would not deny His relationship with Jesus Christ, nor
would he deny the revelation that God gave him.

Bill Nye plainly stated the fundamental difference between his view
and Ken Ham’s view. It wasn’t about the observations. It was about how
to interpret the observations. Bill Nye claimed that we can’t use divine
revelation to interpret observations and that we can use assumptions to
interpret observations. Ken Ham claimed that we can use divine
revelation to interpret observations and that we can’t use assumptions to
interpret observations. The debate became more specific when Bill Nye
brought up the nature of assumptions.

Can Assumptions be Proof?
Sound reasoning must be built on truth. Reasoning built on lies isn’t
sound. Reasoning built on made-up stuff isn’t rational. We may convince
ourselves that something is true, but that doesn’t make it true. We
observe many things and experience many things. However, we need
additional truth to reach any conclusion about what we observe or
experience. Bill said we can find the needed unobserved truth by making
assumptions. Ken said we can find the needed unobserved truth in the
Bible and Jesus Christ.
Bill claimed that assumptions come from past experience. That’s a
common belief and many Christians believe it—but is it true?
Then, by the way, the fundamental thing that we disagree on,
Mr. Ham, is this nature of what you can prove to yourself.
This is to say, when people make assumptions based on
radiometric dating, when they make assumptions about the
expanding universe, when they make assumptions about the
rate at which genes change in populations of bacteria in
laboratory growth media, they’re making assumptions based
on previous experience. They’re not coming out of whole
cloth. ~ Bill Nye

Is it true that we make assumptions based on previous experience?
Can we self-generate knowledge by simply assuming things to be true?
Where do assumptions come from?
It almost seems like it might be true that assumptions come from past
experiences. We don’t just assume things that are totally outside of
anything we’ve ever heard about or experienced. We generally assume
things that are related to past experiences. However, the relationship
isn’t as direct as Bill Nye implies. There’s a fatal flaw that makes all
assumptions the same thing as made-up stuff. That’s why we’ve always
been advised not to assume anything.
Whenever we have any experience, we interpret the experience. We
interpret every observation. We then insert our interpretations of our
experiences into our worldviews. We accumulate interpretations of
experiences in our worldviews. Our worldviews seem like reality, but
they aren’t real. We could call our worldviews “worldly wisdom.” They
aren’t the wisdom that God imparts, but God speaks to us about His
wisdom as compared to worldly wisdom. Worldviews aren’t even directly
pragmatic. Many parts of our worldviews don’t even work. They limit us.
They interfere with us. They hold us down. Some parts of our worldviews
may be accurate while other parts of our worldviews are wildly
inaccurate. And yet, every part of every person’s worldview seems
accurate to the person who owns the worldview. Worldviews seem real
but they aren’t real. Our worldviews tend to guide our thinking about
everything. And then our assumptions come out of those worldviews.
So interpretations of our experiences shaped and continue to shape
our worldviews. Our experiences didn’t form our worldviews; our
interpretations did; but how do we interpret our experiences? The
problem develops in our interpretations. Our worldviews are made up of
those interpretations, so we need to understand how we interpreted all
those experiences before we put them into our worldviews in the first
place.
Here’s how we interpret our experiences. Assumptions come out of
our worldviews, and our worldviews are based on previous
interpretations of experiences. This is why one person’s assumptions will
often be very different from another person’s assumptions. Worldviews
vary from person to person in extreme ways.
When one person’s worldview differs from the worldview of another
person, everything is fine until the two people realize that they aren’t

seeing eye to eye. Each thinker will regard anything that clashes with his
or her worldview to be insane and in conflict with reality. That’s because
each thinker regards his or her worldview as reality itself and not as just
an inner illusion. However, worldviews are just inner illusions. Making
matters worse, people with similar worldviews tend to join with others
who share major elements of their worldviews, and they tend to avoid
those people who have worldviews that aren’t similar. This segregation
results in confirmation bias among peers, making matters much worse.
Worldviews are fake realities made up of past interpretations.
Interpretations aren’t the same as observations, and they aren’t the same
as experiences. Interpretations add to the experiences of the past, and
what they add is unreliable. What they add ultimately consists of madeup stuff mixed with flawed memories of some things that may or may not
have worked in the past. For an in-depth understanding of the problem
of worldviews, read the book Real Faith & Reason.

We observe reality, but we don’t observe it directly. We have physical
limitations in our ability to observe. And we have mental limitations as
well. We filter what we observe and tend to explain away or ignore
anything that doesn’t conform with what’s already in our worldviews. We
interpret what we observe based on the assumptions and
presuppositions that come out of our worldviews. If an observation or
experience conflicts with our worldviews, we think it’s insane, unreal, or
evil.
Certain emotional influences such as peer pressure or extreme fear
can cause us to alter our worldviews and change what we accept as

normal. That’s what the political technique of the Overton window is all
about. Create a crisis and move the window of how much freedom people
are willing to do without. That’s how governments, schools, and personal
relationships become oppressive.
Keep in mind that we created our worldviews using the same process
as what we see in the diagram. We never had a clean slate. We have
never observed or experienced anything objectively. We have always had
some sort of outside influence or preconception. If nothing else, we had
the impulses of our emotions that drove us and kept us from seeing
reality as it really is. And we have always added unreality to our
worldviews. That unreality came from our imaginations and became the
fake inner reality each of us calls “our worldview.” As insane as it may be,
some even call it their “own reality.”
Our assumptions and presuppositions filter our perceptions of reality
without any conscious effort. Even when we’re trying to be objective, we
can’t get outside of ourselves to be unbiased. In addition, we have
outside influences that also distort our perceptions of reality. We could
compare this to the magician’s patter. The magician isn’t just performing
sleights-of-hand but is also guiding our thinking by what’s called
“magician’s patter.” The magician explains what’s happening. Of course,
the magician isn’t saying what’s really happening, but the magician is
using words and body language to trick our minds and make us think
something is happening when it isn’t happening. In the same way, the
devil, the culture, and our sinful flesh work to influence the way we
interpret our experiences. Some of the tricks are extremely effective.
Some of the tricks deliberately manipulate us. Other tricks are just
natural deceptions. Deceived people deceive people.
At the end of all the filtering, we take the distorted perception of
reality and add it to our worldviews. Since the worldview created most of
the filter in the first place, most of what goes back into the worldview is
confirmation bias. Depending on who or what is influencing us, a certain
experience can end with a worldview that’s either more accurate or more
inaccurate.
The problem is made worse by ungodly thinkers who have
deliberately networked themselves into positions where they can control
the message. They have decided to become the influencers with the most
power. They have become what’s called “the establishment” or “the elite.”
They then can be the influencers indoctrinating the students, scientists,
and general public as they experience life and build their worldviews.

Ungodly influencers don’t just hold sway over the scientific
establishment, but they also control the majority of the news media,
entertainment media, education establishment, fact-checkers, search
engines, social media, corporate leadership, book-publishing
establishment, libraries, and every other place of influence and power.
You may wonder how that ungodly influence was established and how
the structure of enforcement stays in place. It’s powered by an informal
networking system. There’s a fair amount of coordination by rich and
powerful influencers, but mostly it works because like minds attract.
Christians have also been a countering influence in the past that have
kept the ungodly influence somewhat in check. That may be changing.
As long as Christians follow Christ and have contact with the Holy Spirit,
they function as light and salt in the world. However, when Christians
become lukewarm and lose contact with Jesus Christ, the light fades and
the salt loses its flavor.
An example from the scientific community will help. A Christian who
describes herself as a scientist who “is religious” recently posted a
comment about those who believe what the Bible says concerning
Creation. She called this belief in the Bible’s accuracy “a dogma” and said
that those who believe in that “dogma” are eliminated from careers in
science. Of course, that’s often the case. At least, it’s harder for Christians
in science and many other careers. Ungodly thinkers see to it. However,
this woman condemned those Christians who believe what the Bible
says. She didn’t condemn them because she thought they were wrong.
She condemned them because they limit their career choices by believing
what God is saying through Scripture. She was putting her career above
being true to the leading of the Holy Spirit. Not only that, but she didn’t
mention that anti-Christian prejudice is wrong and illegal.
This woman’s rant exposes part of the method by which ungodly
people control the positions of power and influence. They do it by
rampant viewpoint discrimination. Legally, this is religious
discrimination.
In the case of the scientific community, ungodly thinkers discriminate
against those who believe the Bible. They justify this discrimination by
pointing out that most scientists don’t believe what God says through the
Bible about origins. The result of their discrimination is that fewer
Christians enter scientific fields since they know they will receive unfair
treatment there. And those who do enter various fields of science are
often forced out. The remaining Bible-believing Christians in scientific

fields keep silent. As a result, the majority of vocal scientists support
anti-Bible beliefs regarding origins. Those who oppose the Bible use the
vocal majority of scientists as supposed “proof” that the ungodly stories
of the origin of the universe are what “science” is.
Here’s the main fallacy. They defend their discrimination against
those who believe the Bible by pointing to the opinion of the scientific
majority that was caused by the discrimination against those who believe
the Bible. They defend their bullying by pointing to a majority, but that
majority was created through bullying. That’s a circular reasoning fallacy
and an extreme example of the evil of discrimination and prejudice.
In addition to the confirmation bias and circular reasoning of the
worldview-assumption filter, the Münchausen trilemma eliminates any
natural way of reaching the truth. Every argument needs true premises,
and those premises require an additional argument to prove them. The
result is an infinite regression of unproven proofs.

Nothing can be known by an infinite regression of unproven proofs,
by bare claims, or by circular reasoning. However, secular schools
stopped teaching that sound logic must have true premises. Without
divine revelation, human beings have no capacity to have true premises
with which to conclude anything about what they observe. Schools
instead are teaching students that they merely need to agree on the
premises. They don’t need to prove that the premises are true since they
can’t possibly prove that the premises are true without divine revelation.
They teach students to base all their thinking on made-up stuff. We’ll
look into that more fully in a moment.

We should also note that a great deal of what is in a worldview isn’t
even direct experience. We watch talking heads and videos that shape
our worldviews. We read books and watch movies that shape our
worldviews. Many other influences work on us, and most of these have
been designed to shape our worldviews without our awareness. Our
friends also influence us for good or evil. We daydream and rationalize
and shape our worldviews that way. Worldviews are fake realities that
seem deceptively real. Most of the time, we never question our
worldviews but blindly trust them to run our lives. That’s the definition
of living a lie.
Bill Nye said that assumptions don’t come out of whole cloth, and
we’ve now seen that Bill is right to a point. They don’t come out of whole
cloth. They come out of worldviews. However, assumptions aren’t a path
to the truth either. Truth is only available through Jesus Christ. Even
though assumptions don’t come out of whole cloth, they still consist of
made-up stuff.

We Aren’t Stuck with Worldviews and
Assumptions
Ken Ham brought up the alternative to assumptions.
And most of all, as I said to you, the Bible says that if you
come to God believing that He is, He’ll reveal Himself to you.
You’ll know. If you search out the truth, you really want God
to show you as you search out the silver and gold, He will
show you. He will reveal Himself to you. ~ Ken Ham
Jesus Christ will reveal Himself to you. He’ll reveal Himself to you
and speak to you through the Bible and every means of divine revelation
mentioned in the Bible. The Holy Spirit will lead you into all truth just as
the Bible says He will. Jesus is real and knowable. All wisdom and
knowledge are hidden in Him. He is the truth. He knows all things and
cannot lie. He wants to lead, teach, and correct us in every situation—at
every moment. He has the ability to impart knowledge. When Christ
imparts knowledge, we call it divine revelation or we might just say that
the Holy Spirit is leading us. All discernment comes from Him, and He
gives discernment to us when we sincerely desire to do His will rather
than our own wills.
By the Holy Spirit, we understand the Bible. The fallen human mind
will get it wrong. A man who leans on his own understanding will twist

Scripture. A woman who doesn’t seek the mind of God won’t be able to
understand what God is saying through Scripture. The same principle
applies to understanding our observations and experiences. We need the
Light. Jesus Christ is the Light that lights every person who comes into
the world. Those who fail to acknowledge the Light in thankfulness and
reverence will end up in darkness so deep that they won’t be able to tell
good from evil, right from wrong, truth from error, or reality from makebelieve.
Whoever sincerely seeks Christ receives Christ, and Christ reveals the
truth. Christ leads, teaches, and corrects all who follow Him. We know
Christ exists because we know Him.
The Holy Spirit speaks into our innermost being to tell us that the
Bible is the word of God without error. He tells us that the Bible is the
very utterance of God, but the only way we can know that for certain is
through divine revelation. By divine revelation, we know that God exists.
By divine revelation, we know that the Bible is God’s word, His
utterance, without error. By divine revelation, we know that the history
in the Bible is also accurate. We know it by the Spirit. Christ speaks
through the Bible and every means of divine revelation in the Bible.
While there is strong circumstantial evidence for the truth of the Bible
and the existence of God, only divine revelation gives us absolutely
certain proof.

For this reason, we have an option that’s better than depending on
our fake realities that we call our worldviews. We get to choose how we’ll
think. In every moment, in every situation, we can choose. We’re really

choosing between rational thought and irrational thought. We’re
choosing between sanity and insanity.
This same choice affects how we interpret scientific observation.

We also interpret the Bible with the same choice in front of us.

We can’t self-generate truth. Our only possible path to truth is divine
revelation. Keep in mind that God reveals truth through our observation
if we acknowledge Him and pray for wisdom. He reveals reality to us
through observation. Even for those who refuse to acknowledge God but
accept His revelation, any knowledge they attain is a gift from God. His
rain falls on the just and the unjust. Those who won’t thank Him and
give Him the glory can’t tell the difference between what God reveals to
them and what they assume. They see no distinction between divine

revelation and made-up stuff. And yet, God still reveals reality to them so
they have the opportunity to find Him.
A chain of thought is as strong as its weakest link. Assumptions have
no strength. Made-up stuff has no strength. Every argument against the
Bible is based on made-up stuff. Every argument against the God of the
Bible is based on made-up stuff. However, Jesus says, “Whoever is on the
side of truth listens to Me.” (John 18:37) Jesus also says, “My sheep listen to
My voice; I know them, and they follow Me.” (John 10:27) Jesus says that
His sheep know His voice and would not follow a stranger. (John 10:1-4)
God speaks through the Bible. And He speaks through every agency and
method of revelation we read about in the Bible.

Empirical Science
The word “empirical” means by experience. Empirical science is
about repeated observation and testing. That’s how we make products
like toasters, gasoline and diesel engines, and electric motors. That’s how
Thomas Edison developed the light bulb. Scientists may start with some
inspiration, and they may attribute that inspiration to their own mind’s
ability to imagine. However, the progress in science is made when ideas
are tested and the results of those tests are observed. It happens through
experimentation. And yet, any knowledge comes from God.
As already noted, Jesus Christ is the Light that lights every person
who comes into the world. His rain falls on the just and the unjust. He
even gives light to those who refuse to acknowledge Him. However,
because they refuse to acknowledge Him and thank Him for the divine
revelation, they equate God’s light with their own imaginations or worse.
As a result, they can’t tell the difference between God’s revelation and the
assumptions that come out of their worldviews. Even demonic influence
seems no different to them than what God reveals since they won’t thank
God or give Him the glory.
God reveals many truths through His creation. All true knowledge of
science is revealed by God. The fake science and false claims that are
called “science” are not from God. Some scientists glorify God and others
don’t, but all scientists can do science. Without God, science is merely
pragmatic at best. At worst, it degrades to storytelling and deception.
God may be leading the process with an ungodly scientist, but the
ungodly scientist works pragmatically trying this and that to see what
works. Working without the Holy Spirit in this way is a brute-beast

existence. These scientists are incapable of rational thought and depend
solely on their natural senses just like brute beasts. They can’t rationally
reason beyond their senses without divine revelation. And yet, God is
still able to bless humanity through the scientific method, which God
revealed.
These men, however, slander what they do not understand,
and like irrational animals, they will be destroyed by the
things they do instinctively. ~ Jude 1:10 Berean Study Bible
These people only understand what they can sense with their five
senses, and they speak evil about spiritual things because they can’t
understand spiritual things.
These be they who separate themselves, sensual, having not
the Spirit. ~ Jude 1:19 King James Bible
When a person is sensual that person depends only on the natural
senses. That’s what the limitation of secular science is all about. These
people don’t have the Holy Spirit. They can’t reason beyond what they
can sense with their five senses. God still reveals reality to them at that
point, but they fail to give Him credit. As a result, many are walking away
from the Light of Christ and into an intense darkness where they can’t
tell the difference between truth and error, good and evil, or reality and
make-believe.
We can see a movement in society away from reality. Science is
increasingly leaving even the data gathered by the five senses and
branching out into the world of make-believe. Some scientists are trying
to make statements about the history of the universe, morality, the
future, truth, and the spiritual realm. Without divine revelation, all such
statements are based on made-up stuff. Some scientists deny what can be
obviously observed and tested. As they turn from Christ, the darkness
will become more intense, and God foretold this. God said that the Day
of the Lord will be “a day of darkness and gloom, a day of clouds and
blackness. Like dawn spreading across the mountains.” (Joel 2:2) He also
said, “Arise, shine; for thy light is come, and the glory of the LORD is
risen upon thee. For, behold, the darkness shall cover the earth, and
gross darkness the people: but the LORD shall arise upon thee, and his
glory shall be seen upon thee.” (Isaiah 60:1-2) For some, it will be a Day of
great Light, but for others, it will be a Day of darkness worse than the
world has ever known.

But the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of
God: for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know
them, because they are spiritually discerned. ~ 1 Corinthians
2:14 Authorized Version
A person who isn’t listening to the voice of the Holy Spirit and
yielding in willing submission and obedience can’t rationally reason
about the history of the universe, the Creation, the Creator, morality,
ethics, the future, or anything else they can’t observe and test. People like
this tend to love putting themselves forward as experts in these
unobservable areas, but they are irrational when they do so. They only
have their observations, and even their observations are distorted by
their worldviews. Everything else, for them, is made-up stuff. Any
thoughts beyond their senses are insane babblings.
Think about how Bill Nye could know that the ungodly fabrications
happened. Bill would have to live through the supposed billions of years
and observe these things happening, and then Bill would know
experimentally—by experience. So even if Bill were billions of years old
and had experienced all of that supposed history, he still wouldn’t have
certainty. It still wouldn’t be empirical science since empirical science
requires repeatable observations and testing. He wouldn’t be able to
repeat it to confirm it, nor would anyone else be able to repeat it to
confirm it.
Making mistakes in observation and experimentation is possible.
That’s why empirical science uses repeatable experimentation and
observation. Therefore, for a fictitious billions-of-years-old Bill Nye, even
his one-time observation of billions of years wouldn’t be following the
scientific method. Even though no one could ever repeat it, observation
is better than just guessing, assuming, and making up stories as we see in
Bill’s current method of supporting his claims. Of course, Bill isn’t
billions of years old, so he doesn’t even have any observation or
experience to back up his ideas. He’s just making up the whole thing.
But let’s suppose Bill Nye was billions of years old. Had Bill observed
the ungodly stories, how would he prove it to Ken Ham? He couldn’t
prove it unless he could show Ken a way to go back into this supposed
time, maybe with a time machine. And Ken would have to agree to go
back in time and to look at the evidence. We can’t force anyone to
acknowledge the evidence. But there’s no time machine, and thus, there’s
no real evidence of Bill’s stories. Bill can’t prove his stories to Ken or

anyone else including himself. That’s why Bill focuses on illusions and
phantom evidence.
Now, let’s think about how we would know that God wrote the history
in the Bible correctly. God would have to reveal this truth to us, and God
does reveal this fact by His Spirit.
We know that the biblical account is true. We know this truth
experimentally. We know it by experience through divine revelation. By
this same revelation, we know that no observation, experience, or divine
revelation will ever conflict with the Bible. God reveals this fact to us. If
we ask Him again, He confirms it again, so it’s an empirical fact.
And yet, we have the same problem Bill Nye would have if the
universe were billions of years old and if Bill were billions of years old.
We can’t prove to another person that we have this relationship with
Christ any more than a hypothetical really-old Bill could prove the
billions of years. In the same way, we can’t prove that Christ has revealed
this history to us. We can’t prove that Christ revealed the accuracy and
truth of the Bible. We can’t prove that God speaks to us through the
Bible. We can’t prove that He speaks by any of the other means we read
about in the Bible.
However, there’s a huge difference since Bill Nye, or any atheist,
could easily verify the revelation. That’s because any atheist could easily
find Christ. And if the atheist did sincerely seek Christ and find Him, the
atheist would know. Everyone who seeks Christ in sincerity finds Christ.
And Christ makes Himself known to everyone who follows Him. Christ
reveals the truth to those who sincerely desire the truth. That’s why it’s
empirical. On the one hand, we couldn’t possibly verify an evolutionist’s
claim that molecules-to-humanity evolution happened over billions of
years. On the other hand, any atheist or evolutionist like Bill Nye could
easily verify our claim.
And yet we can’t force Bill to look at this evidence. Just as a scientist
couldn’t force us to look at evidence of bacteria if we didn’t want to look
at it, we can’t force Bill to look at the evidence. Ungodly thinkers refuse
to look at this evidence. The evidence IS Jesus Christ, but those who hate
the righteousness of Christ won’t come to Christ. They turn from Christ.
And we can’t prove anything to someone who refuses to look at the
evidence.

Let’s look at the difference between the two. Anyone can see the
absolutely certain proof of God. Anyone can see absolute proof that God
reveals the truth to those who ask. They only need to truly desire to serve
Jesus Christ and seek Him. Also, we can all ask God whether the history
in the Bible is true, and we’ll find that He confirms this fact every time.
That means that Bill would find Christ if He would sincerely seek Him,
and Christ would reveal the rest to Bill. On the other hand, we can’t
physically test Bill’s stories about the distant past. We can, however,
know that they’re false since they conflict with what God is teaching us.
Bill’s stories about the distant past aren’t empirical. What God reveals is
empirical since anyone can test it spiritually.
Ungodly arguments can’t prove either the biblical view or the secular
view to another person. But thinkers can prove the truth of the Bible to
themselves without being irrational. On the other hand, thinkers can’t
possibly convince themselves of the stories about big bangs, billions of
years, or molecules to humankind without being irrational.
Ken Ham and Bill Nye were both focused on convincing the audience
that they were basing their respective views on sound reasoning and
facts. As we think about that, we remember that rational thought
requires sound reasoning, and sound reasoning requires two things.
1. a true premise
2. valid form
If we have true premises and valid deductive form, the conclusion
follows from the premises and must be true. No one can meet these two
conditions when trying to prove the big bang, billions of years, or
molecules-to-humanity stories. Therefore, no one can prove the big
bang, billions of years, or molecules-to-humanity stories. Therefore, the
dogmatic stance of any so-called intellectual who defends these stories
isn’t rational.
In contrast, no one needs any equipment to prove the truth of the
Bible. They only need to ask Christ. What about those who haven’t
accepted Christ and the new birth? Everyone knows that God exists. God
reveals the fact that everyone knows. No one has any excuse. So we don’t
have to convince them of that. They know. Many may not know the
details of the gospel, but Christ is the Light that lights every person who
comes into the world. God’s judgment will be fair and just. Not a single

person will be unjustly condemned without having opportunity to either
follow Christ or reject Christ.
What must they do to escape from the bondage? They must ask Christ
to pardon their sins and rule over their lives, but they must do it in
sincerity, humility, submission, and respect. They must yield themselves
to God and His righteousness. Anyone who wants truth can do this.
Anyone who wants truth will do this. Christ reveals Himself to anyone
who does this, so anyone can repeat this test. It’s empirical. God doesn’t
exclude anyone.
When we came to know Christ in this way, we were born again and
began to see on a new level. At that point, the Holy Spirit began to teach
us, and then we continued to walk with Christ in a step-by-step
revelation of Christ and His truth. And now, as we walk, we become
mature, and as we mature, we’re better able to hear His voice of leading
while continuing to learn to respond in submission and obedience.
Somewhere during our walk in the Spirit, the Holy Spirit taught us that
the Bible is His word and that it’s without error. He speaks to us through
Scripture as we yield to the Holy Spirit.

The Ungodly-Thinking Fallacy

The Münchausen trilemma was previously named for Agrippa the
Skeptic as Agrippa’s Trilemma although both Agrippa and Münchausen
described the problem in slightly different terms. The problem has been
known for at least 2,000 years and no one has found a way around it.
And the trilemma would be better labeled as the ungodly-thinking
fallacy. The problem is that every conclusion that comes from ungodly
thinking is always based on made-up stuff pretending to be real stuff.
There are no exceptions.
For this reason, the trilemma is often swept to the side and ignored or
given an illogical “solution” so that intellectuals can stop applying it to
themselves. If you look up the Münchausen trilemma online, you’ll find
many proposed solutions. Every proposed solution is based on made-up
stuff along with smokescreen fallacies, so every proposed solution falls to
the ungodly trilemma. None of them make any sense. The human mind
has no path to true premises without divine revelation. However, divine
revelation solves the trilemma.

At the core of the problem is the fact that the human mind has no way
on its own to reason to any true statement. Without Christ, the human
mind resorts to made-up stuff when it tries to reason. Logic must start
with one or more true statements that are called premises. If the
premises aren’t known to be true, the logic is unsound and the reasoning
is irrational. In other words, we can’t reasonably make up stuff and base
our reasoning on made-up stuff. Most of what philosophers do is to hide
this problem as they continue to reason based on made-up stuff.
To reach any conclusion beyond our experiences or observations, we
need to have some source of information beyond our experiences or
observations. Only three sources exist: demons lying, the fallen human
intellect making up stuff, or God revealing the truth.

In every situation, we choose which of these we will listen to. This
day, choose whom you will serve. We can serve one or both of the two
idols of human intellect and demonic powers, or we can listen to God
and obey Him. All reasoning is based either on divine revelation or
made-up stuff. Demons lie. The human mind makes up stuff. Only God
supplies us with truth. If we sincerely seek the will of God and truly
desire to obey Him, He has the power and the will to reveal the truth to
us and to give us discernment between His voice and all the other voices.

Each Man’s Purpose in Debating
Bill Nye was clear about his stance that this debate wasn’t about
what’s true, and since the debate, Bill has admitted the following:
The fundamental idea that I hope all of us embrace is, simply
put, performance counts as much or more than the specifics
of the arguments in a situation like this.
I held strongly to the view that it was an opportunity to expose
the well-intending Ken Ham and the support he receives from
his followers as being bad for Kentucky, bad for science
education, bad for the U.S., and thereby bad for humankind-I
do not feel I’m exaggerating when I express it this strongly, ~
Bill Nye, May/June 2014 volume for The Committee for
Skeptical Inquiry
Bill is saying he doesn’t care about the truth, but rather about using
politics to “win.” Of course, during the debate, Bill Nye didn’t present a
single statement that rationally made his point, yet he was effective
politically. Many people were deceived. Politics is like that. In politics, no
one demands proof. Political thinkers just want an explanation and an
answer that strokes their egos. As he mentioned several times during the
debate, Bill was making his pitch to voters, and his goal was about

power, control, censorship, and, most importantly, indoctrination of the
next generation.
Ungodly thinkers politick for their religion. Since they have no hope
in Christ, the government becomes their church, and they spend their
time and resources trying to get what they want through politics. While
the lukewarm church made itself busy with worldly pursuits, ungodly
people have gone to the work of taking over and controlling the messages
of almost all news media, entertainment media, and education systems.
Ungodly thinkers evangelize constantly. They use taxes instead of
tithes and offerings. They find ways to funnel the tax money into ungodly
causes. They use tax money to create dependencies, knowing that it’s
easy to control dependent people. They also know how to pack the courts
with ungodly judges and pack government power positions with ungodly
people who will coerce those who follow Christ. Ungodly people use
coercion to promote their religion of ungodliness and to persecute godly
people. So, they push for increased governmental control of every part of
life.
Ken Ham decided he would proclaim the Good News of salvation to
as many people as possible. Ken wants to spare Christian children from
those in the ungodly secularistic school system because those ungodly
people want to deceive the children. Setting up the debate wasn’t cheap
or easy, but Ken knew that all this effort and expense would be worth it if
even a single person came to Christ. As a related goal, Ken also wanted to
show that there’s no conflict between real science and the Bible.
Ken had no illusions that he would convince Bill Nye of anything, but
Bill didn’t think that he could convince Ken Ham of anything either.
They were both playing to the crowd.
Ken Ham made it clear that this debate couldn’t be about proving that
God created the universe, and he said that neither he nor Bill could prove
either view using the ungodly scientific method. “Ungodly” means
without God. We could call it naturalistic or materialistic. The secular
scientific method can’t prove any historical story since no one can
repeatedly and directly observe the past, and science depends on direct
and repeated testing and observation.
Here’s an interesting mental loop. Using godless science, no one can
confirm any of the ungodly historical stories. The persuaders pushing
those stories use the fact that the stories can’t be scientifically observed

as a reason to say that we’re just supposed to take the word of an ungodly
thinker like Bill Nye. “No one can observe these stories, so lower the bar
of science, and say that these stories are science since no one can observe
them.” In sharp contrast, anyone can confirm Jesus Christ, the Creator
God, and the authority of the Bible because whoever seeks Christ finds
Christ. And Christ always affirms His authority as He speaks through the
Bible.
So each man had a purpose in debating, but their purposes were
mutually exclusive. Both men realized that this debate wasn’t about
bringing evidence to prove a position, yet both brought evidence. Ken
wanted to give the Good News, and he wanted to disprove the nonsense
that keeps coming from pseudoscience. Bill wanted to politick for power,
message control, and coercion.

Real Faith, Reason, & Science
Christians don’t reject science. We reject fake science. Christians
don’t reject reason. We reject unsound reason.
Real faith, real reason, and real science are linked. We can’t have real
reason without real faith. We can’t have real science without real faith
and real reason. We’re defining real science as real knowledge, not
inductive reasoning that creates a strong opinion that could be wrong.
Real science is totally different from the usual ineffective, weak, soft,
inductive ways of thinking. Those old ways of thinking process thought
but never come to the knowledge of the truth. Rather than dealing with
probabilities, real faith and real reason deal with absolute truth. Without
real faith and real reason, we can’t handle the truth.
But understand this: In the last days terrible times will
come. For men will be lovers of themselves, lovers of money,
boastful, arrogant, abusive, disobedient to their parents,
ungrateful, unholy, unloving, unforgiving, slanderous, without
self-control, brutal, without love of good, traitorous, reckless,
conceited, lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God, having
a form of godliness but denying its power. Turn away from
such as these! They are the kind who worm their way into
households and captivate vulnerable women weighed down
with sins and led astray by various passions, always learning
but never able to come to a knowledge of the truth. ~ 2
Timothy 3:1-7

Real Faith
Fake faith doesn’t bring certainty, but it can bring dogmatism. Fake
faith is make-believe faith.
Real faith isn’t making ourselves believe this or that doctrine. Real
faith comes by hearing. And hearing comes by the rhema, the utterance,
of God.
God speaks through Scripture and every way of divine revelation we
read about in Scripture. God speaks through the things He has created.
That’s what real science is all about. God speaks through those who yield
to the Spirit and who speak as the oracles of God. The testimony of Jesus
Christ is the Spirit of prophecy, and no one can say that Jesus is Lord but
by the Holy Spirit. God never contradicts Himself, so no testimony that
comes from God will every conflict with the Bible. No observation of
science will ever conflict with Scripture. When it seems as if the Bible has
conflicts with science, we always find that the conflicts occur in humangenerated theologies, theories, explanations, and interpretations. They
never occur between the Bible and the observations.
Consequently, faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the
word [rhema or utterance] of Christ. ~ Romans 10:17 Berean
Study Bible
Faith is substance, which means it’s reality as opposed to concept.
Concepts aren’t real. They’re mental constructs that don’t exist in the real
world. Faith isn’t conceptual. Faith is reality.
Faith is also evidence. Faith isn’t BASED ON evidence. Faith IS the
evidence of things we can’t observe physically. However, we do see them
in a heavenly vision as God reveals them to us. Evidence, in this context,
means absolutely certain proof. It’s not like the fake “evidence” that
many scientists bring forward for their speculations.
Now faith is the substance [reality] of things hoped for, the
evidence [absolutely certain proof] of things not seen. ~
Hebrews 11:1 King James Bible
Humans internally create fake, make-believe faith. There’s a huge
difference. Jesus Christ creates this faith by the same power with which
He created the heavens and the earth. God speaks it into existence. Jesus
Christ authors real faith.

Looking unto Jesus the author and finisher of our faith ~
Hebrews 12:2 King James Bible
What we know by faith is absolutely certain. Whatever God reveals is
the truth. And no other path to the truth exists.

Real Reason
Fake reason doesn’t have true premises, and it may use an invalid
form or other smokescreens. Without truth, sound reasoning is
impossible, but we have no path to truth other than receiving divine
revelation. The Light that is Christ shines on every person who comes
into the world, and God is able to reveal reality even to the unthankful
and disrespectful unbeliever. However, those who refuse to thank Him
don’t know the difference between reality and make-believe. They never
come to the knowledge of the truth. They only have strong opinions.
Real reason has clarity and brings us to a knowledge of the truth. Real
reason always begins with truth. It has true premises and a true
conclusion. Truth comes by a word from God, which results in faith.
Faith is certainty of whatever God has said. Truth never extends beyond
what God has said.

Real Science
Fake science is inductive only. Fake science is pragmatic. Fake science
is tentative. Fake science is speculative.
Real science is knowledge. The word “science” actually means
“knowledge.” God brings a revelation. It seems like an intuitive
inspiration that opens a door of thought. God guides the mind and hands
of a person who yields to the Holy Spirit and then experiments, tests, and
observes. Then, a new discovery comes that helps mankind.
The divine reveals itself in the physical world. ~ Albert
Einstein
My God created laws . . . His universe is not ruled by wishful
thinking but by immutable laws. ~ Albert Einstein
I was merely thinking God’s thoughts after him. ~ Johann
Kepler
It was the Lord who put into my mind (I could feel His hand
upon me) the fact that it would be possible to sail from there

to the Indies. All who heard of my project rejected it with
laughter, ridiculing me. There is no question that the
inspiration was from the Holy Spirit because He comforted
me with rays of marvelous illumination from the Holy
Scriptures . . . encouraging me to continue to press forward
and without ceasing for a moment they now encourage me
make haste. ~ Christopher Columbus
Reading about nature is fine, but if a person walks in the
woods and listens carefully, he can learn more than what is in
books, for they speak with the voice of God. ~ George
Washington Carver
However, without Christ, there can be no knowledge, so those who
reject Christ or try to keep Him out of science can never have knowledge.
They have opinions based on emotion and speculation. They make up
stories. Often, scientists waste their entire lives chasing dreams and
imaginations that come out of their own fallen minds. Teachers teach lies
that no one has observed. They speak about concepts that God never
revealed because those concepts are lies from Satan.

Real Faith, Reason, Science, & Truth
We don’t know all things, but Jesus Christ does. While debates aren’t
about finding Truth, we need to be concerned with finding Truth. We
can’t possibly self-generate Truth. We need Jesus Christ who is the
Truth. When God speaks to us, His faith comes. Faith is absolute by
nature. Truth is absolute by nature. God is absolute by nature. God
speaks to us about the history of the world through the Bible. Every other
claim outside of what God says is based on made-up stuff. What God says
is the absolute truth.
In a few pages, we’ve covered a lot of ground, and many questions
may arise as a result. The answers to most of those questions can be
found in the three-volume set titled Real Faith & Reason.
You can watch the uncut debate here:
https://youtu.be/z6kgvhG3AkI
And it’s available on DVD here:
https://answersingenesis.org/store/product/debate-critics-box-set/?
sku=40-1-452

The Answers in Genesis organization provided an analysis here:
https://answersingenesis.org/creation-vs-evolution/debatereactions-mixed/
Creation.com also provided an analysis here:
http://creation.com/ham-nye-debate.

Stranger than Science
Oddly, the debate between Ken Ham and Bill Nye didn’t bring up the
issue of the Creation event. It included many scientific-sounding
speculations and fifteen issues other than the Creation event. We’ll
expose the non-science and flimflam.

Out-of-Place Fossils
And the fossils in the Grand Canyon are found in layers. There
isn’t a single place in the Grand Canyon where the fossils of
one type of animal cross over into the fossils of another. In
other words, when there is a big flood on the earth, you would
expect drowning animals to swim up to a higher level. Not any
one of them did. Not a single one. If you could find evidence
of that, my friends, you could change the world.
Now, when you look at these layers carefully, you find these
beautiful fossils, and, when I say beautiful, I’m inspired by
them. They’re remarkable because we’re looking at the past.
Down low, you’ll find what you might consider as rudimentary
sea animals. Up above you’ll find the famous trilobites. Above
that, you might find some clams, some oysters. And above
that, you find some mammals. You never, ever find a higher
animal mixed in with a lower one. You never find a lower one
trying to swim it’s way to the higher one. If it all happened, in
such an extraordinary short amount of time, if this water
drained away just like that, wouldn’t we expect to see some
turbulence? And by the way, anyone here, really, if you can
find one example of that, one example of that anywhere in the
world, the scientists of the world challenge you, they would
embrace you. You would be a hero. You would change the
world if you could find one example of that anywhere. People

have looked, and looked, and looked. They’ve not found a
single one. ~ Bill Nye
Bill claims that scientists find no fossils out-of-place. However,
scientists find fossils out of place frequently. What we can observe in
geology and the fossils is what we would expect from the Genesis Flood
and not what we would expect from millions of years.
Creationists have long recognized this ordering in the fossil
record and have related it to the progressive destruction of
ecological habitat as the transgressing waters of the Genesis
Flood reached higher and higher topographical regions of the
planet. ~ John Baumgartner
When fossil footprints appear at lower levels, the animal fossils
appear at higher layers. What does that mean for the no-Flood story? It
would mean that the footprints fossilized millions of years before the
animals, but that’s a strange way to interpret the observation since the
animals created the footprints. It looks like they slogged through the
rising water and sediment of the Genesis Flood and fought for higher
ground until the Flood eventually buried them up there. Of course, since
we’re trying to guess history, no one can prove exactly how the fossils got
there. We only know that the observations make sense with what God
has revealed while the millions-of-years story doesn’t add up. (Inside the
Nye-Ham Debate, page 44)
Books and classes treat the “geological column” as if it were
something we could just go out and look at, but the layers of the so-called
geological column aren’t rigid and predictable. We can’t go out and look
at the so-called “geological column.” It’s a sacred-cow story, a concept, a
speculative explanation that goes beyond what scientists have observed.
It’s just a story about some observations that stretches those
observations and imaginatively extends beyond the observations. We
need imagination, fabrication, denialism, and believing beyond the
observations to accept the story of the “geological column.” And when we
look at the actual observations, they fit the biblical account of the global
Flood much better than they fit the billions-of-years-molecules-tohumankind story.
if you can find a fossil that has swum between the layers,
bring it on. You would change the world. ~ Bill Nye

Even though scientists find clam fossils in the tops of most
mountains, ungodly thinkers use just-so stories to explain away this
evidence. Clam fossils don’t belong in the tops of mountains, and that’s
just one example of finding fossils out of place. While Bill implied that
scientists never find fossils out of place, his implication is false. It’s true
that the human mind can make up stories, so evolutionists can always
make up an alibi to explain the out-of-place fossils.

It’s easy to fix out-of-place fossils. Ignore the data. Change the range
of the index fossil. Stop using the index fossil as an index fossil. Rename
problematic fossils to hide the evidence. Explain the conflict as “leaking.”
Use special-pleading fallacies. Explain the conflict as “reworking.” Use a
worldview or assumption to filter out the discovery. Make up a just-so
story, an ad hoc hypothesis to explain the conflict away. All of these work
to fool the masses.
We see that what’s put forward as science and knowledge is neither
science nor knowledge. It’s fakery. We know that the Flood happened by
divine revelation, and God speaks to us through the out-of-place fossils
and Scripture.

The Claim that Some Human Skull Shapes are
More Evolved
Now here’s an interesting thing. These are fossil skulls that
people have found all around the world. It’s by no means
representative of all the fossil skulls that have been found. But
these are all over the place. Now, if you were to look at these, I
can assure you that not any of them is a gorilla. Right? If, as

Mr. Ham and his associates claim, there is just man and then
everybody else, there are just humans and all other species,
where would you put modern humans among these skulls?
How did all these skulls get all over the earth in this
extraordinary fashion? Where would you put us? Well, I can
tell you we are on there, and I encourage you when you go
home to look it up. ~ Bill Nye

The graphic shows the claim Bill Nye implied using innuendo, but he
never stated it outright. Bill used this sly suggestion for evolution, which
implies that skull shapes determine the level to which someone has
evolved. Living humans display an amazing variety of skull shapes, and
these skull shape variations tend to follow along lineages. However, if
Bill interprets the skull shapes as evidence for the story of evolution, he
runs into hidden consequences. Bill has to assume that some people
haven’t evolved as much as others have. That’s racism.
Bill Nye presented this slide quickly, but it would take too much time
to explain why the slide doesn’t prove what Bill is implying. Bill knew
that the debate time limits wouldn’t allow examination and rebuttal.
There wasn’t even time to see what Bill was claiming. Of course, that was
part of Bill’s tossing-the-elephant strategy. Most of these skulls are just
human skulls from after the Genesis Flood, but a few are ape skulls.
Since ungodly persuaders can never base their arguments on truth, it’s
common for them to try to confuse us. This slide is a perfect example of
causing confusion using a red-herring fallacy. (Inside the Nye-Ham
Debate, page 86) In no way does this slide support the stories of
molecules-to-humanity evolution.
We know that God created man in His own image. We know this fact
by divine revelation. The fossil record is just one more way that God
attests to this fact.

The Age of the Earth

The age of the earth is a source of controversy even among Christians.
For that reason, we’ll just present the facts without declaring a winner.
Since the age of the earth is one of the most common reasons people give
for losing their faith, we’ll look into arguments for both and young and
old earth. We won’t gloss over this. We’ll go into detail.
Although surveys and popularity have no value in determining the
truth, it seems that most people have become convinced that the earth is
much older than a few thousand years as the Bible seems to indicate.
That number of old-earth believers changes depending on how the
survey questions are asked, indicating that people are confused about
this issue. And the number is also irrelevant because popularity doesn’t
determine truth.
Most people who believe the earth is billions of years old will tell you
they believe because most scientists believe the earth is billions of years
old. They are, of course, committing an appeal-to-popularity fallacy. As
far as we can tell, it’s true that most scientists believe the earth is billions
of years old. The reason most scientists hold this belief will surprise you.
And we’ll get into that later.
First, we’ll expose the debate between Bill Nye and Ken Ham. We’re
mostly concerned with the logic and whether the debaters’ reasoning is
sound or unsound. After that, we’ll look outside the debate at other
reasons for beliefs about the age of the earth.

Bill Nye’s Arguments
Now, I just want to remind us all, there are billions of people
in the world who are deeply religious, who get enriched. They
have a wonderful sense of community from their religion.
They worship together. They eat together. They live in their
communities and enjoy each other’s company. Billions of
people, but these same people do not embrace the
extraordinary view that the earth is somehow only 6,000
years old. That’s unique. ~ Bill Nye
Bill doesn’t even try to cite any evidence, yet he presupposes that a
young earth is an extraordinary view. That’s an example of the phantomabsurdity fallacy. Bill didn’t offer any evidence that disproved a young
earth because there’s no physical evidence to disprove a young earth.
But, if he’s going to imply that something is absurd, he must prove
absurdity. If he can’t prove absurdity, he’s irrational as he was in this

case. Since he can’t prove it and we can’t verify it, he’s asking us to
believe him without any proof. And if we were to believe his claim
without any way to verify it, we would be irrational.
At the same time, we can sympathize with Bill because he doesn’t see
a young earth in his ungodly worldview, but he does see a multi-billionyear-old earth in his worldview. That’s why the billions-of-years story
seems like reality to Bill. Anything that conflicts with it seems absurd to
him.
How could those animals have lived their entire life and
formed these layers in just 4,000 years? There isn’t enough
time since Mr. Ham’s Flood for this limestone that we’re
standing on to have come into existence. ~ Bill Nye
The circular reasoning smokescreen hides Bill’s presupposition that
the Flood didn’t happen, presupposition being a way of making up stuff
and making it seem true. And he hides this presupposition with a
framing fallacy and a loaded question. He also presupposes that the
Genesis Flood didn’t happen. Based on his axiom of no Genesis Flood, he
implies that the Flood couldn’t have laid down any limestone. That
means He’s using his presupposition that the Genesis Flood didn’t
happen to prove that the Genesis Flood didn’t happen, which is circular
reasoning.
However, if we remove the “no Flood” presupposition and admit that
the Flood could have laid down the limestone during the Flood, we
realize that the Flood would lay down the limestone quickly. Scientists
have tested this action of rapid deposits. Rapid deposits happen. Bill
eliminated the Genesis Flood using an axiomatic-thinking fallacy. He hid
the axiomatic-thinking fallacy with circular reasoning. That means he
eliminated the Flood by irrational thinking. As a result, Bill’s argument is
irrational.
When asked whether there’s any reason, other than radiometric
dating, to believe in billions of years, Bill gave the following response:
The age of the earth. Well, the age of stars. Let’s see.
Radiometric evidence is pretty compelling. [Laughing] Also,
the deposition rates. It was, uh, Lyell, uh, uh, a geologist, who
realized, he, he, my recollection, he came up with the—first
use of the term “deep time.” When people realized that the
earth was, had to be much, much older. And a related story,

there was a mystery as to how the earth could be old enough
to allow evolution to have taken place if the sun were made of
coal and burning, it couldn’t be more than 100,000 or so
years old, but radioactivity was discovered. Radioactivity is
why the earth is still as warm as it is. It’s why the earth has
been able to sustain its internal heat all these millennia. And
this discovery, it’s something like this question, without
radiometric dating, how would you view the age of the earth,
to me, it’s akin to the expression, well, if things were any other
way, things would be different. This is to say, that’s not how
the world is. Radiometric dating does exist. Neutrons do
become protons. And that’s our level of understanding today.
The universe is accelerating. These are all provable facts. That
there was a Flood 4,000 years ago is not provable. In fact, the
evidence for me at least, as a reasonable man, is
overwhelming that it couldn’t possibly have happened.
There’s no evidence for it. Furthermore, Ken Ham, you never
quite addressed this issue of the skulls. There are many, many
steps in what appears to be the creation, or the coming into
being of you and me. And those steps in what appears to be
the creation or the coming into being of you and me, and
those steps are consistent with evolutionary theory. ~ Bill Nye
Bill gave this answer when someone from the audience asked him to
give a reason for his belief in billions of years other than radiometric
dating. Radiometric dating uses circular reasoning. We’ll examine
radiometric dating more carefully in the next section, but without divine
revelation, all dating methods require made-up stuff. Ungodly thinkers
usually use smokescreen fallacies to hide the fact that their dating
estimates come from made-up stuff.
Let’s follow Bill’s butterfly logic with each point of his “logic” being
refuted:
The earth is 4.7 billion years old based on radiometric
dating.
Radiometric dating depends on circular reasoning.
Does Bill have anything besides radiometric dating?
The age of stars.
Bill can’t prove that God couldn’t get distant starlight
to earth without assuming some limit on God’s power
and authority and without assuming that Bill knows

all things. What would limit God? What if there’s
something Bill doesn’t know? Besides, some youngearth cosmologies work better and require fewer
assumptions than the big-bang-billions-of-years
cosmology.
The deposition rates: Lyell the atheist lawyer’s term “deep
time.”
Lyell used fallacy and clever words instead of
observation and sound logic. The deposition rates
actually show a young earth.
We need the billions of years, or we can’t eliminate God
from our thinking.
Bill used his conclusion as proof for his premise. It’s a
form of circular reasoning.
Let me tell you an irrelevant story about Kelvin.
That’s off the subject. What about the question we’re
trying to answer?
Billions-of-years is a scientific discovery.
If it’s a discovery, there has to be proof. Where’s the
proof?
Radiometric dating methods exist.
The existence of radiometric dating methods doesn’t
prove their accuracy. Radiometric dating methods are
based on circular reasoning. They also fail tests of
being accurate.
Neutrons do become protons.
No one argues with that. It doesn’t prove that the
assumptions used for radiometric dating are true. If
we change the assumptions, we change the age of the
earth.
That’s our level of understanding today.
Just because some scientists currently believe this
concept doesn’t make it true. When Bill says “our level
of understanding,” is he talking about the level of
understanding of only those thinkers who agree with
him? It seems so. Whatever Bill meant, the claim that
it’s “our level of understanding” proves nothing.
The universe is accelerating.
That’s an interpretation, not a fact. But it’s irrelevant
anyway. If true, it wouldn’t prove that the big bang
happened.

These are all provable facts.
They aren’t all provable facts, but even if they were,
they wouldn’t prove Bill’s age estimates.
There was no Genesis Flood.
That’s an unproven claim. But Bill is pointing out the
link between billions of years and his need to
eliminate the Genesis Flood. Old-earth beliefs have to
get rid of the Genesis Flood as described in Scripture.
What about the skulls?
Bill is changing the subject as a diversion tactic. Those
skulls don’t prove what he’s trying to prove. What
about the question we’re trying to answer?
There are many steps to us coming into being.
Bill has a story of many steps. What does his story
prove? Nothing.
Those steps are consistent with evolutionary theory.
The supposed steps are part of the story about
molecules-to-humankind evolution, so we would
expect them to be consistent with the story of which
they are a part. If Bill is implying that those steps
prove the story about molecules-to-humankind
evolution, he’s committing a fallacy of circular
reasoning.
it’s akin to the expression, well, if things were any other way,
things would be different. This is to say, that’s not how the
world is. ~ Bill Nye
Bill is an atheist, and atheism needs an old earth. The question from
the audience caused problems for Bill’s old earth, so Bill made fun of the
question. Other than radiometric dating, Bill had no answers, so Bill
twisted the question, creating a straw-man fallacy. The actual question
had nothing to do with Bill’s straw man. The question didn’t imply that
there’s no such thing as radiometric dating. It asked Bill if there’s any
reason, other than radiometric dating, to believe in billions of years.
In effect, Bill is saying that the earth is billions of years old; it just is;
therefore, the earth is billions of years old. Bill is also saying radiometric
dating methods are accurate because the methods exist and agree with
the billions of years needed for the molecules-to-humankind story. Keep
in mind that no one has ever validated radiometric dating methods to be

accurate. No one validated that those methods yield correct dates. We’ll
look into scientific validation in the next section on radiometric dating.
Of course, that’s where we disagree. You can prove the age of
the earth with great robustness by observing the universe
around us. ~ Bill Nye
That’s phantom evidence and phantom science based on a bare claim
that Bill can’t support. Bill didn’t offer any hint of evidence. Radiometric
dating depends on assumptions. Therefore, it’s unreliable for calculating
the age of anything. The ungodly case for billions of years depends on
assumptions, made-up stories, and smokescreens that add to what God
is revealing.
It must have been easier for you to explain this a century ago
before the existence of tectonic plates was proven. If you go
into a clock store and there’s a bunch of clocks, they’re not all
going to say exactly the same thing. ~ Bill Nye

Here we have a faulty analogy of a clock store, and it’s faulty for
several reasons. Scientists call dating methods “clocks,” but dating
methods aren’t clocks. The so-called clocks are processes that scientists
can observe over time and use as one factor to calculate an age for the
earth. However, Bill used a clock store analogy that doesn’t work for him.
One difference between reality and Bill’s analogy is that evolutionists can
only use a handful of dating “clocks” to come up with billions of years,
but they get those long ages by inserting assumptions, fudge-factors, into
their calculations. However, most dating “clocks” show a much shorter
age. So, if you go into a clock store, and most clocks give a short time, but
a few give a long time, why believe the few over the many? And if you go
into a clock store and every clock gives a wildly different time, how do
you decide which one to believe? Why pick one and get dogmatic about
it?

Bill’s clock-store faulty-analogy fallacy hides the logical fallacies of
cherry-picking evidence, privileging the hypothesis, and some other
fallacies.
Now, along that line is some interest of the age of the earth.
Right now, it’s generally agreed that the big bang happened
13.7 billion years ago. What we can do on earth, these
elements that we all know on the periodic table of chemicals
and the ones we don’t know were created when stars explode,
and I look like nobody, but I attended a lecture by Hans Beta
who won the Nobel Prize for discovering the process by which
stars create all these elements. The one that interests me is
our good friends, rubidium and strontium. Rubidium
becomes strontium spontaneously. It’s an interesting thing. A
neutron becomes a proton and it goes up the periodic table.
When lava comes out of the ground, molten lava, and it
freezes, turns to rock, when the melt solidifies or crystallizes,
it locks the rubidium and strontium in place. And so, by
careful assay, by being diligent, you can tell when the rock
froze. You can tell how old the rubidium and strontium are.
And you can get an age for the earth. When that stuff falls on
fossils, you can get a very good idea of how old the fossils are.
I encourage you all to go to Nebraska. Go to Ash Fall State
Park and see the astonishing fossils. It looks like a Hollywood
movie. There are rhinoceroses. There are three-toed horses.
In Nebraska! None of those animals are extant today. And
they were buried catastrophically by a volcano in what’s now
Idaho, is now Yellowstone National Park called the hot spot or
people call it the super volcano. And it’s a remarkable thing. I
can tell you as a north-westerner from around Mt. St. Helens
—full disclosure, I’m on the Mt. St. Helens board—when it
goes off it gives off a great deal of gas that’s toxic and knocks
these animals out. Looking for relief, they go to a watering
hole, and then when the ash comes they were all buried. It’s
an extraordinary place. ~ Bill Nye

Bill is proposing this story as proof that a big bang happened, but it’s
not proof since Bill merely presented a series of logical fallacies, and

logical fallacies can’t prove anything.
Fallacies just make it harder to see the contrast between good and
evil, truth and error, or reality and make-believe. Let’s unpack Bill’s oldearth claim that we just quoted. We’ll go through it a step at a time.
it’s generally agreed that the big bang happened 13.7 billion
years ago ~ Bill Nye
This claim depends on a bandwagon fallacy since “generally agreed”
doesn’t prove “13.7 billion years.” If most people believed that the moon
was made of cheese, that majority opinion wouldn’t make the belief true.
Bill also presupposed the big bang with the only question being the
timing—“13.7 billion years ago.” Scientific observation doesn’t prove that
the big bang happened, and general agreement can’t prove anything. The
majority is often wrong.
Many brave scientists openly disagree with the big-bang story. We
don’t know how many scientists secretly disagree with the sacred-cow
concept since scientists face abuse if they speak up against the groupheld paradigm. Careers suddenly end. Most scientists don’t want to be
unemployed or labeled as heretics. For this reason, we have no way to
accurately determine how many scientists agree or disagree.
these elements . . . were created when stars explode, and I
look like nobody, but I attended a lecture by Hans Beta who
won the Nobel Prize for discovering the process by which stars
create all these elements. ~ Bill Nye
Although the idea that we’re made of stardust is a popular and
emotional statement, it’s a bare claim. No evidence exists that shows us
that the elements were formed by exploding stars.
rubidium and strontium. Rubidium becomes strontium
spontaneously . . . you can tell when the rock froze. You can
tell how old the rubidium and strontium are. And you can get
an age for the earth. ~ Bill Nye
We’ll discuss this in more depth later, but no one has validated this
method against rocks of known age. If we know when the molten lava
froze, the rubidium-strontium method doesn’t work. It gives dates that
don’t match the age of the volcanic rock. In other words, the rubidiumstrontium method fails validation. It fails the test. Bill made a false
statement.

I encourage you all to go to Nebraska. Go to Ash Fall State
Park and see the astonishing fossils. . . . they were buried
catastrophically by a volcano in what’s now Idaho, is now
Yellowstone National Park called the hot spot or people call it
the supervolcano. ~ Bill Nye
None of Bill’s statement proves anything. It’s a fallacy known as
misleading vividness. Bill gives a lot of detail. He hopes that you don’t
realize that he hasn’t proved anything.
full disclosure, I’m on the Mt. St. Helens board ~ Bill Nye
This statement is an attempt to establish himself as an expert. Bill is
saying that we should just believe him.
. . . when the ash comes they were all buried. . . . ~ Bill Nye
Bill’s statement doesn’t prove his point.
A rational approach would be to give the evidence for both sides of
the issue, but Bill didn’t give evidence for either side of the issue. Instead,
he only presented a majority viewpoint as if it were proof, but a majority
viewpoint isn’t rational proof of anything. And he also presented some
observations that didn’t prove his point.
Those who believe the old-earth hypothesis depend on many
assumptions. Since the old-earth hypothesis depends on assumptions,
it’s a complex-hypothesis fallacy. To keep the story alive, old-earth
dogmatists must explain away most so-called “clocks.” Those who are
open-minded will admit that all so-called “clocks” involve assumptions,
including the ones Bill uses, so none of them is proof of anything.
Believing what God is saying through Scripture depends on fewer
assumptions even if we discount revelation. However, if we don’t refuse
to acknowledge God by discounting revelation, God’s revelation doesn’t
depend on assumptions. And knowing the God Who gives the revelation
doesn’t depend on assumptions.
Bill also committed a false-cause-and-effect fallacy by claiming that
the stars caused the elements to exist when there’s no evidence they did.
And severe problems and conflicts trouble the story about elements
coming from exploding stars. It’s not even a feasible story. Despite this
irrationality, ungodly thinkers prophesy that science will find a way
around these conflicts.

Bill Nye presented only one possible conclusion when other possible
conclusions exist. And he tried to censor any other possibilities. Of
course, the billions-of-years story was the conclusion that he preferred
even though a shorter timeline fits the facts better.
Nothing in what Bill Nye said proves that the universe is 13.7 billion
years old; therefore, the 13.7 billion years remains a claim without proof.
It’s made-up stuff dressed up as if it were real stuff. However, God
reveals that the timeline of the Bible is accurate.

Methods to Calculate the Age of the Earth
Many methods can calculate the age of the earth. However, all of
them start with assumptions and calculate by inductive reasoning. Bodie
Hodge’s book, “Inside the Nye-Ham Debate,” displays a chart of sixtyseven uniformitarian non-radiometric estimates for earth’s age:

Bodie didn’t include radiometric dating methods in this chart. When
the methods gave a range of ages, Bodie listed the maximum age in the
chart, so by using the maximum age, Bodie gave the benefit to the claim
of an old earth. That means Bodie slanted his chart toward claims of an
old earth. And yet, even though Bodie used assumptions to slant as far as
possible toward billions of years, not one of the dating methods comes
close to billions of years.
We notice that the age estimates vary, which is evidence that we can’t
rely on these methods any more than we could rely on radiometric
methods. But we already knew that all age estimating methods rely on
assumptions. Assumptions aren’t reliable. There’s no rational way to
estimate the age of the earth without divine revelation since any such
calculation must commit the circular-reasoning fallacy and the
axiomatic-thinking fallacy. Scientists try to calculate the earth’s age from
observation mixed with storytelling. That’s irrational, but the ungodly
education system teaches this irrational thinking. Once most of society
thinks that insanity is sane, it’s difficult to undo the damage.

How do “scientific” ways of calculating the age of the earth work?
They work by interpreting observations. Scientists observe in the
present, but the interpretation tries to apply the observations to the past.
We can interpret observations one of two ways: making up stuff or
receiving God’s revelation. We have those two ways and no other ways.
Mixing revelation with made-up stuff results in made-up stuff. So these
two ways are mutually exclusive. Axiomatic-thinking fallacies come as
assumptions, made-up stories, conceptual frameworks, ideas,
conventions, and postulates. All of these consist of made-up stuff.
Therefore, ungodly thinkers can make the earth any age they like if they
change the axioms and assumptions.

What God says through Scripture
God is faithful, and He inspired Scripture and preserved it without
error. We know this fact by divine revelation. At the same time, we can’t
rationally reconcile the big-bang stories with Scripture, and we can’t
rationally reconcile the no-Flood stories with Scripture. We can’t do it
with either revelation or science. However, ungodly thinkers frequently
try to do it with made-up stuff and smokescreen fallacies.
While we don’t want to take anything away from what God is saying,
we don’t want to add anything to what God is saying either. Unhappily,
the human mind has a natural tendency to get closure by automatically
making up stuff just to fill in the blanks about what we want to know. We
call this technique “assuming” or “presuming.” Assuming is fooling
ourselves because it makes what we don’t know seem like what we do
know. Therefore, assuming is a form of lying to ourselves. Of course, we
don’t like to think about lying to ourselves, and the word “axiom” sounds
much better than “made-up stuff,” so we prefer to talk about axioms or
presuppositions. It’s embarrassing to say that we’re dogmatic because
we’re just making up the whole thing. Regardless of what we call it, an
axiom is just stuff that someone made up and called true.
Of course, divine revelation is partial knowledge, and we only know in
part since we only know what God has revealed. As previously stated,
God speaks through the Bible and creation. (Calvin Smith and Richard Fangrad,
How old is the earth?) God reveals something about the age of the earth in the
Ten Commandments:
For in six days the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and
all that is in them, and rested on the seventh day. Therefore,

the LORD blessed the Sabbath day and made it holy. ~
Exodus 20:11 English Standard Version
God also reveals something about the age of the earth through the
genealogies in the Bible since they add up to about 4,000 years between
Adam and Christ. God speaks to us through Scripture, but we fool
ourselves if we add to His words or dismiss His words. God also reveals
something about the age of the earth through the historical record, which
shows us that about 2,000 years have passed since Christ.
Not only that, but God has made some statements that make old
earth theologies impossible to believe without doing incredible mental
gymnastics with Scripture.
But from the beginning of the creation God made them male
and female. And they twain shall be one flesh: so then they are
no more twain, but one flesh. ~ Mark 10:6 King James
Version
And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not read, that
he which made them at the beginning made them male and
female, And said, For this cause shall a man leave father and
mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they twain shall be
one flesh? ~ Matthew 19:4 King James Version

Jesus said that God made Adam and Eve at the beginning of creation.
Old-earth arguments put Adam and Eve at the end of creation.
The Genesis account shows that death came into the world because of
sin. Thorns came because of sin. And yet, many Christians say that the
fossils were buried over millions of years. The fossils are a record of
death, disease, and thorns. Many of these Christians say that death
preceded sin.
God declared the creation very good. This makes us question whether
death, disease, cancer, and violence are very good. When God
pronounced judgment on Adam, God said, “Dust you are, and to dust you
will return,” which seems to indicate that part of the curse is physical
death. It is obvious that the spiritual death was part of the curse, but the
fact that part of the curse is spiritual death doesn’t eliminate physical
death as part of the curse.
For the wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal life
through Jesus Christ our Lord. ~ Romans 6:23 King James
Version
For since by a man came death, by a man also came the
resurrection of the dead. ~ 1 Corinthians 15:21 King James
Version
For if by the transgression of the one, death reigned through
the one, much more those who receive the abundance of grace
and of the gift of righteousness will reign in life through the
One, Jesus Christ. ~ Romans 5:17 King James Version
These Scriptures seem to show a relationship between Adam’s sin and
Christ’s obedience, an obedience to the point of dying on the cross. As we
consider them, it’s difficult to think of a rational way to justify belief in
Christ for salvation and, at the same time, deny that death resulted from
Adam’s sin. If we use human imagination to put death before sin, we use
human imagination to cast doubt on the gospel.
Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, and
death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all
have sinned ~ Romans 5:12 King James Version
These are a few of the New Testament verses that show that the sin of
one man, Adam, is the cause of death. They show that death started with
Adam. However, an increasing number of theologians are looking for

ways around these Scriptures. One way is to interpret all or part of
Genesis as mere allegory rather than history. Another is to claim that the
death of which God speaks was only a spiritual death and that physical
death was already a reality. Still another argument is to claim that apelike creatures evolved until God breathed into one of them, and it
became a human. All of these add human ideas to Scripture and detract
from Scripture.
Between what Jesus said about marriage and male and female being
created from the beginning of creation and what is written about sin
being the cause of death, we must make a decision. Our decision is
whether we will believe Jesus Christ or the made-up stuff that we have
heard from some person or group of persons. No matter how many times
those people pronounced the word “science,” there is no observation of
actual science that shows that the earth is billions of years old or that the
stories of evolutionism are true. Our decision becomes easier to make
since “scientific” old-earth arguments are based on made-up stuff with
observations as mere window-dressing. While some people love to claim
that “science proves old-earth dogma to be very probable,” they are
misstating the situation. Old-earth dogmas are merely stories. These
stories are told in a way that pretends to be scientific. The science is
badly flawed and imaginative. It dwells in the land of make-believe.
God speaks through Scripture. He says some amazing things. God
created the heavens, earth, sea, and everything in them in six days.
According to the genealogies in Scripture, about 4,000 years passed
between Adam and Christ. He created Adam from the dust of the ground
on day six of Creation. Jesus said that God created Adam at the
beginning of creation. At the same time, God says that Adam’s sin
preceded death. He says that every person ever born inherited a sinful
nature (slavery to Satan). But there was no death or sin before Adam. We
know all these truths by revelation.
God expresses many universal statements, and He says that He can’t
lie. As another example, He asserts the universal negative that there’s not
a just man on earth who does good without sin. God also asserts the
universal positive that every person suffers from slavery to sin. However,
God doesn’t make any universal statement about the age of the earth.
Even though God makes no universal statement against billions of years,
He has set things up so that it would be very difficult to shoehorn a
billions-of-years-old earth into Scripture. And yet, many Christians do

believe in billions of years. Many of them are dogmatic about that, and
they have reasons for their beliefs. We’ll explore those reasons.

Creative Stories and Theories
Despite the fact that no evidence exists for millions or billions of
years, some thinkers reason that millions or billions of years might have
happened. From there, they claim that the millions or billions of years
probably happened so that a huge amount of time must have passed.
Scripture says the opposite. Most of the physical evidence points to
thousands of years rather than millions or billions of years. The
educational systems, news systems, entertainment systems, and other
communication systems largely ignore the evidence against millions or
billions of years, and this coordinated message is extremely intimidating
and persuasive.
Some people say there was possibly another creation before this
Creation, but God didn’t tell us about it. That’s a fanciful story, but why
would we even make up a story like that? If it was true and God had
wanted us to think about it, He would reveal it to us. Keep in mind that
there is no physical evidence that the earth is billions of years old despite
the fact that many teachers believe in the billions of years. The pressure
by the worldly forces provides a motivation to try to find a way to fit
billions of years into Scripture. When every news commentator, teacher,
and entertainer uses assumptive language to presuppose billions of years
into their language, the social pressure to conform is great.
Do we really need to dream up explanations to help God defend the
Bible? One former pastor says that since God made Adam fully mature
rather than six days old, God also made the earth billions of years old.
That way, God could have made everything in six days just like the Bible
says, and there’s no need to put up with the ridicule of the ungodly
people who want to make fun of the history in the Bible. However, this
former pastor dreamt up this story as an attempt to solve a problem that
doesn’t exist since no observation in science shows that the earth is
billions of years old. God never asked us as Christians to fit in with
ungodly ideas or to mold our lives and thoughts to conform to the world.
He never asked us to protect ourselves from the ridicule of ungodly
people. He says just the opposite.
Secularists claim that the earth looks old, but the reasons they think
the earth looks old aren’t rational. Only bare claims, circular reasoning,
logical fallacies, and creative stories lead people to believe in billions of

years. The dirt doesn’t look billions of years old. Society and many
prominent Christian leaders may have been deceived by an ungodly
lawyer named Charles Lyell who wanted to separate geology from the
Bible. However, the fact that many are deceived doesn’t prove anything.
Stories like the story about God creating the earth with a multibillion-year history add to God’s words, and God says that He will expose
every person who adds to His words as a liar. Just because we can make
up a story that doesn’t conflict with Scripture doesn’t mean that the story
is true. And stories like these may cause trouble later. For example, in
Darwin’s day, a doctrine of the fixity of the species was popular among
some Christians. Darwin was able to gain traction by proving that the
species aren’t fixed. Scripture teaches fixity of kinds but not species. The
Christians who believed in the fixity of the species only added slightly to
Scripture, but look at the destruction that resulted from that teaching.
Some scientists observe stars, and they calculate that the stars are
billions of light-years away. A light-year is the distance that light travels
in one year. Then these scientists assume that God couldn’t have gotten
the light to the earth within the biblical timeline. By this, they calculate
that the universe is 13.8 billion years old. Of course, they also make other
assumptions, but the key assumption is that God is limited. Then the
question is this. What would prevent God from getting the light to the
earth since He has every natural and supernatural means at His
disposal? And other scientists have developed several cosmologies that
get the light to the earth during the Creation week without magical dark
matter or other made-up stuff.
Consider Humphreys’ Cosmology and the Hartnett Cosmology. Both
men base their cosmologies on Einstein’s Theory of Relativity and show
that billions of years could pass in deep space while no time passes on
earth. These scientific cosmologies don’t conflict with Scripture. When
compared to the Big Bang Cosmology, they conflict less with what we can
observe. Even though these cosmologies suggest billions of years in deep
space, they also suggest a young earth as the Bible indicates. Obviously,
that doesn’t prove that either of these cosmologies is correct. Neither
Humphreys nor Harnett is dogmatic about their theories. They merely
see the possibility even though they can’t prove these cosmologies to be
either true or false. And these cosmologies do have some problems. For
instance, these cosmologies suggest a billions-of-years-old universe. The
millions of stars that would have died over this time should have left
observable evidence, and yet we don’t observe this evidence. The spiral

galaxies would have unwound if the universe were that old. We don’t see
that either. The lack of this evidence suggests that maybe the universe
isn’t billions of years old. Still, all of this is speculative.
We can never prove fabricated stories about the distant past since any
historical story depends on speculation if it goes beyond what God has
revealed. And these cosmologies depend on speculations, so they aren’t
known, yet they don’t conflict with scientific observations other than in
the ways just mentioned. And they don’t conflict with God’s revelation.
In contrast, the Big Bang Cosmology is a speculative story that does
conflict severely with known scientific observations and with God’s
revelation.
We may find theories fascinating, but we aren’t carried away by them.
On the other hand, ungodly thinkers make dogmatic statements that
they can’t prove. It’s plain that all so-called scientific evidence for billions
of years depends on assumptions, and no real scientific evidence proves
that billions of years took place. Scientists who work on the problem of
the age of the earth don’t base their so-called “evidence” for billions of
years on observation and experimentation. These scientists base every
so-called piece of “evidence” for billions of years on their interpretations
of observation and experimentation. And they base their interpretations
on assumptions, stories, and other fallacies. That’s why no scientific
observation hints at billions of years. In reality, no scientific observation
can prove anything about the age of the earth either way, thousands of
years or billions of years.
Scripture doesn’t hint at billions of years either. Despite this lack of
evidence for billions of years, some Christians insist that the Bible
testifies of billions or millions of years.
Perhaps God just didn’t tell us about the billions of years that
might exist. Therefore, you can’t deny billions of years
happened. Therefore, it might be in the Bible hidden
somewhere between the words. Therefore, if I can think of a
story of billions of years, then billions of years happened. You
can’t prove that it didn’t happen, so billions of years
happened. If you claim billions of years didn’t happen, you’re
asserting a universal negative. Asserting a universal negative
is a fallacy unless God asserts it.
This logic is an argument-from-ignorance fallacy in the fourth and
fifth statements, so it’s irrational thinking. Argument from ignorance is a

common fallacy that persuaders use. They begin with a statement that
something can’t be known. Then, they magically go from possibility to
probability to certainty. They may put on a persuasive show, but the road
from possibility to probability to certainty must contain proof of each of
those steps or the reasoning is insane.
Suppose God had a previous creation that left no evidence of
it.
Yes. There are some ideas like that. Suppose something happened
that’s not in the Bible and there’s no physical evidence for it. Just
suppose. That is actually possible. However, why would we think about
it?
We know that God proclaims this universal negative: “The Scripture
cannot be broken.” Only God can rationally proclaim a universal
negative. As mentioned previously, God doesn’t tell us everything. We
can’t make dogmatic statements about what God hasn’t told us in
absolute terms. Maybe He didn’t tell us something about the age of the
earth. But speculative questions like this don’t come from God. They
come from a darker source. They “promote speculation rather than the
stewardship of God’s work, which is by faith.” (1 Timothy 1:4b)
Last night I saw upon the stair,
A little man who wasn’t there,
He wasn’t there again today
Oh, how I wish he’d go away. ~ William Hughes Mearns
Since some people make the age of the universe an emotional issue,
let’s take the logic out of the context of the age of the universe. Hopefully,
there’s no emotional issue attached to flying spaghetti monsters.
Suppose a theologian comes up with the concept of a flying spaghetti
monster and insists that a flying spaghetti monster exists somewhere in
the universe. This theologian also insists that Scripture mentions the
flying spaghetti monster, and science proves its existence.
When we hear this claim of a flying spaghetti monster, we might
rashly say, “No flying spaghetti monster exists anywhere in the
universe.” But, we can’t know that what we just said is true. Of course,
there’s no sign of a flying spaghetti monster in Scripture, and there’s no
sign of a flying spaghetti monster in observable science today—as far as
we know.

You’re probably asking, “Why would anyone claim that a flying
spaghetti monster exists?” It would be silly, wouldn’t it? The more
general question is why would anybody make up any story and call that
story true? For instance, why would anyone claim that billions of years
happened? People claim things like that sometimes. Why?
We can’t prove a universal negative unless God makes the claim, so
we can’t prove that there’s no flying spaghetti monster somewhere in the
universe. Consider the following conversation:
Sandy Sandbuilder: Let me give you the biblical case for
flying spaghetti monsters.
Rocky Rockbuilder: Go for it.
Sandy: Perhaps the flying spaghetti monsters are between
the first and second verses of Genesis.
Rocky: We see no sign of flying spaghetti monsters between
the first and second verses of Genesis.
Sandy: Perhaps the flying spaghetti monsters are hidden in
the days of Creation.
Rocky: We see no sign of flying spaghetti monsters in the
days of Creation.
Sandy: Perhaps the flying spaghetti monsters are hidden in
the first few days of Creation before God created the sun.
Rocky: We see no sign of flying spaghetti monsters in the
first few days of Creation before God created the sun.
Sandy: Perhaps the flying spaghetti monsters are hidden in
the seventh day of Creation.
Rocky: We see no sign of flying spaghetti monsters in the
seventh day of Creation.
Sandy: Perhaps the flying spaghetti monsters are hidden in
the genealogies.
Rocky: There’s no sign of flying spaghetti monsters in the
genealogies.

Sandy: Perhaps the flying spaghetti monsters are hidden in
the language that doesn’t mean what it says.
Rocky: We see no sign that the language doesn’t mean what
it says.
Sandy: The creation itself is a Bible. When we look at the
creation-Bible, the earth tells us flying spaghetti monsters
exist.
Rocky: No observation proves the existence of flying
spaghetti monsters.
Sandy: You have to prove that flying spaghetti monsters
didn’t exist or else they existed.
Rocky: I don’t have to prove any such thing to you since I’m
not denying flying spaghetti monsters. Rather, I’m denying
that I’ve seen any evidence for them. In the Bible, there’s no
sign of flying spaghetti monsters. There’s no sign of flying
spaghetti monsters in scientific observation either. This
statement is enough. Stick with what God says. Your claims
add to God’s words, and God forbids adding to His words or
dismissing them.
We notice the way that Sandy tried to lure Rocky into making a
statement beyond what God says, yet Rocky stuck with what God has
revealed.
We can easily see the parallel. Some theologians insist that Scripture
mentions billions of years. They find history and concepts in the Bible
that aren’t there. In the same way, some scientists can “observe” what
doesn’t exist, and they claim to “see” billions of years.
Bodie Hodge does an excellent job of defining the various old-earth
stories in his book “Inside the Nye-Ham Debate.” Bodie describes the
following:
pre-time-gap story
ruin-reconstruction-gap story
modified-gap or precreation-chaos-gap story
soft-gap story

late-gap story
day-age story
progressive-creation story
theistic-evolution story
framework-hypothesis story
These stories are just stories consisting of made-up stuff, and they
add to Scripture or take from Scripture. God isn’t the author of the oldearth stories, and each one of them conflicts with itself and with
observation. Even if God hid billions of years somewhere, none of these
stories could currently explain those supposed “billions of years” in a
sane way. These stories are speculations, and they don’t even work. They
are falsified. God forbids speculation because speculation divides the
Church and leads to error.
The ungodly elite control the media, libraries, schools, and scientific
funding. They also have taxpayer money and resources to tell a
convincing story so that they can repeat this story through an amazing
variety of outlets. But repeating their slick presentation through many
outlets doesn’t make their stories true. It does, however, confuse
Christians who sit in the counsel of these ungodly persuaders.
So, looking at the parallel, these old-earth stories are like the
“spaghetti monster” since they don’t exist as far as we know. But many of
the old-earth stories do violence to the language of Scripture. They call
Jesus a liar. They refuse to believe the word of Moses. They use loopy
logic, and they use leveraged logic. By following the same logic, we could
use stories to put anything into Scripture or take anything out of
Scripture. There are no limits. Theologians use the same logic to
eliminate what God says about the sins that these theologians desire.
They use this unsound logic to normalize “sexual immorality, impurity,
sensuality, idolatry, sorcery, enmities, strife, jealousy, envy,
covetousness, outbursts of anger, pride, boasting, contentions,
dissensions, factions, envying, drunkenness, carousing, and things like
these.” (Galatians 5:19-21)
We may not be able to scientifically prove the non-existence of either
billions of years or flying spaghetti monsters, but so what? We can prove
that the biblical account is accurate. How can we prove that? We can
prove it in the only way that we can prove anything: divine revelation.

We don’t have to declare the universal negative: “No billions of years
took place.” All we need to say is simply “There’s no evidence for billions
of years.” And we have to define “evidence” to make it clear that made-up
stuff isn’t evidence. It’s surprising how many people think that their own
interpretation of either observation or Scripture is evidence. Some
people think that something they read in a book, saw on the Internet, or
heard from a teacher is evidence. Human interpretation is made-up stuff
and not evidence. True evidence is proof that proves some aspect of the
truth. Made-up stuff can’t prove anything. That’s why any claim about
the age of the earth or universe comes from evil if that claim goes beyond
what God has revealed. This would also apply to anything that we claim.
If God didn’t give it to us, we received it from a different source.
If we were to avoid claiming that billions of years don’t exist but just
point out the speculative nature of the billions-of-years stories, will that
satisfy the old-age dogmatists? No. Those who are truly dogmatic insist
that every Christian should be just as dogmatic as they are. They insist
that we must bow to the idol of billions of years and embrace it as “fact.”
That’s the nature of dogmatism.
We should also note that Christians who believe in billions of years
accuse Christians who don’t believe in billions of years of being biased
and adding assumptions to Scripture. They claim that Christians who
don’t believe in billions of years assume that the book of Genesis isn’t to
be taken as an allegory. Those who are dogmatic about the billions-ofyears story often take the book of Genesis as an allegory or poetic
language. Others say it was born out of ignorance. Of course, we could
change the entire Bible into an allegory by the same rule.
By the way, deceived and deceptive people do add to Scripture and
take from Scripture, and then they say that they’re just reading Scripture
as it’s written. They’re unaware that they’re assuming and telling stories
that extend beyond Scripture because they don’t discern between human
interpretation and Scripture. It’s common to justify this thinking by
saying that we can’t prove their stories wrong. But even in those
instances where we can’t prove their stories wrong, we can show that
their stories are mere stories by asking for proof and not accepting madeup stuff as proof.

The Gap Story
Gap stories take different forms. Some are quite creative and detailed
in their speculation. Some imagine a creation before the Creation in the

Bible with Satan ruling over a race of humans without souls. Some don’t
include the soulless humans. Some imagine a great flood during that
supposed gap, and, in that story, this flood of the gap resulted in all the
fossils we now find in the rock layers. Of course, that causes real
problems with the Genesis Flood since the Genesis Flood as described in
Scripture would have wiped out any evidence of the imaginary gap flood.
Gap stories seem to be, for the most part, ways to try to comply with
old-earth speculations of scientists.
We must be on our guard against giving interpretations which
are hazardous or opposed to science and so expose the Word
of God to ridicule of unbelievers. ~ Thomas Aquinas
That was the error of Thomas Aquinas. Many of those who
embrace one of the gap stories are making the same error. Science
can be defined as the current opinions of the ruling class of
scientists. In that case, science is mere opinion. Science can also be
defined as a process in which conclusions are based on repeated
testing and observations. If Thomas Aquinas hadn’t packaged both
definitions into the one word “science” he might not have been so
easily deceived.

Accommodating Long
Distant Starlight

Geological

Ages

or

The concept of long geological ages began in the early 1800s after
Charles Lyell came up with the idea of long geological ages in the late
1700s. Charles Lyell sold his idea, and society embraced it. The idea
became popular. It became common “knowledge.” Some theologians
thought that what Lyell had proposed must be science and, as science, it
must be true.
Every so-called “proof” that Lyell used to sell his idea of long
geological ages has since been found to be unscientific. Other so-called
“proofs” have replaced those of Lyell, but they are faulty as well. Any
naturalistic proof of any age for the earth must, of necessity, be based on
made-up stuff because of the limitations of the human mind and logic.
The Scofield Reference Bible, Dake’s Annotated Reference Bible, and
others give a view in favor of long ages. Several Biblical commentaries
also conformed to uniformitarian beliefs in the 1700s. Previous to the
1700s, some commentaries suggested a possible gap for Satan, but none

suggested a previous world that was ruined and destroyed by the fall of
Satan. Until Lyell’s ideas gained popularity, no one imagined that the
Bible supported a gap story or death before sin. And no gap story is in
the text of the Bible.
Orthodox Jews and conservative Christians tend to interpret Genesis
1 as literal history and generally don’t insert a gap between Genesis 1:1
and Genesis 1:2. Liberal Christians and Jews either dismiss Genesis 1 or
treat it as allegory or inaccurate. Many Christians believe in some form of
a gap, and we’ll go over some of the reasons for these beliefs.
Some of these gap stories put fossils before the Genesis Flood and
death before sin. That would mean that the Bible is in error when it says
“in Adam all die.” A way that some of these gap believers argue around
this conflict is to claim that the curse of death is merely a spiritual death.
They claim that before Adam there was death, but the death after Adam
was spiritual. Another way that some gap believers deal with this is to
claim that only soulless creatures died before Adam. Some even allow for
evolution in this way with a race of soulless humans that finally evolved
into the present human race of humans with souls. All of these stories
are based on made-up stuff.

As a Gap to Explain Satan’s Position as Tempter
in the Garden
Some gap stories don’t try to put death before sin. In this type of gap
story, no physical evidence is required. That would leave the Genesis
Flood intact as the reason for all the sedimentary rock and the fossils we
find in the rock.
The idea is that Satan couldn’t have fallen into sin that quickly. The
claim is that it would have taken eons of time for Satan to fall. On the
other hand, Scripture says that Satan was a sinner from the beginning.
He that committeth sin is of the devil; for the devil sinneth
from the beginning. For this purpose the Son of God was
manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil. ~ 1
John 3:8 King James Version
Nothing in Scripture indicates that it would have taken a long time for
Satan to fall; although, God hasn’t revealed everything about the fall of
Satan. However, human imagination isn’t the solution to what God
hasn’t revealed. This book is about the problem of made-up stuff versus

divine revelation. All the gap stories are pure made-up stuff, and that’s
the problem with them all.

The Earth Became Without Form and Void
Another story claims that the word “was” in Genesis 1:2 is more
accurately translated “became.” It claims that what used to be a beautiful
world suddenly became without form and void.
Some have argued that the Hebrew word for “was” is best translated
as “was.” However, Strong’s Hebrew Lexicon gives us this: “to exist, that
is, be or become, come to pass.” Other references agree, so the Hebrew
word could mean “to exist,” which would be “was.” It could also mean
“become,” which would be “became.” It appears that both sides of this
argument are reaching beyond what the text says.
Proponents of this argument also cite Isaiah 45:18. They say that this
passage from Isaiah sheds light on the use of “became” in Genesis 1:2.
Isaiah says that God created the earth “not in vain.” He formed it to be
inhabited. The word “tohu” is translated as “without form” in Genesis 1:2
For thus saith the LORD that created the heavens; God
himself that formed the earth and made it; he hath
established it, he created it not in vain (tohu), he formed it to
be inhabited: I am the LORD; and there is none else. ~ Isaiah
45:18 King James Version
The idea is that this verse proves that God did not create it that way,
so it must have become that way.
However, others say that the context in Genesis 1:2 simply indicates
that the earth had no structure as yet, that it was unformed. They say
that God intended the earth to be inhabited and the creation continued
from its initiation to be formed and filled.

Angels existed before God laid the foundations
of the earth.
Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?
declare, if thou hast understanding. Who hath laid the
measures thereof, if thou knowest? or who hath stretched the
line upon it? Whereupon are the foundations thereof
fastened? or who laid the corner stone thereof; When the

morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted
for joy? Job 38:4-7
We can’t get to any conclusion from this passage alone. Who were
these sons of God? The same book of Job speaks of Satan as being among
the sons of God. We can guess that the morning stars and the sons of
God were there when God laid the foundations of the earth or shortly
afterward.
A lot of work goes into speculation about these sons of God. Some
theologians claim that the angels would not have rejoiced over an earth
that was without form and void with darkness over the face of the deep.
They further speculate that a perfect earth was formed first, then God
made the angels who saw the perfect earth, but then something went
wrong, and the entire earth became formless and void. That story isn’t
written in this verse. Stories like these are created from made-up stuff
and added to Scripture. And this description of the story isn’t necessarily
the only form of this type of story.
Beware of stories, especially when they’re labeled as “science,”
“reason,” or “theology.” Stories can go anywhere with unlimited
variations.
Another story is that the angels had to be created before day one of
creation. However, since God says that everything in the heavens, earth,
and seas was created in six days, that would seem to indicate that the
angels were created during the six days of creation. The passage from
Job doesn’t say or imply that the angels were created before the earth.
Again, it makes no sense to get dogmatic about ideas based on made-up
stuff.

Spiritual Death Only
The claim is that Romans 5:12 and Genesis 3:3 refer exclusively to
spiritual death. Scripture doesn’t make this claim. It’s theological. It’s
important to realize the difference between Scripture and made-up stuff.

Alleged Scientific Proof of Long Ages
We don’t find proof of long ages in scientific observation. Any socalled “proof” is based on made-up stuff.

Bara and Asah

The claim is that the Hebrew word “bara” can only mean to create out
of nothing. But the Hebrew word “asah” can only mean to form out of
something previously created. From the first claim, the argument goes
on to say that “bara” only appears in Genesis 1:1, 21, and 27. Otherwise,
“asah” is used throughout Genesis 1 and 2. The idea seems to be that the
use of “bara” in those three places and “asah” everywhere else proves a
previous creation existed during a supposed “gap” and that the six days
of creation were mostly using the materials from a supposed “gap
creation.” It doesn’t actually prove that, but there’s another problem.
The problem with this argument is that the word “asah” is sometimes
used where the only possible meaning can be to create out of nothing.
Also, both words are sometimes used to refer to the same event as
follows:
These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth
when they were created (bara), in the day that the LORD God
made (asah) the earth and the heavens Genesis 2:4 King
James Version
Even every one that is called by my name: for I have created
(bara) him for my glory, I have formed him; yea, I have made
(asah) him. ~ Isaiah 43:7 King James Version
That doesn’t mean that “bara” and “asah” are always interchangeable,
but they certainly don’t indicate any firm support for a gap story. It’s easy
to read too much into the words the Holy Spirit chose, and that’s
especially true when there’s considerable overlap in the meanings of the
words. More to the point, all of this theoretical gibberish is not the same
as seeking the mind of the Lord. God speaks through Scripture. However,
when we get ourselves wrapped up in our personal interpretations, we
can come to the point where we don’t listen to the Holy Spirit.

Replenish The Earth
And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruitful,
and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it ~
Genesis 1:28 King James Version
This is what gap believer Clarence Larken wrote in Dispensational
Truth:
In the words ‘replenish the earth’ we have unmistakable
evidence that the earth had been peopled before it was thrown

into a chaotic condition, and that its inhabitants in some way
had been destroyed.
The argument says that the word “replenish” indicates that the world
had been depleted and needed to filled again. However, the Hebrew
word translated as “replenish” is “maw-lay,” which means to fill. It
doesn’t mean to refill or to replenish.

Structure of Sevens in the Original Hebrew
A partial listing of the phenomenal features of sevens found in
Genesis
1
taken
from
http://www.heavendwellers.com/hd_astonishing_pattern_of_sevens.ht
ml
1. The number of Hebrew words = 7
2. The number of letters equals 28 (7 x 4 = 28)
3. The first three Hebrew words translated “In the beginning God
created” contain 14 letters
1. (7 x 2 = 14)
4. The last four Hebrew words “the heavens and the earth” have
14 letters (7 x 2 = 14)
5. The fourth and fifth words have 7 letters
6. The sixth and seventh words have 7 letters
7. The three key words: God, heaven and earth have 14 letters (7 x
2 = 14)
8. The number of letters in the four remaining words is also 14 (7
x 2 = 14)
9. The shortest word in the verse is the middle word with 7 letters
10. The Hebrew numeric value of the first, middle and last letters
is 133 (7 x 19 = 133)
11. The Hebrew numeric value of the first and last letters of all
seven words is 1393 (7 x 199 = 1393)
This pattern of sevens, discovered by Ivan Penin, exists in Genesis 1:1
but doesn’t continue into Genesis 1:2. The speculation goes this way:
“The pattern of sevens exists only in the first verse and not in the second
verse. Therefore, there was a gap of billions of years between the first and
second verses.” Of course, that’s non sequitur. The conclusion doesn’t
follow from the premise.

Genesis One Isn’t a Summary
The claim goes like this:
The first verse can’t be a summary of the six days because not
the slightest hint of God’s creating the heavens or earth exists
in the description of the six days.
However, in the Ten Commandments, God says that God made
heaven, earth, and sea and all that is in them in six days. That would
seem to indicate that the first verse is indeed a summary of the six days.
Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days shalt
thou labour, and do all thy work: But the seventh day is the
sabbath of the LORD thy God: in it thou shalt not do any
work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, thy manservant,
nor thy maidservant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is
within thy gates: For in six days the LORD made heaven and
earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh
day: wherefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day, and
hallowed it. ~ Exodus 20:8-11 King James Version

Without Form and Void
The idea is that these words indicate the judgment of God. However,
these words don’t imply judgment.
And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness was
upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon
the face of the waters. ~ Genesis 1:2 King James Version
The Hebrew words are “tohu” and “bohu” for “without form” and
“void.” The word “tohu means unformed and the word “bohu” means
unfilled, without inhabitants. The idea that these words indicate the
judgment of God is a misrepresentation. Unformed and unfilled without
inhabitants indicate a condition during part of the process of the
Creation event, but they don’t carry any information about judgment.
Therefore, this is another example of an argument from made-up stuff.

Bible Scholars Believe in the Gap Story
Without a doubt, some scholars do believe in the gap story. However,
scholars can be influenced by peer pressure and popular opinion. Biblical
scholars sometimes give too much credence to the political pressure from

ungodly scientists. They then drift into speculation to try to fit ungodly
ideas into Scripture. To speculate beyond what God reveals is an ungodly
act. It’s not important that we try to twist the Bible to fit everything that
ungodly scientists declare to be the truth since scientific opinion is likely
to change over time as it has always changed.

Without Form, Void, and Darkness
The idea is that God is perfect and everything He does is perfect, so a
newly created earth from the hand of God should not have been without
form and void and shrouded in darkness.
However, this argument is very similar to the atheistic argument
against God that says that a perfect God wouldn’t allow the evil we now
see in the world. Both arguments assume that God has no patience at all
and that God would never do anything that required any steps of
progress. According to this argument, God wouldn’t have even one
moment of incompleteness in His creation.
Suppose that God did create the heavens, earth, and seas in six days
as He says He did. And suppose that He created the earth on the first day
but that it was without form and void during its first moments as the
Spirit of God moved on the face of the deep. And suppose that the next
thing He did was to speak light into existence. If that’s true and we were
to speculate, how long would the earth be without form before God
started to form it?
Once we start making up stories, we can make them up any way we
like. Maybe we might be better off standing in the presence of God and
asking Him to correct us and teach us.

The Holy Spirit Was “Renewing” The Face of
the Earth As He Hovered Over the Face of The
Waters
This argument uses Psalm 104:30 as support, using Scripture to
interpret Scripture. However, the argument states that Psalm 104 is
referring to the Creation event. The story is that Psalm 104 is referring to
the flood that supposedly took place during the gap between Genesis 1:1
and Genesis 1:2 and then the six days of renewal. The creation was just a
renewal according to the gap story.

Thou sendest forth thy spirit, they are created: and thou
renewest the face of the earth. ~ Psalm 104:30 King James
Version
The idea is that God’s Spirit was renewing the earth. “thou renewest
the face of the earth.” From that phrase, the theologians speculate that
when the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the deep, the Spirit of God
was renewing the earth. Getting all that from Psalm 104:30 is quite a
stretch.
Psalm 104:30 also talks about ships and leviathan. Any link between
Genesis 1:1-2 is fabricated. We don’t find any such link in the text.
O LORD, how manifold are thy works! in wisdom hast thou
made them all: the earth is full of thy riches. So is this great
and wide sea, wherein are things creeping innumerable, both
small and great There go the ships: there is that leviathan,
whom thou hast made to play therein. These wait all upon
thee; that thou mayest give them their meat in due season.
That thou givest them they gather: thou openest thine hand,
they are filled with good. Thou hidest thy face, they are
troubled: thou takest away their breath, they die, and return
to their dust. Thou sendest forth thy spirit, they are created:
and thou renewest the face of the earth. The glory of the
LORD shall endure for ever: the LORD shall rejoice in his
works. He looketh on the earth, and it trembleth: he toucheth
the hills, and they smoke. ~ Psalm 104:24-32 King James
Version

WAW
This is what [Hebrew grammarian] Gesenius terms a ‘waw
explicativum’ [also called waw copulative or waw disjunctive]
or explanatory waw, and compares it to the English ‘to wit.’
Such a waw disjunctive is easy to tell from the Hebrew
because it is formed by waw followed by a non-verb. It
introduces a parenthetic statement, that is, it’s alerting the
reader to put the following passage in brackets, as it were—a
descriptive phrase about the previous noun. It does not
indicate something following in a time sequence—this would
have been indicated by a different Hebrew construction called
the waw consecutive, where waw is followed by a verb [the
waw consecutive is in fact used before the different days of

creation (see Creation at the academy (Dr. Doug Kelly
interview)]. Thus the Hebrew grammar shows that a better
translation of Genesis 1:2 would be, ‘Now the earth …’, and it
could be paraphrased, ‘Now as far as the earth was concerned
…’. It is as if the author of Genesis (under God’s direction), by
the use of such a joining word, is going out of his way to stress
that there is no break between the two verses. ~ Russell Grigg
The First Day
Genesis 1:1 “In the beginning, God created the heavens and the
earth.” (The narrative has begun.)
Genesis 1:2 “Now the earth was formless and void, and
darkness was over the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God
was hovering over the face of the waters.” (The waw disjunctive
begins a parenthetical clause that points back to Genesis 1:1.)
Genesis 1:3-5 “And God said, Let there be light: and there was
light. And God saw the light, that it was good: and God divided
the light from the darkness. And God called the light Day, and
the darkness he called Night. And the evening and the morning
were the first day.” (The waw consecutive indicates that the
narrative continues.)
Genesis 1:4-31 The waw consecutive continues throughout the
six days of creation.
As Russell Grigg says, “It is as if the author of Genesis (under God’s
direction), by the use of such a joining word, is going out of his way to
stress that there is no break between the two verses.”
We must remember that the chapter and verse numbers are not part
of the original text of the Bible. Because of the waw disjunctive and the
waw consecutive, the account goes as follows. On the first day, God
created the heavens and the earth, and the earth started as a dark
formless mass with the Spirit of God moving on the face of the deep.
Then God said, “Let there be light,” and there was light.

Scientific Observations versus Made-up Stuff
God does indeed speak through scientific observation, but to get long
ages into science, scientists have to add to God’s words or dismiss God’s
words as God speaks through scientific observation. And to get long ages
into Scripture, theologians also have to add to God’s words or dismiss
God’s words. God always speaks the truth, but humans often lie.

Modern scientific observations, however, put the age of the
universe at 13.8 billion years and the earth at 4.5 billion years,
with various forms of life, including humans, being formed
gradually over time. ~ Wikipedia
Modern scientific observations? It says that, right? How did they
observe 13.8 billion years scientifically? That would mean scientists
would need to observe these billions of years repeatedly. That, of course,
would be impossible. So what did they do, and how did they work the
magic? They used the term “scientific observations” to add a false sense
of sanity to the statement on Wikipedia, but something else happened
other than scientific observations. Interpretation of observations
happened. Many scientists concluded a 13.8-billion-years-old universe.
They concluded this age by interpretation through the power of made-up
stuff.

Reasons Some People Believe in Billions of
Years
Two of the most frequent pieces of evidence that people use to
support an old earth are the vast distance of stars and radiometric
dating. They disregard any other evidence that contradicts an old age of
the earth, including the wording of scripture.
And neither of those so-called pieces of evidence is based on the
observations. Both of those so-called pieces of evidence are based on
assumptions about the observations. As previously mentioned, the
distant-starlight argument is the claim, “God could not have possibly
gotten the starlight to the earth through any means natural or
supernatural in the time allotted.” The radiometric-dating argument is
riddled with circular reasoning, assumptions about starting points,
assumptions about what happened (or didn’t happen) since the
beginning, and cherry-picking data.
One Scriptural “evidence” is the thousand-years-is-like-a-day verse,
but that’s taken out of context. Not only that, but it’s applied irrationally.
Here’s the logic. “Jesus said that a thousand years is as a day; therefore, a
day is billions of years.” The conclusion doesn’t follow from the premise.
Also, Jesus wasn’t talking about the days of creation.
There’s another, more commonly used “proof.” That “proof” is that
most scientists believe in billions of years. When scientists are asked why
they believe in billions of years, most of them will admit that they believe

because they are convinced that most other scientists believe in billions
of years. In other words, they believe because of peer pressure and
groupthink. Also, most scientists know that going against the groupthink
will ruin their careers. So that’s the most common form of “proof” among
scientists. Among non-scientists, the most common form of “proof” is
the fact that most scientists believe in billions of years. The “proof” is in
the natural human weakness that causes us to conform to whatever we
think the majority are thinking or doing. Those who are led by the Holy
Spirit have the power to break out of that conformity and go against the
flow of a fallen and evil society.

False Open-mindedness
Secularists will talk about open-mindedness and ask Christians to
look at the observations without considering the Bible. Just leave the
Bible out of it. However, the secularists also have a complete set of
assumptions that act as their fake-bible. They will not look at the
observations
without
considering
materialism,
naturalism,
uniformitarianism. They won’t abandon their stories about molecules-tohumanity evolution and billions of years. They keep their assumptions
and want to eliminate divine revelation. It’s always made-up stuff versus
divine revelation, and secularists want to control the message and
control how everyone else thinks.
It’s common for old-earth creationists to also project a false openmindedness.
We can’t know how old the earth is. “Science” says the earth is
billions of years old. You make the church look stupid if you
g0 against “science.”
When and how God created the universe are disputable
matters. But the Creation Research Society wants to turn the

disputable matters of when and how God created the universe
into core issues. They insist that all Christians believe that the
universe was created around 6,000 years ago in six literal 24hour days, by the spoken word of God. However, it can be
shown that the age of the universe is 13.799 ± 0.021 billion
years. Also, it can be shown that the Earth’s age is 4.54 ± 0.05
billion years.
It’s fine to say, “I don’t have a clue.” That’s great. It’s irrational to say,
“No one can know how old the earth is, but I know that the earth is
billions of years old, and anyone who disagrees with me is a fool.” If the
issue isn’t important, why rant about it? Those who insist that these are
disputable matters shouldn’t be upset if someone disputes their
dogmatism.
Of course, we’re looking at political tricks. We’re looking at virtue
signalling. We’re looking at claiming the high ground. “I’m open-minded.
Why don’t you open your mind and buckle to my pressure. I want my
way. I want you to be as dogmatic as I am because I’m open-minded.”
The problem here is speculation. Speculation is what causes division
in the church. Speculation that’s dogmatically believed and inserted into
the worldview through repeated confirmation bias causes irreconcilable
divisions. Old earth dogmatists have an unbending belief in billions of
years. That belief does pose some real problems with both science and
Scripture. Many say that Scripture isn’t important or doesn’t mean what
it says or isn’t to be taken as it’s written. Others say that it’s alright to add
human ideas to what God says through Scripture as long as we can
shoehorn the ideas into Scripture. They may even say that science isn’t
important while, at the same time, they rely on a groupthink of the
majority of scientists to reinforce their dogmatism. And they demand
that every other Christian become a dogmatic old-earth creationist. They
won’t even accept the answer that there’s no evidence in Scripture or in
scientific observation for millions or billions of years.
It makes no sense to say they can’t know and then be dogmatic about
a position. It makes no sense to say they’re open-minded when their
minds are closed. If they can’t know, they can’t know. If it’s not
important, it’s not important. They can’t have it both ways.
The following quote is from a presentation by Albert Mohler entitled
Why Does the Universe Look So Old? It’s well worth the time to watch it
because he goes into considerable depth and looks at many sides of the

argument. You can find a link to the video in the Further-Study section
at the end of this book.
I would suggest to you that in our effort to be most faithful to
the Scriptures and most accountable to the grand narrative of
the gospel an understanding of creation in terms of 24-hour
calendar days and a young earth entails far fewer
complications, far fewer theological problems and actually is
the most straightforward and uncomplicated reading of the
text as we come to understand God telling us how the universe
came to be and what it means and why it matters. ~ Albert
Mohler, Why Does the Universe Look So Old?
Although, as promised, our purpose is just to present the facts. It’s
not to declare a winner. You, the reader, must decide for yourself. The
only suggestion this author gives is to lay aside any preconceived ideas
and seek the mind of the Holy Spirit. In fact, for this issue and every
other issue of any kind, seek the mind of the Holy Spirit.

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)
Is it possible to believe that the earth is billions of years old
and still be a Christian? Yes.
Will adding to God’s word or diminishing God’s words result is
hell? The Bible doesn’t say that, and such a claim would be
adding to God’s words.
Does the biblical timeline indicate approximately 6,000 years
from "In the beginning" until the present? Yes, although that
time could stretch out considerably depending on
assumptions. Any estimate of time from the Bible involves
assumptions.
Is there a rational way to scientifically calculate the age of the
earth based on observation without making assumptions or
telling stories? No.
Do any theories or theologies exist currently for inserting a
belief into the Bible that the earth is billions of years old
without speculative and irrational thinking? No.
Is it possible to both honor the billions-of-years claims and the
timeline given in the Bible? No.
Do any scientific facts exist that contradict the timeline given
in the Bible? No.

Do any claims of scientists and other persuaders exist that
contradict the timeline given in the Bible? Yes.
Is it possible to believe that the earth is billions of years old
without basing that belief on made-up stuff? No.
Is the age of the earth important for atheism? Yes. It’s vital.
Age-of-the-earth arguments are arguments about the past. As
humans, our minds cannot reason beyond what we can sense in the
present and what God reveals. Our minds have no mechanism to reason
beyond what God reveals to us. We can believe what God says without
speculating beyond what God says. Every belief that goes beyond what
God says comes either from fallen human minds or from demonic
powers. It’s always made-up stuff versus divine revelation.

Radiometric Dating
As far as dating goes, actually, the methods are very reliable.
One of the mysteries, or interesting things, that people in my
business, especially at the planetary society, are interested in
is why all the asteroids seem to be so close to the same date, at
an age, 4.5, 4.6 billions of years. It’s a remarkable thing.
People, at first, expected a little bit more of a spread. ~ Bill
Nye
The trouble is that this claim, the claim that the radiometric dating
methods are reliable, is that it was a claim without proof since Bill
offered no evidence to support his claim. There’s evidence, but the
evidence shows that the methods are unreliable. The evidence shows that
we can’t trust the methods. Bill didn’t mention that because he wasn’t
looking for truth. Sadly, schools teach students that they can trust the
radiometric dating methods, and students believe what they repeatedly
hear.
When many sources authoritatively and congruently repeat a
message, the message begins to seem real. Then the illusion feels more
real, but it’s still an illusion. No one even bothers to show the students
any real evidence because there’s no real evidence to show for the claims
that they make. And because there’s no evidence, one way they create the
illusion of evidence is by making some statements that don’t prove the
claim and implying that they do prove the claim. That’s phantom
evidence.

Unfortunately, our society has degraded to the point that simply
repeating a phrase like “overwhelming evidence” many times will
completely convince some people. If the same phrase is repeated by
many sources and people, the tactic is even more effective.
Whenever persuaders make claims and present what they call
“evidence,” we can check out the so-called “evidence.” Can we personally
examine the evidence, or must we simply trust the person’s making the
claim? We can make sure that the so-called “evidence” is true and that it
truly proves the claim that it’s supposed to prove. We want to look at the
evidence and make certain that those who present the evidence aren’t
withholding any evidence. Usually, we would have to trust the person or
persons since it’s almost impossible to tell if someone is withholding
evidence or presenting only part of the story. We want to be sure that the
evidence is as the persuader is selling it to us. What have they actually
observed? What part is interpretation?
We’re usually denied access and told to trust the wonderful
intellectuals who are leading us around by our noses. When we have
conversations with students, we find out just how much false
information the schools are teaching and how much true information the
schools are withholding. With scientific claims, it’s generally a matter of
trust. When two scientists make conflicting claims about their field of
expertise, we have no way to check their claims. That problem comes up
often with radiometric dating. However, we can know that radiometric
dating relies on assumptions.
Schools also fail to teach the difference between precision and
accuracy. Precision is repeatability. Accuracy yields correct answers, and
inaccuracy yields unreliable answers. A precise answer can be wildly
inaccurate. We can repeat the same experiments using the same
assumptions and get precise answers even if the assumptions are wrong
and the answers are inaccurate. In this case, the answers are wrong, but
they’re consistently wrong and precisely wrong, which is the case with
radiometric dating. That means scientists get the same wrong answer
every time because of their assumptions. If they changed their
assumptions, they would get a different answer.
Scientists produce graphs showing precision, yet they produce the
points on the graphs using assumptions and selective data. That is, they
do math, but they merely assume some of the numbers that they use in
the math and discard data that doesn’t support the desired result. And
since they base all radiometric dating on assumptions, if they change the

assumptions, they change the age. Therefore, they can show precision,
but they can’t prove accuracy. (Related Video: Jim Mason, Doesn't
radiometric dating prove the earth is billions of years old)
The public school system has indoctrinated many, so those who have
been indoctrinated thought they observed the ungodly stories. But how
could they observe billions of years while molecules turned into people?
What actually happened? They believed teachers and books instead of
believing God, and then they conformed to peer pressure and lost touch
with reality.
all the asteroids seem to be so close to the same date, at an
age, 4.5, 4.6 billions of years.
In this partial statement, Bill gives asteroids as evidence, implying
that the asteroids validate the dating methods and the age of the earth.
But why does Bill bring up asteroids? They’re irrelevant since we can
only test the methods if we know the age of something we’re testing. We
don’t know the age of the asteroids to test the methods. However, we
know the age of some things with which we could test the methods, but
when we test the methods on things of known age, the methods never
pass the test. So, for some reason, the methods don’t work on things
where we do know the age. The crazy thing is that instead of questioning
the method, ungodly scientists forbid testing anything of known age.
Also and as mentioned in the last section, radiometric dating conflicts
with the other dating methods. Those same scientists discredit all the
other dating methods simply because they conflict with the ungodly
sacred-cow belief system.
The problem isn’t that someone has invalidated radiometric dating.
The problem is that radiometric dating has never been validated. No one
has ever validated radiometric dating methods against something of
known age. These methods haven’t been validated at all.
We can easily get lost in the weeds with this question. We could focus
on the fact that the decay rate of various radioactive isotopes can be
accurately measured. We might forget that those scientists who believe
in these radiometric dating methods are making assumptions. If those
assumptions are incorrect, then the methods will give the wrong dates
regardless of how accurate the measurements are. Scientists use many
assumptions, but they use three main assumptions. They assume the
starting amounts of parent and daughter elements. If you change those
assumptions, you change everything. They assume the rate of decay

remained constant. And yet, the rate has accelerated at least one time in
the past. They assume a closed system without any contamination. And
yet, we know that contamination happens. All these assumptions

Some Christians reason that the secular world places a lot of weight
on radiometric dating and that everyone should go along with this idea.
But no one has validated the methods for determining the age of the
earth. Some Christians think that we need to accept these methods as if
they were validated. They argue that the secularists have put a lot of
thought into presenting arguments for an old earth. That’s known as a
sunk-cost fallacy. It’s like the government project that will never succeed
but that keeps on going because they’ve already sunk billions of dollars
into it. Some Christians fear that if we don’t knuckle under to the mob,
they will dismiss us as crackpots. This demonstrates the effectiveness of
the appeal-to-ridicule fallacy that’s used so effectively by old-earth
dogmatists.
We can confuse the theoretical basis of radiometric dating with the
scientific validation that checks to see whether the theoretical basis
works in the real world. Theories can work beautifully on paper when
they are total nonsense. The purpose of scientific validation is to check or
validate the theories to see if they actually work. Other than as a political
deception, radiometric dating doesn’t work.
It’s interesting to note the difference in the attitude of the scientific
community when accepting radiometric dating methods compared to
accepting a new drug. The new drug must be validated. We must see that
it works. The rules are very strict. And yet, scientists become gullible

when it comes to the radiometric dating methods. They become gullible
when evaluating stories about big bangs, billions of years, life springing
from non-life, and an imagined first, simple life-form morphing into
every living thing that now exists.
Let’s go over this again. Scientific validation is accomplished by
testing the method (in this case, the radiometric dating method) against
something of a known value (in this case, something of known age).
However, every time secularists have tried to validate radiometric dating
methods on something of known age, that validation has failed. So, how
do they validate the radiometric dating methods? They validate them
against the comets that they claim come from the (imaginary) Oort
cloud. They “know” that the comets are 4.7 billion years old since they
“know” that the earth is 4.7 billion years old. In other words, they
validate against their story to prove their story. That’s circular reasoning.
That’s not the scientific process of validation. Radiometric dating
methods have never been validated in any real way.
When creation scientists studied granite samples, they
concluded that the helium in the rock was 100,000 times
more plentiful than it should have been if the rocks were
really 1.5 billion years old. They concluded that their findings
are consistent with an earth about 6,000 years old. ~ Darren
Marlar, New Light on Radiometric Dating
This statement doesn’t prove that the earth is 6,000 years old.
However, it does prove that radiometric dates don’t agree with the
helium dates in the same rocks. It proves that scientists should question
radiometric dating methods. Irrationally, dogmatic beliefs of certain
scientists prevail over observations.
Validation requires check-ability, and anyone can check out Jesus
Christ. He’s real, and He’s at hand. Plus, whoever seeks Him finds Him
without special equipment or training, and no one needs money for this
test. Those with sincere minds can test it, but they must respect God and
yield to the Holy Spirit. They must persist and want to do God’s
righteous will. On the other hand, we can’t check radiometric dating
methods since those who trust radiometric dating tell us that we can’t
validate the dating methods by testing them on objects of known age.
The issue of radiometric dating shows that the debate is about
assumptions, made-up stories, and smokescreens versus divine
revelation.

Old Trees
If we go to California, we find enormous stands of bristlecone
pines. Some of them are over 6,000 years old, 6,800 years
old. There’s a famous tree in Sweden; old Tjikko is 9,550 years
old. How could these trees be there if there was an enormous
flood just 4,000 years ago? ~ Bill Nye
Again, we see a conclusion based on assumptions, which is a
conclusion based on made-up stuff. For the bristlecone pines, Bill
assumed that a tree ring equals a year. However, only two weeks between
rains creates a ring, so we can have many rings every year. Inside the NyeHam Debate, page 86 Based on divine revelation, we know that Bill’s
assumption is false and that God sent the Genesis Flood just as God says
He did.
Old Tjikko isn’t a single tree as it turns out. Scientists assume that a
series of new trunks sprung up from the remains of previous trunks that
had died. Old Tjikko is alive, and no living tree has been found that’s
over 600 years old, so what’s going on here. The story form Wikipedia
goes this way: “The age of the tree was determined by carbon dating of
genetically matched plant material collected from under the tree.”
Bill assumes the accuracy of carbon dating. Carbon dating is
questionable for several reasons. The radioactive carbon in the
atmosphere is not in equilibrium as assumed. That means the older the
tree, the more the calculation adds extra years to the tree. It also means
that the entire system can’t be over 10,000 years old. (Carl Wieland, Carbon-14
dating—explained in everyday terms) After the Flood, many volcanoes would be
putting out CO2, and carbon dating gives incorrect ages (much older) for
trees found near active volcanoes. (John Woodmorappe, Much-inflated carbon-14
dates from subfossil trees: a new mechanism) Even though many scientists assume
that the Genesis Flood didn’t happen, by divine revelation, we know
that’s a false assumption. Also, some scientists believe that a water
canopy existed around the earth before the flood. A water canopy would
have eliminated or drastically reduced the concentrations of radioactive
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere making trees appear much older than
they really are. And other factors would also have added to these
problems with carbon dating. How important that we maintain the
distinction between assumption and observation! (Don Batten, Tree ring dating
(dendrochronology); Jerry Bergman and Robert Doolan, The oldest living things)

And we also know that ungodly thinkers use special pleading for
carbon dating, but they won’t admit it. For example, when analyzing
many bones, carbon dating often shows dates too young to fit
evolutionism, so ungodly scientists routinely discard those dates. On the
other hand, if carbon dating gives results to help the case of ungodly
thinkers, they report those dates as facts. Sound logic doesn’t conflict
with reality, so we don’t need any tricks, but special pleading is just one
of many tricks ungodly scientists use to create the illusion of proof. While
the illusion can fool a naïve person, those who look deeply into the
matter find out that it’s just a tricky illusion.
As previously mentioned, scientists base all dating methods on
assumptions, and assumptions have a null truth-value because they’re
unknown. Therefore, ungodly scientists can’t prove anything when they
base their science on unknowns.
How could these trees be there if there was an enormous flood
just 4,000 years ago? ~ Bill Nye
Bill is asserting a claim without proof using a rhetorical question. This
fallacy makes up stuff and calls the made-up stuff “proof.” Bill’s ad
ignorantiam question also contains the logical fallacy of appeal to
presumption. He computes the age of these trees based on presumptions.
Presumptions lead to misused statistics. So we see ungodly thinkers
using presumptions, made-up stories, and smokescreens as proof against
the Genesis Flood. On the other hand, we have divine revelation, which is
absolute proof of the Genesis Flood. Ungodly persuaders could easily fool
us with their babble as they try to distract from the real comparison,
which is between made-up stuff and divine revelation.
Some of them are over 6,000 years old, 6,800 years old ~ Bill
Nye
Bill distorts the evidence by interpreting beyond what scientists have
observed, but he presents the interpretation as if scientists had observed
it. Human interpretation naturally distorts observation since that’s what
the human mind does. The only tool that the fallen human mind has to
go beyond observation is making up stuff and using the made-up stuff to
interpret the observation. One of the ways to give a more convincing
illusion of proof is by referring to what “experts” have written. But what
those “experts” have written is also just more made-up stuff from fallen
human minds. The argument is between made-up stuff and divine
revelation.

Surviving the Flood
You can try this yourself, everybody. Get, I mean, I don’t
mean to be mean to trees, but get a sapling and put it under
water for a year. It will not survive, in general, nor will its
seeds. They just won’t make it. So how could these trees be
that old if the earth is only 4,000 years old? ~ Bill Nye
Bill based this argument on assumptions, but the trees survived.
(Inside the Nye-Ham Debate, page 41) Bill implies impossibility, but the trees
could survive by various means. Of course, all plants didn’t survive the
Flood. Some plants went extinct.
God could have preserved many things on floating islands, but that’s
just one possible way.
They [floating islands] typically occur when growths of
cattails, bulrush, sedge, and reeds extend outward from the
shoreline of a wetland area. As the water gets deeper the roots
no longer reach the bottom, so they use the oxygen in their
root mass for buoyancy, and the surrounding vegetation for
support to retain their top-side-up orientation. [citation
needed] The area beneath these floating mats is exceptionally
rich in aquatic life forms. Eventually, storm events tear whole
sections free from the shore, and the islands thus formed
migrate around a lake with changing winds, eventually either
reattaching to a new area of the shore, or breaking up in heavy
weather. ~ Wikipedia, Floating Island
The Floodwaters covered the entire earth for somewhere between 3½
and 9 months, and many seeds can survive that length of time. We
shouldn’t assume the water was salty. Plants now are probably not as
robust as the plants that existed at the time of the Flood since genetic
deterioration has made them weaker. Seeds make excellent food, and
Noah may have brought seeds on the Ark as a food source. God tells us
that, immediately after the Flood, Noah planted a vineyard. Noah would
have needed seeds, which could have been on the Ark. Plant-eating
animals that died during the Flood would have bloated and floated with
seeds inside them. God has many ways of preserving what He wants to
preserve. Bill’s claim of impossibility is pure made-up stuff.
Of course, all of these answers are speculative. We don’t know exactly
what God did. However, Bill Nye was trying to imply impossibility. He

was making an unsupported claim. He was making up stuff and
persuasively saying that his made-up stuff was true. A lot of people
believed him and felt that Bill Nye was right. They never suspected that
Bill was making up the whole thing. And yet, Jesus Christ is real and He
speaks to us through Scripture and every means of revelation mentioned
in Scripture. He reveals the fact that the history in the Bible is reliable.
And He reveals the fact that the human mind is unreliable.

Animal Migrations
Now, one of the extraordinary claims associated with Ken
Ham’s worldview is that this giant boat, very large wooden
ship, went aground safely on a mountain in what we now call
the Middle East. And so, places like Australia, are populated
then by animals who somehow managed to get from the
Middle East all the way to Australia in the last 4,000 years.
Now, that, to me, is an extraordinary claim. We would expect,
then, somewhere between the Middle East and Australia, we
would expect to find evidence of kangaroos. We would expect
to find some fossils, some bones, in the last 4,000 years.
Somebody would have been hopping along there and died
along the way. And furthermore, there is a claim that there
was a land bridge that allowed these animals to get from Asia
all the way to the Continent of Australia. And that land bridge
has disappeared—has disappeared in the last 4,000 years. No
navigator, no diver, no U.S. Navy submarine, no one’s ever
detected any evidence of this let alone any fossils of
kangaroos. So, your expectation isn’t met. It doesn’t seem to
hold up. ~ Bill Nye

We would expect to find some fossils, some bones, in the last
4,000 years.
. . . your expectation isn’t met. It doesn’t seem to hold up.

First, Bill Nye says that if marsupials or kangaroos got off the Ark and
went to Australia, we would expect fossils or bones on the way, and then
he tries to imply that Ken Ham predicted that scientists would find
kangaroo fossils from the Ark to Australia. However, Ken didn’t predict
any such thing, and Ken didn’t expect it. Therefore, Bill is projecting this
expectation onto Ken and committing another straw-man fallacy.
Bill says that scientists haven’t found fossils, then he concludes that
the kangaroos didn’t get off the Ark. That might seem sensible in Bill’s
mind, but it’s not sound thinking. Rather, it’s irrational thinking because
we have other reasons we wouldn’t expect to find fossils or bones. Bones
don’t last if they don’t fossilize, and fossils don’t form unless special
conditions exist. Usually, a flood or something like it must bury them
quickly. The Genesis Flood was over. So, without a Flood or other
specific conditions, carcasses and bones don’t last long after animals die.
They rot or are eaten by scavengers instead, so we wouldn’t expect to find
these fossils.
And furthermore, there is a claim that there was a land bridge
that allowed these animals to get from Asia all the way to the
Continent of Australia. And that land bridge has disappeared
—has disappeared in the last 4,000 years.
Both evolutionists and creationists have theories about marsupials
getting to Australia with both proposing floating islands as a possible
solution. Floating islands are feasible since a global Flood would likely
create many floating mats of vegetation. Both evolutionists and
creationists propose a land bridge that no longer exists. In the Creation
scientists’ models, a single ice age results in lower sea levels, and lower
sea levels provide a land bridge. Other evidence suggests that sea levels
were lower a few thousand years ago. Since both Genesis-Flood scientists
and anti-Genesis-Flood scientists have proposed similar solutions, Bill’s
argument is irrational special pleading.
Bill also confuses kinds with species. Kangaroos are one of many
animals of the marsupial kind living throughout the world. And though
scientists don’t find kangaroo fossils on every continent, they do find
marsupial fossils on every continent. (https://creation.com/ham-nyedebate) The marsupials that made it to Australia were isolated, so Bill
would need to prove that marsupials didn’t specialize into kangaroos if
he wants to prove impossibility. However, evolutionists also claim that

marsupials specialized into kangaroos, which brings us back to the
special-pleading fallacy.
Several specializations of the marsupial kind live in Australia, New
Guinea, and South America, but evolutionists automatically assume they
evolved there. The fossils don’t support the claims of evolutionists
though, and evolutionists don’t present any convincing evidence to
support their stories. The evidence against the evolutionistic story is in
the fossils since the only places we find the larger marsupials is in
Eurasia and North America. So, evolutionists are claiming that
Australian marsupials evolved in Australia when the fossils of their
ancestors are far away from Australia. (Brian Thomas, Why Do Kangaroos Live
Only in Australia?)

Therefore, we can see that the entire kangaroo issue is a non-issue for
Creation. Once again, it’s an example of assumptions, made-up stories,
and smokescreens versus divine revelation.

Ark Capacity
If you visit the National Zoo in Washington D.C.—it’s a
hundred and sixty-three acres—and they have 400 species—
by the way, this picture that you’re seeing was taken by
spacecraft in space orbiting the earth. If you told my
grandfather, let alone my father, that we had that capability
they would have been amazed. That capability comes from our
fundamental understanding of gravity, of material science, of
physics, and life science where you go looking. This place, as
any zoo, is often deeply concerned and criticized for how it
treats its animals. They have 400 species on 163 acres, 66
hectares. Is it reasonable that Noah and his colleagues, his
family, were able to maintain 14,000 animals and themselves
and feed them aboard a ship that was bigger than anyone’s
ever been able to build?
Then, as far as Noah being an extraordinary shipwright, I’m
very skeptical. The shipwrights, my ancestors, the Nye family
in New England, spent their whole life learning to make ships.
I mean, it’s very reasonable perhaps to you that Noah had
superpowers and was able to build this extraordinary craft
with seven family members, but, to me, it’s just not
reasonable. ~ Bill Nye

In this case, Bill’s proof doesn’t prove his conclusion. His logic goes
like this:
Activists criticize present-day zoos. Therefore, Noah couldn’t
have had these animals on the Ark.
The premise that activists criticize present-day zoos is observable, but
it doesn’t prove the conclusion that Noah couldn’t have had these
animals on the Ark. In other words, Bill is adding some premises that
consist of made-up stuff to get to his false conclusion. Since he hid those
made-up premises, we don’t know what they are. Perhaps he’s making
bare claims with no premises at all.
Scientists have thoroughly analyzed aspects of the Flood, the Ark, and
the animals on the Ark. They’ve shown several simple ways to keep the
animals on the Ark without risk. The Ark Encounter in Kentucky has
extensive information that refutes Bill Nye’s claims. Here are some of the
hidden-assumption fallacies in Bill’s argument:
Assumption: The gene pool wouldn’t have been purer.
[Observation shows deteriorating gene pools, so the gene
pool would have been purer in the past.]
Assumption: God didn’t personally select these animals for
the Ark. [We know, by divine revelation, God did personally
select these animals for the Ark, and He brought them to
Noah.]
Assumption: God can’t preserve these animals on the Ark.
[What might prevent the Almighty God from doing that?]
Assumption: We can project political problems of the
present day into the past.

Bill is committing a phantom-impossibility fallacy. Bill implied that
he was basing his claim on science, but he cited no science. That’s the
phantom-science fallacy. Of course, Bill’s definition of science includes
opinions but only those opinions with which he agrees. He doesn’t need
observation.
A major trick of ungodly thinkers is repeating magic words, such as
“science,” “evidence,” “proof,” or “observation,” when no “science,”
“evidence,” “proof,” or “observation” exists. This magic-words trick is
effective. If a group of persuaders repeatedly and consistently repeat
magic words such as “overwhelming evidence,” “science tells us,” and
“absolutely proven,” an alarmingly high percentage of people will think
they’ve seen science, evidence, proof, or even observation. It’s a form of
hypnosis.
The Ark could have carried a lot more than it did. So when Bill tried
to project the twenty-first-century zoo’s situation back to Noah and the
Ark, he committed the logical fallacy of unwarranted extrapolation. The
following is just a question-begging-complex-question fallacy:
Is it reasonable that Noah and his colleagues, his family, were
able to maintain 14,000 animals and themselves and feed
them aboard a ship that was bigger than anyone’s ever been
able to build? ~ Bill Nye
To make his point, Bill needs to prove that this ship is bigger than
anyone has ever been able to build. Instead of proof, he merely
presupposes his claim into the question without proving his claim. Bill
needed to prove his claim, but he didn’t.
Bill needs to prove that Noah couldn’t maintain the animals and feed
them. Making a statement in the form of a question proves nothing.
While we don’t know the exact way that God took care of the animals, we
do know about many natural ways God could have done it. (Inside the NyeHam Debate, page 41) Bill would need to prove that the Almighty God couldn’t
make sure that Noah could maintain the needed animals for the time
they were in the Ark. (Tas Walker, The Genesis Flood and Noah’s Ark) What would
stop God from doing so?
Again, we can see that it’s assumptions, made-up stories, and
smokescreens versus divine revelation.

Building the Ark

Another remarkable thing I’d like everyone to consider,
inherent in this worldview is that, somehow, [pause for
drama] Noah and his family [pause for drama] were able to
build a wooden ship that would house 14,000 individual there
were 7,000 kinds, and there’s a boy and a girl for each one of
those, so it’s about 14,000; 8 people. And these people were
unskilled. As far anybody knows they had never built a
wooden ship before. Furthermore, they had to get all these
animals on there, and they had to feed them, and I
understand that Mr. Ham has some explanations for that
which I frankly find extraordinary, but, this is the premise of
the bit, and we can then run a test, a scientific test. People in
the early 1900s built an extraordinary large wooden ship, the
Wyoming. It was a six-masted schooner, the largest one ever
built. It had a motor on it for winching cables and stuff. But
this boat had a great difficulty. It was not as big as the Titanic,
but it was a very long ship. It would twist in the sea. It would
twist this way, this way and this way. And in all that twisting,
it leaked. It leaked like crazy. The crew couldn’t keep the ship
dry. And indeed it eventually foundered and sank—loss of all
14 hands. So there were 14 crewmen aboard a ship that was
built by very, very skilled shipwrights in New England. These
guys were the best in the world at wooden shipbuilding, and
they couldn’t build a boat as big as the Ark is claimed to have
been. Is that reasonable? Is that possible that the best
shipbuilders in the world couldn’t do what eight unskilled
people, men and their wives, were able to do? ~ Bill Nye
In this statement, Bill implies that Noah couldn’t build the Ark and
that the molecules-to-humanity story is factual. However, the premises
don’t support the conclusion, so it’s a non sequitur. It’s a case of
shoehorning data to fit a biased conclusion using flawed evidence. The
data doesn’t match Bill’s conclusion. Instead, the data shows that the Ark
is possible. We’re purposely not pointing out many of Bill’s fallacies since
he nests many fallacies into his statements. The ones we’re addressing
are enough to understand the problem.
Concerning Bill’s claim of impossibility, Noah and his family were
close to God from Whom comes all wisdom and knowledge. By
revelation, we know that wisdom and knowledge increase over time in
any person who continues to walk with God. Since Noah was over 500
years old when he started building and 600 years old when he finished,

he had a lot of experience. Even so, Bill claims that Noah was unskilled,
so Bill would need a sane way to prove his extraordinary claim to
himself. He could explain his method, his way of knowing, to us. Then we
could prove it to ourselves if Bill’s reasoning were rational, but it’s not
rational.
Also, Bill said, “they had to get all these animals on there.” However,
God brought the animals to the Ark. Then Bill said, “they had to feed
them,” which implies that feeding them would have caused a problem for
Noah. Bill is implying that some hindrance was limiting God so He
couldn’t provide. So, Bill would need to explain what power would limit
God. We don’t know if God performed any miracles beyond those
mentioned in the Bible, and He wouldn’t necessarily have to but could
have. However, the Ark Encounter provides many calculations and a lot
of scientific data through which we learn that the Ark makes sense no
matter what questions we ask.
I understand that Mr. Ham has some explanations for that
which I frankly find extraordinary
Through this statement, Bill Nye also gives us an example of the
logical fallacy of personal incredulity. The problem with the fallacy of
personal incredulity is that Bill’s mindset doesn’t affect reality. Bill can
find explanations to be extraordinary all he likes. That only affects Bill’s
mind. It has no effect on anything real. It merely shows that Bill’s
worldview is incompatible with the history of the Ark and the Genesis
Flood. Since Bill’s worldview seems like reality to Bill, he will find any
explanation of the Ark or the Flood to be extraordinary.
this is the premise of the bit
Bill is a professional comedian, and the phrase “the premise of the
bit” is a common reference to a comedy bit. If Bill is using this term as an
appeal-to-ridicule fallacy, it’s another example of phantom absurdity.
We’ve taken time to notice all these fallacies nested together to point
out that nested fallacies can be seductive. Going through the debate line
by line, Bill based every statement on fallacies. That’s not an
exaggeration. In this case, Bill was trying to prove that the Flood and Ark
never existed, but his fallacies don’t prove his point.
On the other hand, we have absolute proof of the Flood and the Ark.
God gives proof through revelation. He reveals the Flood through
Scripture and supplies plenty of collateral evidence through geology and

the other sciences. However, on Bill’s disbelieving side of the discussion,
there’s no proof that these events of history didn’t take place.
we can then run a test, a scientific test . . .
Strangely, Bill’s “scientific test” was a historical story of a large ship,
The Wyoming, that sunk. However, that’s not a “scientific test.” The
Wyoming wasn’t the Ark. The fact that a large sailing ship failed doesn’t
prove that Noah couldn’t build the Ark that lasted through the Genesis
Flood. Therefore, the term “scientific test” is a misnomer. It’s misleading
and deceptive.
Bill’s logic is irrational because one person’s failure doesn’t prove that
no one else can ever succeed. And it doesn’t mean that no one has ever
done it. Bill’s so-called “scientific test” commits the fallacy of antecedent.
Bill also used the fallacy of selective evidence since The Wyoming
sailed fourteen years before sinking. He didn’t mention this fact. Some
experts believe that Noah’s Ark would have had to float only three and a
half (3½) months, but others say that it would have to float between six
and nine months. Bill probably was ignorant of this fact. (Inside the Nye-Ham
Debate, page 105)

Bill also left out some facts about the construction methods of ancient
ships. Ancient ships used construction methods far superior to the
shipbuilding methods of the 1900s. This fact alone destroys Bill’s
argument.
We don’t look at these many fallacies to ridicule Bill. But we remind
ourselves of the deceptiveness of ungodly persuaders. Ungodly
persuaders use these same methods of deception in schools, news
organizations, the entertainment industry, and in every other
conceivable method of communication and manipulation.
These guys were the best in the world at wooden shipbuilding,
and they couldn’t build a boat as big as the Ark is claimed to
have been. ~ Bill Nye
In that statement, Bill projects the skills of today into the past, and
then he assumes that progressively less skill existed going back in time.
That’s the logical fallacy of chronological snobbery coupled with the
logical fallacy of presentism. In many ways, archeological evidence shows
just the opposite of Bill’s unsupported conclusion.

Is that reasonable? Is that possible that the best shipbuilders
in the world couldn’t do what eight unskilled people, men and
their wives, were able to do? ~ Bill Nye
This quote is a good example of deeply nested presuppositions in one
sentence. We realize that presuppositions are assumptions consisting of
made-up stuff. We also know that every conflict in this debate is between
made-up stuff and revelation. Here are the presuppositions that Bill
implied in this short quote.
The Flood and the Ark aren’t reasonable.
The best shipbuilders lived during the 1800s.
Eight people built the Ark.
Noah didn’t hire anyone.
Noah and whoever else helped build the Ark were all unskilled.
So, on the ungodly side, Bill has assumptions, made-up stories, and
smokescreens, while on the godly side, Ken has divine revelation. If we
remove Bill’s unreasonable presuppositions, Noah could have reasonably
built the Ark, and Bill gives no rational reason for his unbelief.
Bill is trying to use politics for governmental coercion and censorship
against the Bible. He’s also trying to use politics for a world where
teachers can only teach ungodly ideas to students. In essence, Bill is
trying to use politics for Federal establishment of the religion known as
ungodliness. Those are big demands, and big demands require absolute
proof. However, Bill based all his arguments on fallacies resulting in zero
substance. He admits that all his conclusions are based on assumptions,
but he says that his assumptions don’t consist of made-up stuff.

The Genesis Flood
Now, when we go to the Grand Canyon, which is an
astonishing place I recommend to everybody in the world to
someday visit the Grand Canyon. You find layer upon layer of
ancient rocks, and if there was this enormous Flood that you
speak of, wouldn’t there have been churning and bubbling and
roiling? How would these things have settled out? Your claim
that they settled out in an extraordinarily short amount of
time is, for me, not satisfactory.

You can look at these rocks. You can look at rocks that are
younger. You can go to seashores where there is sand. This is
what geologists on the outside do, study the rate at which soil
is deposited at the end of rivers and deltas, and we can see
that it takes a long, long time for sediments to turn to stone. ~
Bill Nye
Bill implies that sediments can’t settle out quickly. That’s not true
because scientists do observe sediments settling out quickly. This
statement also commits a fallacy of phantom absurdity.
Also, in this picture, you can see where one type of sediment
has intruded on another type. Now, if that was uniform,
wouldn’t we expect it all to be even without intrusion?
Furthermore, you can find places in the Grand Canyon where
you see an ancient riverbed on that side going to an ancient
riverbed on that side and the Colorado River has cut through
it. And by the way, if this great Flood drained through the
Grand Canyon, wouldn’t there have been a Grand Canyon on
every continent? How could we not have Grand Canyons
everywhere if this water drained away in this extraordinarily
short amount of time, 4,000 years? ~ Bill Nye
We addressed the circular-reasoning and the selective-evidence
fallacies in this statement in Real Faith & Reason Volume One on the
trip Knowledge of Truth versus Opinions. So we won’t address that facet
any further in this book. However, we will mention that Bill made this
statement with false bravado as if declaring victory when he won no such
victory.
Bill’s statement implies that an intrusion of one kind of sediment
onto a layer of another kind of sediment would be a problem for a global
Flood. But we would expect intrusions during the Flood, so Bill’s
implication is contrary to fact. Of course, some speculators imagine that
the Genesis Flood would be gentle, like filling a bathtub. They imagine
this gentle Flood even though this imagined scenario is contrary to what
we observe since even much smaller observed floods and tsunamis move
with devastating power. They’re local, but they leave amazing deposits of
sediment and carve out canyons quickly in the sediments. However,
those observed floods and tsunamis are minor events compared to the
global Genesis Flood described in Scripture. God tells us that the Genesis
Flood filled the entire earth, covering the highest mountains. In this
Flood, God opened the fountains of the deep. A disastrous earthquake

split the land, and massive quantities of hot underground water exploded
to the surface during violent volcanic activity. (CBN: Craig von Buseck, Did the
Flood Really Cover the WHOLE Earth?) (Blue Letter Bible: Don Stewart, Did the Flood Cover the
Entire Earth?) (Got Questions, Was Noah’s flood global or local?)

Scientists have created Flood models using what we know about
physics, weather, and geology, and, in those models, a single continent
split in two in an earthquake. God reveals that He began with all the
water in one place. That would mean that all the land was also in one
place in a single continent. God also reveals that water erupted out of the
ground. So scientists added this data to the model. Scientists also model
tectonic plates moving at the pace of a fast walk. They call this tectonic
movement “continental sprint.” During this continental sprint, tidal
wave after tidal wave rushed across the land, and animals scrambled to
find high ground over several months. Observations of the deposits,
fossils, and footprints are in harmony with these models.
By revelation, we know that the water lifted the Ark from the ground
and eventually covered the entire earth over the tops of the highest
mountains. God also revealed that the mountains rose at the end of the
Flood. That means they weren’t as high before the Flood as they are now.
But when the tectonic plates crashed into each other, mountains rose
and bottoms of seas and oceans dropped. Models show that this violent
motion would again cause many tidal waves as the water receded over
months. The observations of geological formations support this model.
Then we have God’s revelation that the Ark settled in the mountains of
the Ararat region. That was at least 3½ months after the Ark began to
float.
The models calculate that the tectonic plate movement slowed as
repeated tidal waves swept across the newly-formed continents. After
that, violent weather followed that gradually became less violent over
thousands of years. Scientists modeled this weather as coming in waves
that we still see in cyclical climate change and alternating global
warming and global cooling.
Of course, models of past events don’t prove anything beyond
feasibility. We can predict continuing global climate change from the
models. We can also use the models to make sense of many geological
features. All we know about the past is what God has revealed through
Scripture. However, what God has revealed is consistent with what we
observe.

Bill’s quote includes a story about ancient riverbeds, which implies
that Bill thinks that the Genesis Flood couldn’t create what we observed,
but he gave no proof for his implied claim. These stories and innuendos
imply a conflict where no conflict exists. And the story about riverbeds
commits a causal fallacy as well. So, without proof, Bill claims that
billions of years caused what we observe, while he also irrationally rejects
the Genesis Flood as the cause. Bill’s argument is privileging the godless
hypothesis. (Inside the Nye-Ham Debate, page 90)
Wouldn’t there have been a Grand Canyon on every
continent? ~ Bill Nye
As we consider this statement and others, we can see that Bill thinks
he has a way to prove what happened in the distant past. His method is
to declare what he would have expected, and Bill’s question reflects this
reasoning. Bill reasons that if we observed giant canyons on every
continent, this observation would prove that God sent the Genesis Flood,
but, if only one giant canyon existed in the world, the lack of canyons
would disprove that God sent the Genesis Flood.
However, giant canyons do exist on every continent with many of
them larger than the Grand Canyon. Therefore, Bill predicted accurately,
but not in the way that Bill wanted to predict. According to Bill’s
reasoning, the Flood did happen.
At the same time, we need to point out the flaw in Bill’s system of
logic where he says, “I would expect X if Y were true” and then uses that
prediction to declare Y either true or false. We can’t prove anything
through prediction. We’re not trying to prove, based on predictions, that
the Genesis Flood took place. We’re just noticing the irony since Bill’s socalled proof worked against the conclusion that he wanted.
Divine revelation, not prediction, proves the Genesis Flood, and our
observations confirm it, while nothing real conflicts with this divine
revelation about the Genesis Flood. Of course, some worldviews, stories,
and assumptions conflict with divine revelation, but nothing in the real
world conflicts with divine revelation. Once again, it’s made-up stuff
versus divine revelation.

Plate Tectonics
Do you think that they’re all wrong? The reason that we
acknowledge the rate at which continents are drifting apart,

one of the reasons, is we see what’s called seafloor spreading
in the mid-Atlantic. The earth’s magnetic field has reversed
over the millennia, and, as it does, it leaves a signature in the
rocks as the continental plates drift apart, so, uh, you can
measure how fast the continents were spreading. That’s how
we do it on the outside. As I said, I lived in Washington state
when Mt. St. Helens, uh, exploded. That’s the result of a
continental plate going under another continental plate and
cracking and this water-laden rock led to a steam explosion,
and that’s how we do it on the outside. ~ Bill Nye
Bill mentioned tectonic plate movements and reversing polarity, but
neither of these supports the ungodly conclusion of deep time. Bill falsely
implied that Creation scientists fought the idea of plate tectonics. That’s
not true. In the mid-1800s, a French Creation scientist named Antonio
Snider-Pellegrini published the first paper on the continents splitting
apart and continental drift. At the same time, the scientific establishment
fought plate tectonics. Decades later, Alfred Lothar Wegener also
published on continental drift, which is the basis for theories of plate
tectonics, but even then, the scientific establishment fought against the
idea. Most scientists now accept theories about plate tectonics, but this
acceptance doesn’t make the theories valid. However, some scientists
still doubt theories about plate tectonics. For further information, here’s
an article about the problems with the theory of plate tectonics. (Mark
McGuire, Plate tectonics—inconsistencies in the model)In any case, plate tectonics are
no problem for the Genesis Flood, so Bill committed a phantom-conflict
fallacy.
Bill also said that scientists observe the seafloor spreading. Scientists
don’t observe the seafloor spreading. Six types of empirical data imply
that plates moved during the Flood, but scientists don’t observe the
seafloor spreading.
Bill also claimed that magnetic polarity reversed over billions of years
as “proof” for billions of years, but there’s no evidence that magnetic
polarity reversed over billions of years. Scientists have observed
magnetic polarity reversing quickly. Scientists haven’t observed magnetic
polarity reversing as slowly as Bill feels it reversed.

The following is a discussion between an old-earth creationist (OEC)
geologist and a young-earth creationist (YEC) geologist.
OEC Geologist: It is not circular reasoning because the
polarity at times in the past is preserved by lava that cools into
solid crystals.
YEC Geologist: Yes, it is circular. Lava cools very quickly
under water. The existence of a magnetic field anywhere is
evidence against naturalism. It requires electron spin
alignments that are not random. How did the first field
happen? There is no indicator of old time-bar assumptions.
They assume field reversals and assume those reversals are
slow. The existence of a magnetic field anywhere is evidence
against naturalism. It requires electron spin alignments that
are not random. How did the first field happen?
OEC Geologist: The geologic time scale proves that the
reversals happened over great expanses of time, and magnetic
reversals have nothing to do with the Genesis Flood.
YEC Geologist: Since the whole “geological column” is an
incorrect assumption (90% was laid down in the Flood) it’s
not a good guide to field behavior. When you try to use it as
proof, you assume what you’re trying to prove, and that’s also
circular reasoning.
OEC Geologist: As far as geomagnetic polarity reversals go,
I think there is no way to fit the hundreds of reversals seen in
the geologic record into a one-year flood event. It takes time
for igneous rocks to cool. And if these reversals were
occurring on an almost daily basis, then virtually every
igneous rock should preserve a record of geomagnetic
transitions (because the igneous rocks certainly took longer

than a day to cool and crystallize) rather than almost always
having only normal or reversed orientations of minerals.
YEC Geologist: “clearly took longer.” Right. Sure. How do
you know? If it was under water how long does it take?
Seconds for the outside to lithify. The thickness determines
when the lower section does.
Once again, we remember that the discussion is actually about
assumptions, made-up stories, and smokescreens versus divine
revelation. The circular reasoning is just a smokescreen to make madeup stuff seem like real stuff.
Rocky Rockbuilder: God doesn’t approve of making up
stuff and calling the made-up stuff true. God doesn’t give OEC
or YEC a pass on that. Are you defending assumption-based
reasoning?
OEC Geologist: Are you defending no-assumption-based
reasoning? I really do not think there is such a thing.
Everyone has assumptions (presuppositions), whether they
are Christians or non-Christians. My starting points are that
the Lord Jesus Christ died for my sins and rose from the dead
and that his Word is inerrant.
Rocky: Then you don’t believe that the Holy Spirit is sent to
guide and teach us? For a fact, if you are a follower of Christ,
He leads you. You may not be willing to acknowledge Him,
and you may ignore His leading and correcting, but He never
leaves you, nor does He forsake you. And yet, Christians are
perfectly capable of ungodly thinking. Go one more step back
in your thinking and make your starting point Jesus Christ
and the Triune God. In all your ways acknowledge Him, and
He shall direct your paths. Are you defending assumptionbased reasoning? If so, what is the mechanism by which
making up stuff (assuming) creates truth?
OEC Geologist: You seem to claim that you make no
assumptions, but only rely on the Holy Spirit. I acknowledge
that I make presuppositions, such as that God’s word is
reliable, and that all truth is God’s truth, which is an
assumption that you seem to deny. To acknowledge that I
have presuppositions is just being honest, and it is not

contradictory to relying on the Holy Spirit to guide me into
truth, whether that truth is in the Bible or elsewhere. You
make assumptions too, but are unwilling to lay them on the
table. You also seem to be saying that there is no truth outside
the Bible, which is not true. All truth comes from God, but not
all truth is in the Bible. Is 2+2=4 or isn’t it?
Rocky: Go one more step back in your thinking and make
your starting point Jesus Christ and the Triune God. In all
your ways acknowledge Him, and He shall direct your paths.
To depend on the mind of God and also depend on your own
fallen mind is to be double-minded. That doesn’t mean that
your brute-beast mind will stop tricking you. Every Christian
fights against a deceitful and desperately wicked fleshly mind.
However, if we think our deceitful mind is going to help us get
to truth, we’re trying to walk in two different directions at
once. The only method by which the fleshly mind can reason
past immediate sensory experience is by making up stuff and
calling the made-up stuff true. We commonly call this process
“assuming” or “presupposing.” If you allow a single
assumption, you can prove anything to yourself. Anything.
Not all truth is in the Bible, but all truth is hidden in Christ
Jesus. Fortunately, we don’t worship the Bible. We worship
Christ Who speaks to us through the Bible and every method
mentioned in the Bible.
Some Christians believe that divine revelation equals the
Bible. God never said that. In fact, the Bible says that God
reveals through several means. However, God never
contradicts Himself. Other Christians negate the Bible and
explain away parts of the Bible by using assumptions.
Theologians who glorify assumptions can delete any part of
Scripture or make Scripture say anything they want it to say.
They can get rid of the Trinity. They can create hundreds of
competing rapture theories. They can make every sexual
perversion seem like it’s going to work out well. They can
defend unbiblical church orders. They can get rid of certain
spiritual gifts, ministries, and offices in the Church. They can
invent new spiritual gifts, ministries, and offices in the
Church. They can lose sight of God’s purpose for the Church.

Let me remind you of what you said earlier: You said, “I have
several reasons that flow out of the text of Genesis 6-9 itself
for believing that the Bible does not require a global Flood.
The first of these is that universal language in the Old
Testament is almost never literal. In other words, ‘all the
Earth’ almost never means all the Earth in the Old Testament.
Does Genesis 41 require that people from all nations on Earth
came to Joseph to buy grain? Only the most ardent hyperliteralist would insist that people came all the way from China
and Mesoamerica to find food, but most Bible scholars
recognize that ‘all nations’ is an idiom, not a statement to be
taken absolutely literally. I could give many other examples.
In the Genesis Flood account, the Flood was certainly
universal from Noah’s perspective. He looked out the window
and saw water from horizon to horizon. It was certainly a
huge Flood. But the universal language in the text does not
require that the Flood covered the entire globe as we 21stcentury people understand the globe.”
You just got rid of the global Flood using assumptions.
Going back to an earlier comment by the OEC geologist, he said this:
“The geologic time scale proves that the reversals happened over great
expanses of time, and magnetic reversals have nothing to do with the
Genesis Flood.” The geologic time scale is the notion of billions of years.
It’s a story based on assumptions. It’s pure made-up stuff. And yet, the
OEC geologist uses made-up stuff to “prove” other made-up stuff. In this
case, he uses great expanses of time in the geologic time scale to prove
great expanses of time in the magnetic reversals. That is circular
reasoning, but the purpose of circular reasoning is to act as a
smokescreen. What’s the OEC geologist hiding with his smokescreen?
He’s hiding the fact that he’s making up the entire thing.
Assumptions are useful. They can create an imaginary world. They
can mislead. They can deceive. They can make lies seem true.
The observations work against the old-earth plate-tectonics
argument. In this case, we can see that the assumptions are false. We
know that the history in the Bible is accurate because the Holy Spirit
reveals that it’s accurate. Assumptions are useless. Jesus Christ is real
and knowable.

Lake Missoula
. . . you can drive along and find these enormous boulders on
top of the ground. Enormous rocks! Huge! Sitting on top of
the ground. Now out there in regular academic pursuits,
regular geology, people have discovered that there used to be
a lake in what’s now Montana, which we charmingly refer to
as Lake Missoula, It’s not there now, but the evidence for it is,
if I may, overwhelming, and so, an ice dam would form in
Lake Missoula, and once in a while it would break, it would
build up and break. There were multiple floods in my old state
of Washington. . . . Anyway, you drive along the road, and
there are these rocks. So, if as is asserted here at this facility,
that the heavier rocks would sink to the bottom during a flood
event, the big rocks and especially their shape, instead of
aerodynamic they’re hydrodynamic, the water changing shape
as water flows past, you’d expect them to sink to the bottom,
but here are these enormous rocks right on the surface, and
there’s no shortage of them. If you go driving [laughing] in
Washington State or Oregon, they’re readily available. So how
could those be there if the earth is just 4,000 years old? How
could they be there if this one Flood caused that? ~ Bill Nye
The Missoula Flood took place after the Genesis Flood, so it’s not
relevant to the discussion; it’s a red herring. By bringing it up, Bill is
trying to make a case against the Genesis Flood using irrelevant
evidence.
The story about many Missoula floods suffers from internal
inconsistencies though, and the evidence points to a single Missoula
Flood. From this evidence, it looks like the Missoula Flood occurred
during a single Ice Age after the Genesis Flood. Bill brought up Missoula
because he thought this Flood would be a problem for the Genesis Flood,
but it’s not. Whether Missoula was a single local Flood or many local
floods, it doesn’t cause any problem for the Genesis Flood. While the
Missoula Flood may have been one of the largest local floods in history
after the Genesis Flood, Missoula poses no problem for the biblical
account.
We can, however, learn something about scientific closedmindedness from the history of how scientists have treated the Missoula
Flood evidence. Ungodly scientists rejected the Missoula Flood for a long

time because they feared that it sounded too much like the Genesis
Flood. However, evidence continued to come in, and the evidence
eventually became so strong that ungodly scientists could no longer
ignore it, so the scientific establishment gradually accepted the Missoula
Flood. But even then, scientists shoehorned it into uniformitarian ideas.
So they invented many floods in their story even though the model didn’t
work with many floods. The anti-Bible sentiment among ungodly
scientists is so strong that while a single flood fits the evidence, they
resisted a single flood because it sounds too biblical. Because of antiBible bias, the uniformitarian-based many-flood story persisted since the
1960s. Scientists added the notion of many floods to the tradition as part
of what Bill calls “the body of knowledge.” Only now are scientists
beginning to abandon this notion since a few brave geologists recently
have dared to re-examine the evidence. Therefore, we can plainly see that
the Missoula Flood shows how the ungodly historical story slows
scientific progress.
But there’s more to this issue since only the Global Flood could have
moved the rounded quartzite boulders. Being different from the
underlying bedrock, geologists know where these boulders came from
and know that the water carried them long distances and the rushing
water and tumbling wore them down until they were round. And by
simply applying the mathematics of physics, they also know that a local
flood couldn’t have moved such large boulders so far.
Harlen Bretz tried to come up with another way. He’s still trying
because the worldview of mainstream science can’t allow the global
Genesis Flood. And yet he can conceive of no other geological process
that would result in what we observe. While he suggests that violent
rivers of glacial meltwater moved these gigantic boulders up to 800
miles, this model doesn’t work because meltwater couldn’t have moved
these boulders so far. Because of anti-Bible bias, how they traveled these
long distances remains “a great mystery” to Genesis-Flood-denying
geologists, and every theory they come up with is inadequate. (John
Hergenrather, Noah’s long-distance travelers)

There’s a good reason that ungodly thinkers refuse to consider the
Global Flood as a cause. A flood like the Genesis Flood wipes out the
millions-of-years-old-fossils story because the Flood described in
Genesis would destroy any previous fossils. If God sent the Genesis Flood
as Scripture says He did, the fossils and geology would date from the
Flood forward, and that would destroy the stories of evolutionism. So, in

the Missoula Flood, we can see the role of bias in distorting scientific
research.
Bill’s Lake-Missoula argument consists of assumptions, made-up
stories, and smokescreens versus divine revelation.

Big Bang
. . . there was a sign in front of a church: “Big Bang Theory.
You got to be kidding me. God.” Now, why would someone at
the church, a pastor, for example, put that sign up unless he
or she didn’t believe that the big bang was a real thing? I just
want to review briefly with everybody why we accept—in the
outside world—why we accept the big bang. Edwin Hubble
was sitting at Mt. Wilson which is up from Pasadena,
California. On a clear day, you can look down and see where
the Rose Parade goes, it’s that close to civilization. But even in
the early 1900s, the people who selected this site for
astronomy picked an excellent site; the clouds and smog are
below you. And Edwin Hubble sat there at this very big
telescope night after night studying the heavens. And he
found that the stars are moving apart. Stars are moving apart.
And he wasn’t sure why, but it was clear that the stars are
moving farther and farther apart all the time. So people talked
about it for a couple decades. And then, eventually, another
astronomer, Fred Hoyle, just remarked, ‘Well, it was like there
was a big bang.’ There was an explosion. This is to say since
everything is moving apart, it’s reasonable to say that at one
time they were all together. There’s a place from whence these
things expanded. And it was a remarkable insight. But people
went still questioning it for decades. Scientists, conventional
scientists, questioning it for decades. These two researchers
wanted to listen for radio signals from space, radio astronomy
. . . there was this hiss . . . had found this cosmic background
sound that was predicted by astronomers. Astronomers
running the numbers, doing math, predicted that, in the
cosmos, would be left over this echo, this energy from the big
bang that would be detectable. And they detected it. We built
the cosmic observatory for background emissions, the COBE
spacecraft, and it matched exactly, exactly the astronomers’
predictions. You got to respect that. It’s a wonderful thing. ~
Bill Nye

The big-bang story has the purpose of allowing a starting point for
thinking without God, but it commits the Law-of-Cause-and-Effect
fallacy.
Nothing created everything from nothing or an unknown
something.
No rational working hypothesis would allow this something-fromnothing idea, yet big-bang promoters tell bizarre made-up stories, and
they treat these stories as if they were part of reality. Then, false bravado,
a declaration of victory, and claims that the big-bang story is “settled
science” make these stories seem almost real. These aren’t dummies
doing this storytelling. These are smart people. They aren’t consciously
trying to be dishonest, but they’re biased. Bias causes these mistakes in
thinking.
Bill’s argument consists of misleading vividness and imposing his
context on reality. He also embeds presuppositions into his thinking.
Bill said that the big-bang story predicted this cosmic microwave
background noise, but the noise they observed wasn’t the noise the bigbang story predicted. The big-bang story predicted a different noise.
Scientists did detect cosmic microwave background noise, but the noise
they detected didn’t match the noise they predicted. It didn’t miss by a
little. It missed by a lot. It missed by 90%. Bill tried to prove a supposed
historical big bang event using prediction as proof when what scientists
detected didn’t match what the scientists predicted they would detect.
The missed prediction forced big-bang storytellers to find excuses.
They had to write just-so stories to explain why the detected cosmic
microwave background noise missed the big-bang story prediction by
90%. Other problems developed for the story. These missed predictions
and problems led scientists to make up stories about inflation, dark
matter, and dark energy. However, these just-so stories are imaginary
ways to overcome the problems. They are fudge-factors.
Here’s the weird part. Scientists now claim that the just-so stories are
proof for the big-bang story. After their predictions didn’t pan out,
scientists designed the just-so stories to fix missed predictions, but now
they say the just-so stories were predictions.
Physicists grew more confident when dark-matter models
successfully predicted the fluctuations detected in an

observable echo of the Big Bang, known as the cosmic
microwave background. ~ nature.com
Articles, like the one on nature.com, on the big-bang story show how
Bill’s statement above is rewriting history. They didn’t predict what they
detected. It missed by a lot. The story about magical dark-matter, which
can’t be observed or detected, was a way to introduce new numbers to
make the big-bang-story math work. Then, as we see, nature.com claims
that dark-matter successfully predicted. What the story of dark matter
really did was hide the fact that the big-bang story missed the prediction
by 90%.
If the scientists had detected what they predicted they would detect,
would that be enough to prove that the big-bang story happened? No.
The scientists had to detect what they predicted or the story doesn’t
work. This noise they predicted is the necessary condition. It failed.
However, if their prediction hadn’t failed, if they had detected what
they predicted, it wouldn’t be enough to prove that the big-bang story
happened. Therefore, Bill is confusing a necessary condition with a
sufficient condition. It’s true that the prediction was necessary for the
big-bang story, but it wouldn’t be sufficient to prove that the story
happened. And it’s also true that the prediction failed. Since the
predictions missed what scientists detected, that knocks out the big-bang
story. It should have knocked it out, but they had no other ungodly
solution. That’s why they resurrected the big-bang story with just-so
stories.
However, had the prediction been fulfilled, it still wouldn’t be
sufficient to prove that the big-bang story happened. It wouldn’t have
been enough evidence to prove that the big-bang story took place since
other factors could have caused the cosmic microwave background noise.
Also, Edwin Hubble didn’t observe stars moving apart; however, if
the galaxies are moving apart, that doesn’t conflict with Scripture in any
way. Nor does it confirm the big-bang story. In fact, choosing the bigbang story commits the fallacy of least plausible hypothesis.
Isn’t it reasonable that whatever’s out there causing the
universe to expand is here also, and we just haven’t figured
out how to detect it? ~ Bill Nye

Bill came close to reality, and yet he missed reality completely by not
understanding the nature of reality, which resulted in a poor word
choice. “Detect” is a poor word choice because it’s a misnomer. Bill could
rationally use the term “acknowledge” and be more realistic. Since we
know, by revelation, that God stretched out the heavens, Bill should have
stated it this way:
Isn’t it reasonable that Whoever’s out there causing the
universe to expand is here also? We just haven’t
acknowledged Him.
Bill couldn’t prove a big bang happened. At most Bill could have
proved the possibility of a big bang, but he hasn’t done it. Well, he did
imply that anything is possible as an appeal-to-possibility fallacy, saying
that molecules-to-humanity evolution is a fact because it’s possible. It’s
only possible if anything is possible.
Of course, Bill isn’t the only one who uses this faulty logic since no
one even tries to prove that the favored stories happened. Instead, they
privilege the hypotheses, and then they try to establish possibility.
Finally, they claim that possibility proves that it happened. That’s
irrational. The logic goes like this: If it’s possible, then it happened.
Anything is possible. Therefore, the big bang happened.
We do know that if the universe is expanding, God is expanding it
since He’s the only source of power, authority, wisdom, knowledge, and
understanding. From Bill’s position, he just has to stop resisting. If Bill
does that, God will take care of the rest. But, at this point, Bill doesn’t
seem to want to know God. Of course, he may finally acknowledge God
one day. If he does, he’ll know, by divine revelation, that Jesus Christ is
his Savior and Lord—because he’ll know Christ, and that will save him
untold suffering.
One person defended the story that says, “An unknown something
created everything from an unknown something.” We’ll call this person
Sandy Sandbuilder. Sandy is dogmatic about this claim that he bases on
a lack of knowledge. He admits that he doesn’t know, and yet, he’s
dogmatic.
Sandy Sandbuilder: So this says, fallaciously, “nothing
created everything from nothing or an unknown something.”
Then it ignores itself, talks about how something can’t come

from nothing, and it forgets that it also could have come from
an unknown something.
Rocky Rockbuilder: So you suggest that it also should
include the argument against making up stuff and thinking
that the made-up stuff is true?
Sandy: The admission “we don’t know” isn’t making things
up. The entirety of “big bang cosmology” can only predict to
one plank unit of time before the expansion began. Not only
do we not know what happened in the instant, but we also
don’t know if there was a before that instant. So Big Bang
cosmology isn’t “everything came from nothing.” It’s
“everything appears to have done this for this long.” [“Pre”
means “before.” “Dict” means to put into language. In order to
predict, we have to be putting our predictions into language
before the thing happened. Sandy thinks that the story about
a big bang is predicting something that happened long ago,
but that’s postdiction, not prediction.]
Rocky: “An unknown something created everything for a
cause we know nothing about.” That’s made-up stuff that
presupposes a “cause” and a “something,” and both a “cause”
and a “something” that are like the little man upon the stair.
Sandy: It’s called admitting ignorance.
Rocky: Ignorance while making a dogmatic claim based on
that ignorance plus made-up stuff. On the other hand,
everyone knows what happened. God reveals that He created
the heavens, earth, seas, and everything in them in six days
with God creating Adam on the sixth day. Beyond what He
reveals, we can’t know anything, and He asks us not to add to
His utterances. God did predict that some people would be
willingly ignorant of the Creation event and the Genesis
Flood.
Ungodly thinkers all know that Christ exists. They all know that God
created the heavens and the earth. They know about the Genesis Flood.
In fact, God says that those who deny the Creation and the Flood are just
being willingly ignorant. That’s one of the reasons that they always resort
to fallacies. The big-bang story is pure made-up stuff. Those who
promote the big-bang story take whatever is observed and use made-up

stuff to shoehorn the observations into the big-bang story. Divine
revelation isn’t like that. The history God reveals through Scripture fits
the facts. The only way anyone can use the observations to argue against
the divine revelation in Scripture is by adding made-up stuff to the
observations or by adding made-up stuff to Scripture. In other words,
they twist the observations, twist Scripture, or twist both.

Distant Starlight
Now as far as the distance to stars, understand, this is very
well understood. It’s February. We look at a star in February.
We measure an angle to it. We wait six months. We look at it,
that same star again, and we measure the angle. It’s the same
way carpenters built this building. It’s the same way surveyors
survey the land that we’re standing on. And so, by measuring
the distance to a star, you can figure out how far away it is,
that star, and then the stars beyond it and the stars beyond
that. There are billions of stars, billions of stars, more than
6,000 light-years from here. A light-year is a unit of distance,
not a unit of time. There are billions of stars. Mr. Ham, how
could there be billions of stars more distant than 6,000 lightyears if the world’s only 6,000 years old? It’s an extraordinary
claim. ~ Bill Nye
This ad-ignorantiam-question fallacy asserts a claim by innuendo,
claiming that the Almighty God can’t possibly get distant starlight to the
earth in the biblical timeline. The light would have to get here just about
immediately since the stars were given as signs, seasons, days, and years.
However, Bill implied this claim with no evidence, and he didn’t identify
anything that would prevent God from getting the distant starlight to
earth in a short time.
How could there be billions of stars more than 6,000 lightyears if the world’s only 6,000 years old? ~ Bill Nye
What would prevent God from getting the starlight to the earth within
the biblical timeline? He has every method natural and supernatural. We
know little of the natural and almost nothing of the supernatural, so we
don’t know what methods God may have used. Bill is projecting his
made-up limit onto God but hasn’t proved that the world is billions of
years old.

So, we don’t know how Bill thinks he can test God’s limit, but we do
know that he’s just making a bare claim with no substance behind it. Bill
didn’t offer the steps to a scientific experiment to test God’s limits. If it
were science, he would have steps to test it. And if Bill were to explain his
method, we could duplicate those experiments. And then we wouldn’t
just have to take Bill’s word for it. There’s no such experiment though. So
once again, all we get is assumptions, made-up stories, and
smokescreens. All we get is phantom science.
God says that He created everything, and anyone can verify this
revelation since anyone can come to Christ and ask Him. God confirms
that He created everything exactly as He states it in Scripture. Of course,
we have to take God’s word for it, which is the whole point. Since we
aren’t all-knowing, we either take God’s word, we take the word of
demons, or we take the word of human minds that are deceitful and
desperately wicked.
In this case, the story of billions of years is the axiomatic-thinking
fallacy, which means it consists of made-up stuff. Ungodly scientists are
making up the whole story. Of course, when they make up this story, they
try as much as possible to keep their story from conflicting with the
observations. Where the story conflicts with the observations, they make
up secondary stories (just-so stories) to explain away the observations or
imagine a way that the original story could fit the observations. Bill’s adignorantiam-question fallacy hides the fact that they’re making up the
whole thing. It’s a smokescreen.
Not only that, but the billions-of-years story isn’t the only game in
town since scientists have developed several cosmologies to answer the
distant-starlight question. And several of these young-earth cosmologies
explain what we observe using fewer assumptions than the billions-ofyears story. Here are some of these cosmologies:
The Dasha’ solution
Humphreys’ white hole/time dilation
Hartnett’s Theory
Lisle’s Anisotropic Synchrony Convention
Akridge’s Theory
DeYoung’s Theory

SPIRAL
While these stories are workable solutions to the light-time question,
they don’t conflict with God’s revelation, and we don’t have to use a
fudge factor to make the math work. On the other hand, the big-bang
story depends on fudge factors like dark matter, dark energy, and
inflation. God is saying that He “created the heavens, the earth, the seas,
and everything in them in six days,” and science doesn’t disprove God’s
ability to do that. And although God hasn’t revealed all the detail of how
He did it, our lack of detailed knowledge doesn’t disprove God’s
revelation.
On the other hand, the big-bang story conflicts with God’s revelation,
and there’s no workable solution to the big-bang-light-time problem.
(Jason Lisle, Light-travel time: a problem for the big bang) Evolutionists make up justso stories as fudge factors. As mentioned, dark matter is a fudge factor to
solve the distant starlight problem, but dark matter is pure fantasy, and
no one can see it or test it. Despite the lack of evidence, we’re told to
believe this fudge factor without proof in a manner reminiscent of the socalled “aether.”
Aether meant many things to many people. Ancient Greeks
saw aether as the god of light and the fifth element of the
universe. To the medieval alchemists, it was the fabled
philosopher’s stone that could turn lead into gold and prolong
life. Centuries later, early modern scientists like René
Descartes and Nikola Tesla were still pointing to aether to
explain fundamental natural phenomena like gravity and
light. Yet aether does not exist, and it never did. It may be the
most enduring imaginary concept in scientific history. ~ Meg
Neal
“Aether” was the fudge factor scientists used to explain many things
they didn’t understand. Dark matter and dark energy are also
unobservable fudge factors, and inflation is another fudge factor.
Thinking like that leads to some bizarre statements like the following
statement about the universal equilibrium density problem:
“Dark Energy” is an unknown something that causes the
expansion of the universe to accelerate. It makes up
something like 70% of everything in the stress energy tensor,
and for unknown reasons, it maintains a constant density as
the universe expands. ~ Physics Forums

Evolutionists can’t solve these problems with the big-bang story: no
cause, horizon, fine-tuning, inflation, supernova remnants, short-term
comets, uniformity of radiation and spread, and opposite spinning. The
Big-Bang Cosmology ends with these unsolved problems, but the biblical
cosmologies end with the distant starlight problem and all these other
problems solved. Notice the difference?
However, young-earth scientists don’t treat their cosmologies like
dogma, while Bill Nye is dogmatic about the big-bang story as we can see
by Bill’s reaction to a sign in front of a church. He was angry that anyone
would doubt the big-bang story, which reflects his dogmatic attitude
toward this story, a story that doesn’t even work with what we can
observe.
And that’s where Bill offers his worldview as proof. God is nonexistent in Bill’s worldview, but the big-bang story is part of his
worldview. So he thinks that it’s crazy to question the big-bang story
since his worldview is the proof for his conclusion that the big-bang story
happened. Old-earth scientists base every piece of so-called evidence for
the big-bang story on assumptions and stories. Those assumptions and
stories come out of their worldviews.
As stated, Almighty God doesn’t exist according to Bill Nye’s
worldview. But the concept of “no Almighty Creator God” exists in Bill’s
worldview. Therefore, the concept of “no Almighty Creator God” is a
hidden assumption that overrides everything that Bill perceives, and it
colored everything that Bill presented. And that’s what makes Bill think
that God can’t do what He wills. Bill just refuses to acknowledge the God
Who wrote the Bible through His holy prophets and apostles. And yet,
God’s hand is still out to Bill, but Bill isn’t listening to God.
Worldviews give the illusion that they’re real, but worldviews aren’t
real. Instead of being real, they’re make-believe, and they’re slippery.
And yet, worldviews seem more real than real reality, so they make it
difficult to tell the difference between good and evil, truth and error, or
reality and make-believe. And while group-held worldviews give the
illusion of peer review, they make confirmation bias more deceptive.
That’s part of what happens with the distant-starlight argument
against the Bible. It uses groupthink, confirmation bias, made-up stuff,
and smokescreen fallacies to create the illusion of a conflict between
observation of distant starlight and the Bible. No such conflict exists.

Ice Cores
My scientific colleagues go to places like Greenland, the
Arctic. They go to Antarctica. And they drill into this ice with
hollow drill bits. It’s not that extraordinary. Many of you have
probably done it yourselves, drilling other things, hole saws to
put locks in doors for example. And we pull out long cylinders
of ice, long ice rods. And these are made of snow. And, by long
tradition, it’s called snow ice. And snow ice forms over the
winter as snowflakes fall and are crushed down by subsequent
layers, they’re crushed together, entrapping the little bubbles,
and the little bubbles must needs be the ancient atmosphere.
There’s nobody running around with a hypodermic needle,
you know, squirting ancient atmosphere into the bubbles, and
we find certain of these cylinders to have 680,000 layers.
680,000 snow winter-summer cycles. How could it be that
just 4,000 years ago all of this ice formed? Let’s just run some
numbers. This is some scenes from lovely Antarctic. Let’s say
we have 680,000 layers of snow ice and 4,000 years since the
great Flood. That would mean we would need 170 wintersummer cycles every year for the last 4,000 years. I mean,
wouldn’t someone have noticed that? [laughing] Wow!
[laughing] Wouldn’t someone have noticed that there’s been
winter-summer-winter-summer 170 times one year? Sixhundred-eighty-thousand years of snow ice layers, which
require winter-summer cycles. ~ Bill Nye

This ice-cores argument is easy to handle since it depends on three
assumptions, and the first two assumptions are hidden assumptions.
First is the assumption that there was no Genesis Flood. Second is the
assumption that the earth is billions of years old. Of course, Bill is trying
to prove those two assumptions, so those assumptions are the basis for a

form of circular reasoning known as begging the question. In other
words, Bill is assuming the conclusion to prove the conclusion.
Bill also assumes that one ring in the ice is one year, and this
assumption fits in with the first two hidden assumptions. This
assumption is like the tree-ring-per-year fallacy since it doesn’t work this
way in real life. In real life, a single large storm can make many rings in
the ice, and we can observe this fact.
Using knowledge of proved formulas gathered from scientific testing,
scientists have created models of the Genesis Flood. And they’ve used
those models to calculate that the Genesis Flood would have caused
many violent storms per year. The storms would have caused many
rings. Bill may not have been aware of this scientific research. Ungodly
scientists usually insulate themselves from information that might
conflict with what they already believe. Of course, no model or theory
can prove anything. Models and theories are only as strong as the
assumptions on which they’re based. Assumptions have no strength.
Another important piece of evidence that Bill also left out is the
evidence of the Lost Squadron. In July of 1942, Americans abandoned a
squadron of P-38 Lightening airplanes in Greenland after making an
emergency landing. Then, fifty years later, in May of 1992, a salvage crew
went back for the planes and found that the planes were under 75 meters
(250 feet) of ice in just 50 years. From this observation, we can calculate
the age of the ice cores Bill Nye mentioned by comparing the depth of the
planes (75 meters) to the depth of ice in the ice cores (3,000 meters).
The planes were there 50 years and were 75 meters deep, which
means that every 75 meters of depth represents 50 years.
3,000 meters is 40 times as deep as 75 meters.
3,000 meters / 75 meters = 40 times as deep
40 X 50 years = 2,000 years
Using his own assumptions, Bill Nye calculated an age for the ice
cores of 680,000 years, but using observation of the P-38 Lightening
airplanes, we calculate an age for the ice cores of 2,000 years. We must
admit that both calculations use assumptions, so neither one provides
real knowledge. The only way we can know that the Genesis Creation and
Flood both occurred is by divine revelation.

Historical Storytelling
Wars about Words
Before we start this study, let’s agree that definitions or labels prove
nothing. We’ll go down this path, but only for the exercise.
We can observe something, and we can make up a story about
something we observed. The story is different from the observation.
Suppose we both see the same something. Suppose we each make up our
own stories about it and our stories conflict with each other. Should we
be dogmatic about our stories since we made them up? Suppose that God
said one thing and we told a different story; will we allow God to correct
us?
Ken Ham taught the difference between historical science and
observational science, but Bill denied any difference between historical
science and observational science and insisted that historical and
observational science only exist in the Creation Museum. However, the
term “historical science” is a misnomer creating a false impression. The
correct term would be “historical storytelling.” There’s nothing scientific
about storytelling. If we don’t know the difference between observation
and storytelling, we don’t know the difference between reality and makebelieve. Science stops when someone thinks that stories are real.
None-the-less, this difference between historical storytelling and
operational science is a serious difference since it’s the difference
between made-up stuff and observation. The well-known atheistic
biologist, Ernst Mayr put it this way:
Evolutionary biology, in contrast with physics and chemistry,
is a historical science—the evolutionist tries to explain events
and processes that have already taken place. Laws and
experiments are inappropriate techniques for the explication
of such events and processes. Instead, one constructs a
historical narrative, consisting of a tentative reconstruction of
the particular scenario that led to the events one is trying to
explain.
Ernst Mayr defined the difference accurately. While Bill Nye claimed
that these two kinds of science exist nowhere else, we could easily check
to find that Bill’s claim was contrary to fact at the time. However,
definitions can change as we’ll see. Bill pretended that the terms

“historical science” and “operational science” weren’t in common use,
but those terms were in common use at that time. In fact, universities
and scientific organizations have been using those terms for years.
Something happened shortly after the debate that exposes the depth of
the current hypocrisy and lack of intellectual integrity. And we’ll get to
that, but first:
Here is a science textbook that’s used in public schools, and
we read this: ‘In contrast to physical geology, the aim of
historical geology is to understand earth’s long history.’ It
makes a statement, ‘historical geology (so we are talking about
historical science) tries to establish a timeline of the vast
number of physical and biological changes that have occurred
in the past… We study physical geology before historical
geology because we must first understand how earth works
before we try to unravel its past.’ In other words, we observe
things in the present, and then we’re assuming that has
always happened in the past, and we are going to try and
figure out how this happens. You see, there is a difference
between what we observe and what has happened in the past.
~ Ken Ham
Ken read this quote from a secular textbook, and the textbook states
how we treat the two types of science differently. Anyone who works with
science would know these two terms. They would also know these other
terms that scientists commonly used until the debate.
historical science
theoretical science
observational science
operational science
empirical science
experimental science
Ken Ham defined “observational science” as the same as
experimental science, and he could have used the term “operational
science.”
Operational science: “a systematic approach to understanding
that uses observable, testable, repeatable, and falsifiable

experimentation to understand how nature commonly
behaves.”
empirical em·pir·i·cal (ěm-pēr’ĭ-kəl) adj. Relying on or derived
from observation or experiment. Verifiable or provable
by means of observation or experiment. ~ Dictionary.com
Wikipedia isn’t a godly source of information, but here’s a quote from
Wikipedia that disagrees with what Bill Nye claimed:
Paleontology is one of the historical sciences, along with
archaeology, geology, biology, astronomy, cosmology,
philology and history itself.
Immediately after the debate, an Internet search brought up many
dictionary and university websites with robust definitions of these terms.
Had I known what was going to happen, I would have documented my
search. As it is, I can’t prove that anything strange happened. I know that
it did happen, but I can’t tell how, why, or to what extent it happened. I
can only give my impressions, which might be wrong.
Immediately after the debate, multiple sources also confirmed the use
of the term “observational science.” Many websites defined the terms
“observational science” and “operational science” at that time.
However, definitions changed since the debate. I witnessed
something that seemed Big-Brotherish. What I witnessed looks
suspiciously like the usual Big-Brother message control of
entertainment, news, and education to promote an ungodly attitude and
lead people down the wrong path. We’ve noticed that social media
platforms and search engines use technology to give favor to whatever is
ungodly and to limit access to anything conflicting with the sacred cows
of the elite.
Every record has been destroyed or falsified, every book
rewritten, every picture has been repainted, every statue and
street building has been renamed, every date has been altered,
and the process is continuing day by day and minute by
minute. History has been stopped, nothing exists except an
endless present in which the Party is always right. ~ George
Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four
Immediately after the debate, some evolutionists began to redefine
the terms, “operational science” and “historical science” online, and yet,

at that time, universities and dictionaries still defined these words on
their websites. However, it’s as if a giant hand has scoured the Internet
to erase all references to the difference. This eerie hand didn’t just
remove the terms “operational science” and “historical science,” but it
removed all synonyms such as “empirical science.” For example, as of
three years after the debate, Google still remembers hypertext content at
www.thefreedictionary.com listed as a page named /Empirical+science.

The Google heading reads, “Empirical science - definition of
Empirical science by The Free Dictionary.” But Big Brother deleted the
page. The link now connects to a definition of “empiricism” instead.
Why?
Of course, we’ve grown used to the corrupted news media,
entertainment industry, educational systems, museums, and parks. But
did we suspect the corruption would reach into dictionaries? We don’t
want to be conspiracy theorists. We may find a rational explanation.
However, it sure seems as though empirical science, science based on
observation and experimentation, became a problem for the ungodly
cabal. We might be tempted to think that they eradicated it from view,
but we don’t want to jump to conclusions or start a conspiracy theory.
We would trust the the elites and intellectuals more, but they
masquerade as professionals and pretend to have the duty to inform.
We’ve caught them lying too often. This consortium of deceivers follows
the same tactics as dishonest politicians. We could predict this behavior
based on history and the fact that the ungodly-thinking fallacy flows
naturally into post-modernism, which claims that no truth or error can
exist but that only winners and losers exist. For those who follow Christ,
it’s hard to imagine such a justification of outright trickery. However,
within the ungodly mindset, what difference does it make? The ungodly
thinker’s paradigm sees no difference between truth and lie. Without the
Light of Christ, no one can tell the difference between truth and error.

Even so, redefining words doesn’t change reality. There’s still a
difference between observation and make-believe.
For some reason, yourdictionary.com, which is clearly biased against
God and in favor of evolutionism, didn’t conform. It didn’t remove the
definitions of observational science or historical science as of 5/18/17.
That may be an oversight. They have no definition of empirical science or
operational science though. Here are the definitions from
yourdictionary.com.

Observational Science
The definition of observational science is a field of science
where controlled observations cannot be done in order to
study causes and effects.
Scientific studies are simply done through the observation of
nature taking its course and recording the findings over time.
Forms of Observational Science
Astronomy
Paleontology
Geology
Epidemiology
Sociology
Economics
An example of observational science is astronomy, a science
where a person cannot change the movement or any other
aspect of the sun, moon, and stars, nor can he visit them.
This complete definition of observational science is still on
yourdictionary.com as of this edit. Notice though, that it’s not the same
as operational science or empirical science where scientists repeatedly
perform controlled experiments and repeatedly observe the results. It
seems that empirical and operational science have both been banned as
taboo. All the examples that yourdictionary.com gives for “observational
science” fail to differentiate between the observation part and the
storytelling part. And yet, the definition is still there. We don’t know how
long it will be there. It’s gone from all the other dictionaries, but maybe
those other dictionaries will add it back in. Also, the definition of
historical science is also still in place on yourdictionary.com as follows:

The definition of historical science is using knowledge that is already
currently known to tell the story of what happened in the past.

Historical Science
Fields of Historical Science
Paleontology
Archaeology
Forensics
Geology
An example of historical science is examining the bones of
dinosaurs and evidence of a large meteor hit to the earth
millions of years ago to formulate an explanation of how
dinosaurs became extinct from the planet.
An example of historical science is examining the bones of
ancient creatures which have been dug up on land but have
the characteristics of an animal that would live in the sea.
Those two definitions remain. By the time this book is published,
these two definitions may vanish as well. Or, perhaps, definitions of
types of science may again enter into the other dictionaries. With the way
the material on the Internet changes, we can’t tell what we might find
several months from now.

The Real Difference and Dropping the Definition
Games
The Nye-Ham debate gave the illusion that the disagreement is about
terminology and definitions. It made a big deal about something called
“historical science” and something else called “operational” or
“observational science.” Those names aren’t the issue. In fact, focusing
on the words and redefining words are methods of the deception. There
is an issue, but the issue isn’t in the names. The definition games are part
of a red-herring fallacy powered by a definist fallacy.
The definist tactic is common. For example, when the atheists
realized that they were committing a fallacy by declaring the universal
negative, “there is no God,” they redefined “atheist” to be something
close to “agnostic.” They then claimed that they just didn’t have enough
evidence to have belief. As another example, we used to call political

correctness “the new morality.” And before that, we called the new
morality “immorality.” These are but two examples of redefinitions, but
Satan has orchestrated many such changes.
Let’s focus on the realities and the real difference rather than the
definist fallacies. What we’ve been calling “historical science” expands on
observations of operational/observational science by adding made-up
stuff to the observations. The term “historical science” is actually a
package-deal fallacy in that it combines observation, historical
storytelling, and historical divine revelation without making a distinction
between the three. The observations aren’t an issue since everyone
observes the same universe, but the made-up stuff is a serious issue.
Observation is one thing. A story about observation is a different
thing. However, if we ignore the terms, the difference is really between
observations and stories about observations. Scientists observe the
physical world on the one hand. On the other hand, scientists observe the
physical world and then make up stories about what they observe. Can
we see the difference between observation and stories about
observation? Yes. Can we see the difference between accurately reporting
what we’ve seen versus making up stories that go beyond what we’ve
seen? Absolutely! Stories consist of made-up stuff. Observations, though
imperfect, are more reliable than made-up stories.

The discussion of the two kinds of science clouded the major
questions:
What’s the best basis for interpreting observations?
What’s the best starting point for reason?
The discussion of just observation without purposely adding made-up
stuff versus purposely adding made-up stuff to observation does center
on these two major questions of the debate. Those who follow Christ say
that the best starting point for reason is God’s revelation, but ungodly
thinkers say that the best starting point for reason is assumption, which

is the art of adding made-up stuff to observations. Sadly, some Christians
also say that we must base all reason on assumptions or presuppositions.
Either assumption or divine revelation is necessary for what we’ve
been calling “historical science.” We can observe, but we can’t reason
beyond our observations without adding information. That information
has to come from somewhere. We can get true and correct information
from the only all-knowing Source Who can’t lie. On the other hand, we,
or someone else, can make up the “information.” No other ways exist
since the human mind has no way to self-generate information other
than by making it up. And even if the human mind gets information that
another human mind made up or from a demon’s lies, it’s still made-up
stuff. If the information comes in a book, class, video, or another form,
it’s still made-up stuff. Science involves interpreting observation and
experience, and we do have some ability to observe and experience,
though not objectively. We automatically add assumptions from our
worldviews, and as soon as we add a single assumption to the
observation or experience, we’ve distorted it. Assumptions are deceptive
when persuaders use them to speculate about topics like the spiritual
realm or the distant past. Often, persuaders keep their assumptions
hidden.
Assumptions have a problem in science since we can’t prove that one
assumption is better than another if we can’t directly test the
assumption. For instance, two assumptions may compete for a certain
interpretation of the ancient past. Neither assumption conflicts with the
current observations. Both assumptions extrapolate beyond the current
observations. And we can’t replay the ancient past to test the
assumptions. How do we decide?
Ungodly people prove their assumptions by censoring anything the
conflicts with their assumptions. For example, Bill Nye tried to prove
that the Bible is false by using wild assumptions as the basis for his
reasoning. Then he called for censorship of anything that conflicts with
his assumptions.
Theories, assumptions, stories, concepts, frameworks, and ideas
aren’t known facts. Facts are genuine reality. They aren’t interpretations
of observations or the majority opinions of an elite group. And yet facts
are often and routinely confused with speculative interpretations or
speculative explanations of observations.

. . . on CSI, there is no distinction made between historical
science and observational science. These are constructs
unique to Mr. Ham. We don’t normally have these anywhere
in the world except here. Natural laws that applied in the past
apply now. That’s why they are natural laws. That’s why we
embrace them. That’s how we made all these discoveries that
enable all this remarkable technology. So, CSI is a fictional
show, but it’s based absolutely on real people doing real work.
When you go to a crime scene and find evidence, you have
clues about the past. You trust those clues, you embrace them,
and you move forward to convict somebody. ~ Bill Nye
Bill used the CSI TV show as a faulty appeal to authority, though
some might say he was merely using CSI as an explanation rather than
trying to prove anything by it. But, if it’s just an explanation, Bill’s
statement doesn’t make any sense. “. . . on CSI, there is no distinction
made between historical science and observational science.” If this
statement isn’t an appeal to authority, there’s no sense in making the
statement because no one cares what a TV show mentions or doesn’t
mention. If it wasn’t an appeal to false authority, Bill could have said, “. .
. on Saturday Night Live, there’s no distinction made between historical
science and observational science.” But Saturday Night Live doesn’t
pretend to base their show on science, and CSI does pretend to base their
show on science.
Bill’s other fallacy is argument from ignorance. It’s true that CSI
doesn’t mention the difference between observation and stories about
observation, but not mentioning the difference doesn’t prove that there’s
no difference. And yet Bill implies that if CSI doesn’t mention the
difference, the fact that the difference isn’t mentioned is proof that no
difference exists. That’s an argument-from-ignorance fallacy.
CSI is imaginary. What we imagine often relates to one or more facts.
But we don’t base our imagination on facts, and imagination isn’t the
same as facts. That is, even if we imagine something related to some fact,
the imagination isn’t real, but instead, it’s imaginary. And while
imaginary evidence can’t prove any claim, imaginary evidence can give
the illusion of proof, and it can lead to confirmation bias.
The problem with people who don’t believe in evolution is that
they don’t have good imaginations. ~ Evolutionist Gail
Kennedy

Gail Kennedy is right, and this dependency on imagination applies to
CSI and Bill Nye’s brand of “science” as well. How important to know the
difference between imagination and reality!
CSI can move back and forth through time with animations, so they
watch murders taking place in the past and crimes happening in the past.
Granted, to travel through time would be an amazing ability, but the
realistic animations are just an effort to show the human imagination at
work. However, in so doing, a show like CSI makes imagination appear
to be more reliable than it is. It creates confusion between imagination
and reality.
As a result, some gullible people may be swept along, thinking that
they can do this same trick over fictitious eons of time using their
imaginations. Then, they think that they’re discovering the truth about
the distant past, or worse yet, they may think that their imaginations can
fill in the missing information accurately. However, each person can
imagine a different story to explain the same evidence. One can imagine
6,000 years while another can imagine 10,000 years and another can
imagine billions of years. That’s why it’s insane to become dogmatic over
imagined evidence. There’s only one way to know what happened and
that’s if God reveals it. Though God hasn’t revealed everything, He has
revealed some things.
Real courts do convict and even execute some people based on
circumstantial evidence, but sometimes, they convict and execute the
wrong person, which is a disaster for that person. Imagine if it happened
to you.
Circumstantial evidence depends on assumptions, ideas, concepts,
and stories, so we can’t rely on circumstantial evidence. Under the
Mosaic Law a death sentence required at least two eyewitnesses to the
offense, and false witnesses received the same punishment that their
false testimony would have given to an innocent person. Today, people
often can bear false witness and get away with it. Under Moses,
convictions needed eyewitness observation, and the penalty for false
witnesses was a true deterrent.
Consider the fact that no eyewitnesses observed any of the stories of
evolutionism or billions-of-years taking place. God witnessed both
Creation and the Genesis Flood, and nearly every ancient culture has
eye-witness accounts or hearsay accounts of the Genesis Flood. No one
has observed anything that would prove God doesn’t reveal reality to

those who diligently seek Him and His righteousness. On the other hand,
millions testify of the fact that God leads and teaches them in practical
ways so that they have no question as to whether it is God leading them
or what God is telling them.
Let’s examine Bill’s reasoning:
Claim: CSI solves crimes by imagining what happened in
the recent past during a crime. Science does the same with
the distant past.
This reasoning fails to account for the fact that the
further we extrapolate into the past, the more likely
that we get it wrong.
This reasoning implies that scientists don’t verify
imagination with real observation either in CSI work
or hard scientific work.
Real CSI professionals get real proof, or they drop the
case. However, some unscrupulous prosecutors try to
convict innocent people. Sometimes, faulty courts
convict innocent people based on circumstantial
evidence and emotion.
Useful science also has ways to test products or results,
but science has no way to test stories about the past.
We can test and discern revelation spiritually.
Scientists made up the stories about the distant past to
explain observations in the present. Therefore, they
can’t use the observations to test or prove the stories
without committing circular-reasoning fallacies.
New discoveries cause the stories to stop working, but
that doesn’t stop evolutionists since they just make up
new just-so stories. Evolutionists prove their claims
with what they can’t test. They can fabricate just-so
stories endlessly as observation falsifies the previous
version of the stories. They can make up just-so stories
to rescue the ungodly stories about the distant past
whenever a new discovery conflicts with the ungodly
stories. Ungodly thinkers justify this deceptive practice
by saying, “That’s how science works. As we progress,

we adjust the theories/stories.” And yet, the stories
themselves are untouchable. They can’t be questioned.
To question the stories of evolutionism would be
sacrilege.
Claim: Denying human ability to imagine reality is denying
the regularity of natural laws.
Bill implies that a relationship exists between CSI’s
method of imagination and natural laws. He implied
that imaginative stories link to natural laws. However,
he didn’t prove that this relationship exists.
Bill implied that denying imaginative stories is the
same as denying natural laws, but it’s not the same.
The reason we see all the flimflam is that creative stories about the
distant past, falsely called “science,” can’t survive without assumptions
and stories. Assumptions and stories serve as imaginary evidence, which
is arbitrary by nature. Elite power brokers may protect and enforce these
stories, yet the stories are arbitrary. Arbitrary thinking is irrational
thinking.
The opinions of the elite don’t carry authority. No opinions carry
authority. If scientists have arbitrary opinions, they can change those
opinions at will. Changing the assumptions changes the imagination and
then changes the conclusion, but science isn’t supposed to be arbitrary.
Often, people think their assumptions and stories are laws of science, but
these people have lost touch with reality.
In the most basic sense, a scientific fact is an objective and
verifiable observation, in contrast with a hypothesis or theory,
which is intended to explain or interpret facts. ~ Wikipedia
Scientific laws aren’t the same thing as scientific facts, but we use
both scientific laws and scientific facts to test scientific theories. Theories
that violate scientific laws aren’t scientific theories even if they’re called
“scientific theories.” They aren’t even scientific hypotheses. And even
those scientific theories that don’t violate any scientific laws remain
theories. They never become scientific facts or scientific laws unless
scientists repeatedly perform controlled experiments that allow them to
observe and test the claims of the theories directly under scientific rigor.
In the case of historical storytelling, scientific rigor would require
observing billions of years and all the claimed events repeatedly by

multiple scientists. It would mean that other scientists could repeat the
observation.
Despite the trickery used in pseudoscience, no one physically tests the
past directly. We can’t go back in time to repeatedly observe the origin of
the universe or any of these other back-in-time stories. Divine revelation
is the only key to the past.
In general, a scientific law is the description of an observed
phenomenon. The law doesn’t explain why the phenomenon
exists or what causes it. The explanation of the phenomenon
is called a scientific theory. Theories don’t turn into laws with
enough research. ~ Alina Bradford, What Is a Law in Science?
All theories extrapolate beyond what anyone has observed. However,
some theories violate scientific laws, and scientists shouldn’t have called
them “scientific theories.” Calling them “theories” reflects motivated
reasoning on the part of scientists. We should call them stories or
fabrications. Perhaps we should modify that and call them wild stories
since they violate scientific laws. Plainly, the ungodly historical story
violates several scientific laws, but the Creation-Flood model doesn’t
violate any scientific laws. We can see that in the following chart:

History and Assumptions
A scientist shouldn’t be dogmatic about historical speculations.
However, any ungodly conclusion about the distant past includes
speculation. And any ungodly scientists must base conclusions about the
distant past on assumptions. Assumptions aren’t known, but people who

assume the assumptions treat the assumptions as if they know them.
That was Ken Ham’s point. Bill Nye, on the other hand, defended his
dependence on assumptions and rationalized the use of them. We see the
difference between observing in the present and telling stories about the
distant past.
An ungodly thinker is likely to object and ask why only ungodly
conclusions include speculation, so let’s review basic logic. We must base
conclusions on true premises. We can’t rationally say that something is
true and believe it just because we said it. We must prove premises or the
logic is unsound (a polite word for “insane”). However, we have no path
to truth in ourselves. We can only know that a premise is true if God
reveals the premise. Ungodly thinkers reject God and His revelation.
They rely on the only alternative to revelation, which is making up stuff
and trying to give the illusion that the made-up stuff is true. That’s why
any ungodly conclusion about the distant past is always speculative, and
when ungodly thinkers dogmatically defend an ungodly conclusion, their
thinking is insane.
We can know the truth about history by divine revelation, but we can
only know what God reveals to us. God doesn’t have a double standard. If
Bible-believing Christians speculate beyond Scripture, they’re also
irrational. God must reveal the meaning of Scripture. The Holy Spirit
explains Scripture to us as we yield to the Spirit. What God reveals is
enough. A single assumption puts us into the world of make-believe.
Plus, true revelation is alive, and we can’t separate it from a
relationship with Christ. We experience revelation in real time, listening
to the voice of the Absolute. We experience revelation in the moment and
we can’t stockpile it just like the Hebrew children couldn’t stockpile the
manna that fell in the wilderness. When God brings a Scripture to our
minds, He’s revealing it to us in that moment, and we don’t want to add
to His words or diminish any of them. Rather, we acknowledge Him and
give Him the glory.
It’s important to recognize the problem when our minds drift into
bare claims and other irrational thinking so we can know the difference
between truth and error, between reality and make-believe. As far as the
history of the universe, we can only know what God reveals. We can’t
rationally add assumptions to what God reveals. If we conclude anything
that adds even a single assumption about this revelation, we’re just
making a bare claim.

Steps in the Process
Evolutionists and creationists have used the terms “historical science”
and “observational science” for good reason, but Bill Nye denied the
distinction when he said, “You can show the earth isn’t flat. You can
show the earth isn’t 10,000 years old.” To tell that the earth isn’t flat
involves observation, but we can’t observe the age of the earth without
creative interpretations of observations. We call repeatable and
consistent observations “scientific facts.” However, we don’t call
interpretations and explanations “scientific facts” since they go beyond
what we observed.
It seems that even the term “historical science” isn’t adequate. We’ve
already mentioned that it’s a package-deal fallacy since it packages three
distinct things in one term. It packages the observation and
experimentation part of historical science with the storytelling part of
historical science and the revelation part of historical science. It seems
that it would be better to make the distinction between observation and
making up stuff. It’s always a good idea to discern between revelation
and made-up stuff. Since storytelling isn’t science, it would be better to
eliminate the word “science” when referring to fabricating stories based
on assumptions and biases.
Bill Nye is saying that these two processes are exactly the same
process. He said coming up with an age for the earth uses a process
identical to the process used to know that the earth isn’t flat. Let’s review
the steps required for the two processes:
Secular Historical Science (example of proving the age of a fossil)
1. Measure the isotope concentrations. (the only step that uses
observation)
2. Assume element stability for long periods of time.
3. Assume the half-life.
4. Assume initial concentrations of both the parent and daughter
radioactive elements.
5. Assume how much the physical environment affected the
decay rates.
6. Assume the geologic column.

7. Assume the index fossils.
8. Change the assumptions if the ages don’t agree with the
assumed index fossils in the assumed geologic column.
9. Selectively discard data that doesn’t fit the index fossils, or remeasure if necessary to reach the desired age.
10. Ignore all other signs of the earth’s age.
11. Shoehorn the fossil into an acceptable age if possible, and
declare success. Publish it, and declare that many independent
lines of evidence confirm it.
12. If an index fossil is still in the wrong spot, rename it to a
different family.
13. If all else fails, extend the range of the index fossil or stop using
it as an index fossil.
14. Claim that these steps constitute a scientific process.
15. Attack anyone who says otherwise.
Secular Observational Science (example of proving that the earth isn’t
flat)
1. Look out the window of the Space Shuttle.
2. Observe that the earth isn’t flat while circling the earth.
We’ve reviewed the fifteen-step process used to “know” that the earth is billions of
years old and the two-step process to know that the earth isn’t flat. Are these the same
processes?

We can’t test historical assumptions and stories since historical
“science” is a mix of several elements:
operational science’s experiments
operational science’s observations

operational science’s recording of results
made-up stuff to interpret and cherry-pick the results
storytelling
divine revelation
These are six different kinds of activities. We can verify the first three
physically. We can’t verify storytelling or any other made-up stuff. We
can verify divine revelation spiritually. This verification problem opens
the door for extremely motivated reasoning in the camp of the
evolutionists.

Notice that revelation-based historical “science” still has some of the
weaknesses of assumption-based historical “science” since it goes beyond
the revelation. It does have a better starting point though. That’s a real
difference. No scientist should dogmatically believe any speculations that
go beyond the observations and divine revelation.

Smokescreens
Now we look into smokescreen fallacies from the debate. All logical
fallacies can be divided into two groups. In one group, we have axiomatic
fallacies. Those are fallacies of making up stuff and treating made-up
stuff as if it were real stuff. The second group contains all the
smokescreen fallacies that work to hide the axiomatic fallacies and blur
the line between reality and make-believe. They are smokescreens to
conceal the fact that we’re making up the whole thing whatever that
made-up thing may be.

The Topic of the Debate
Is Creation a viable model of origins in today’s modern
scientific era?
We would think that the topic of the debate wouldn’t be an issue since
both parties agreed to the debate topic before the debate. Yet Bill Nye

made it a major contention. The topic was exactly as printed above in
bold type.
Bill repeatedly stated the title of the debate differently, changing it to
something that would focus on Ken Ham instead of the issue. That’s why
Bill kept talking about “Ken Ham’s model.”
Ad-hominem (to-the-person) fallacies don’t always attack a person.
They can. However, ad-hominem fallacies always shift focus onto the
person instead of the issue and the evidence. In other words, adhominem fallacies take the discussion off the point. As smokescreens,
they help persuaders to avoid admitting that they aren’t basing their
argument on proof, but they’re basing their argument made-up stuff. So
debaters use ad-hominem fallacies for a reason. They want to win the
debate or sway the audience. Debaters are seldom interested in finding
the truth. Many debaters think they already have the truth. Most
debaters only want to sway the crowd or “win,” and ad-hominem
fallacies work to “win” and to sway the crowd.
The question tonight is, does Ken Ham’s Creation model hold
up? Is it viable? ~ Bill Nye
Well, let’s take it back around to the question at hand: Does
Ken Ham’s Creation model hold up? Is it viable? ~ Bill Nye

Bill used his misquotes of the debate topic to marginalize, launch
personal attacks, and appeal to popularity, but the debate moderator had
just stated the actual question as follows:
Is Creation a viable model of origins in today’s modern
scientific era?
Bill twisted the topic to this:
The question tonight is, does Ken Ham’s Creation model hold
up? Is it viable?
Though the debate had nothing to do with Ken Ham, Bill framed the
question falsely, hoping to “win” the debate. That’s not the way to find
the truth. However, using fallacious debate tactics may be useful for

politics, and Bill admitted that political power was his goal. His goal is
part of the ungodly culture war against Jesus Christ that dominates
education, news media, entertainment media, and every means of
communication. Followers of Christ also seek out ungodly counselors
and, by doing so, fund the lying sources. Unfortunately, many think that
there’s no truth to find, and if there’s no truth to find, then there’s no
right or wrong, but only winners and losers exist. Then winning is the
only goal, and they use fallacies because fallacies are effective in
manipulating weak minds.
Beyond the ad hominem problem, it’s easy to understand why Bill
changed his mind on what the debate question should be because the
actual debate question leaves Bill in a pickle:
Is Creation a viable model of origins in today’s modern
scientific era?
“Viable” means “possible,” “feasible,” or “workable.”
According to the debate topic, Ken only needed to demonstrate that
the Creation model is possible, which he did. He didn’t have to prove that
it happened. On the other hand, Bill Nye had to prove that God didn’t
create the universe. If Bill could prove that, which he couldn’t, then he
could make his case. But Bill knew he couldn’t prove his case, so he
changed the question into something about Ken Ham. In this light, it’s
no wonder that Bill thought that it was necessary to create as much
confusion as he did.
When Bill Nye and Ken Ham agreed on a debate topic, they worded
the debate question correctly because Bill wants the government to
mandate evolutionism and censor creationism. If evolutionists can’t
prove that the Creation model is impossible, governments shouldn’t
censor it.
If the Creation model is possible, governments shouldn’t exclude it
from scientific or educational funding. If governments exclude the
Creation model from funding, then those governments should also
exclude all other origins models from scientific and educational funding.
No observation proves the stories of evolutionism or disproves the
revelation found in Scripture. Therefore, the government shouldn’t
censor the science supporting the revelation, and the ungodly model
shouldn’t have exclusive government funding.

However, Bill demands that we leave the Creation model out of
schools and out of science. He wants only the ungodly origins story
taught in schools. He wants no funding for research that points to
anything we find in the Bible. Bill wants tax money to support the
ungodly origins theology, and he wants to censor all other origins
theologies. Those are two irrational demands, so Bill uses irrational
reasoning to politick for those demands. Bill knows that he can’t make
his case using rational thought, and that’s where the logical fallacies
come in.
If Bill Nye wants to censor, he needs real proof that his origins
theology happened. He must also prove that no origin theology other
than his ungodly story could possibly have happened. Just to be clear, he
can’t rationally prove his case for censorship and brainwashing by
making up stories and assumptions. If Bill is going to call for censorship
and brainwashing, then he must do more than just prove that the
ungodly stories could possibly have happened. He must prove that they
did happen, and he must prove that the Creation and Flood didn’t
happen.
Because of Bill Nye’s demand for censorship, he has this burden of
proof. And yet, he was unable to prove his point. Evolutionists can’t even
prove that their stories could have happened. They can say that anything
is possible no matter how bizarre, but that doesn’t rationally prove that
the stories of evolutionism are feasible. And that may be why
evolutionists don’t try to prove that their stories did happen but rather
just presuppose them and react violently toward anyone who disagrees.
Oddly, they often get their way using politics and bullying tactics. As a
result, the evolutionism game is one of the greatest frauds ever
committed against taxpayers throughout the world.
Although Bill Nye can’t prove that the ungodly stories happened, he’s
a clever man who knows that he just needs to fool a certain percentage of
gullible thinkers. So he uses fallacies to drive a political agenda. But Bill
isn’t the main driver of this political process. A strongly-motivated group
of ungodly thinkers drives this political process. This effort didn’t start
recently, but certain people have been pushing it since Darwin. Ungodly
thinkers use coercion, ridicule, corrupt judges, violence, or whatever it
takes.
Any ruling elite of entrenched power has a huge advantage and
enormous control, so they rig the game to assure that they maintain
control, and the entrenched scientific elites are no exception. To unseat

an elite ruling class is nearly impossible, especially when the ruling class
is also indoctrinating all the new initiates who enter the fields of science.
Here are the reasons that Bill failed to prove his case:
Bill didn’t prove that any of the ungodly stories happened, but
he only made bare claims.
When presenting so-called “evidence” that scriptural Creation
conflicts with reality, he based every argument on bare claims.
The complex ungodly origins fabrication violates major laws of
science and logic.
The Creation-Flood account doesn’t violate any laws of science
or logic.
Someone may say that God’s claim of creating everything from
nothing violates the laws of science. Or they may say that God’s claim of
establishing the laws of science violates the laws of science. However,
scientific laws apply only to what we can observe, so these objections
don’t stand.
The Creation-Flood account doesn’t violate any laws of science or
logic. However, the dogmatic view that everything we now see came from
nothing or from an unknown something by purely natural causes violates
everything that we can observe scientifically. And the idea that time,
space, matter, and natural laws could pop into existence by themselves
violates everything that we can observe scientifically.
Debates don’t focus on reality though. They focus on winning, and
winning isn’t about truth but about convincing most thinkers. When
winning is the object, fallacies often work better than truth. No ungodly
person cares about truth since everyone who’s on the side of truth listens
to Jesus Christ.
The topic-of-the-debate argument was merely a smokescreen that Bill
used to hide the fact that he was just telling made-up stories when he
spoke of a so-called “big bang,” “billions of years,” or “molecules to
humanity.” In all cases, Bill was reasoning far beyond what anyone could
observe. As Bill pointed out, his arguments were stemming from
assumptions. Assumptions consist of made-up stuff. Without divine
revelation, it’s impossible to reason rationally about what we observe or
experience. We can reason but not rationally. Without divine revelation,
all such reasoning will be based on made-up stuff even if we declare our

made-up stuff to be the true stuff. And yet, Jesus Christ is real and
knowable. He speaks through the Bible and every means of divine
revelation mentioned in the Bible. If we stand in His presence, we don’t
need fallacies.

Prediction
Bill’s Prediction Argument
Bill claimed that evolutionism predicts while creationism doesn’t
predict. He also implied that the ability to predict proves the stories of
evolutionism while the inability to predict disproves the Creation
account. However, Bill has two problems with his argument: his claim
about predictions isn’t true, and logic doesn’t work that way.
Let’s summarize the problems with Bill’s thinking about predictions.
1. Bill used the logical fallacy of proof by repeated claim. He
repeatedly claimed, with a straight face, that the Creation
model couldn’t predict. Bill ignored the many predictions that
Ken supplied to disprove Bill’s claim. Bill didn’t try to refute
the predictions that Ken mentioned. He didn’t even
acknowledge that Ken mentioned all those examples of
predictions. He just ignored the predictions of the Creation
model.
2. Bill presented phantom predictions for the big-bang-billionsof-years-molecules-to-humanity story. Not one of Bill’s alleged
predictions was real. He claimed that they were real, but, as
we’ll see, they weren’t real.
3. Bill implied that predictions prove something. By this
implication, he was committing the logical fallacy of affirming
the consequent. If scientists see the predictions of a certain
theory fulfilled, that doesn’t prove that the theory is true. The
Texas-sharpshooter fallacy is a related problem. Most of the
so-called “predictions” for the ungodly origins stories fail.
However, evolutionists only publicize “predictions” when they
can pretend that evolutionism successfully predicted them.
Even then, many of those so-called “predictions” are
postdictions or just-so stories.

4. Bill implied that the lack of predictions would prove that
something is false, which is an argument-from-ignorance
fallacy. If predictions are missing or unknown, that doesn’t
prove that anything is false.
Now here’s the thing; what we want in science [pause],
science as practiced on the outside [pause for dramatic effect],
is an ability to predict. We want to have a natural law that’s so
obvious and clear, so well understood that we can make
predictions about what will happen. We can predict that we
can put a spacecraft in orbit and take a picture of Washington
D.C. We can predict that if we provide this much room for an
elephant it will live healthily for a certain amount of time. So,
I’ll give you an example: in the explanation provided by
traditional science, of how we came to be, we find, as Mr.
Ham alluded to many times in his recent remarks, we find a
sequence of animals in what generally is called the fossil
record. This would be to say, when you look at the layers that
you find in Kentucky, you look at them carefully, you find a
sequence of animals, a succession, and, as one might expect,
when you’re looking at old records, there’s some pieces seem
to be missing, a gap. So scientists got to thinking about this.
There are lungfish that jump from pond to pond in Florida
and end up in people’s swimming pools. And there are
amphibians, frogs, toads, croaking and carrying on and so
people wondered if there wasn’t a fossil, an organism, an
animal, that had lived that had characteristics of both. People
over the years had found that, in Canada, there was clearly a
fossil marsh, a place that used to be a swamp. It dried out.
And they found all kinds of happy swamp fossils there, ferns,
so on, organisms, animals, fish that were recognized. And
people realized that with the age of the rocks there, as
computed by traditional scientists, with the age of the rocks
there, this would be a reasonable place to look for an animal, a
fossil of an animal that lived there. And indeed, scientists
found it. Tiktaalik, this fish-lizard guy. And they found several
specimens. It wasn’t one individual. In other words, they
made a prediction that this animal would be found and it was
found. So far, Mr. Ham, and his worldview, the Ken Ham
Creation model, does not have this capability. It can’t make
predictions and show results. ~ Bill Nye

Bill gave the idea that scientists knew exactly where to look for the socalled “missing link.” In reality, evolutionists are always looking
everywhere for missing links, but they never find any that clearly show a
progression.
However, we would predict that the fossil record would show millions
of missing links with small variations between each of them if the stories
of molecules to humanity were true. If molecules turned into all the
plants and animals we now observe through a series of evolutionary
steps, we would find a series with small variations between each fossil
but no distinct kinds of living things. Instead, we find distinct kinds. So,
the evolutionists search for a single “transitional form” and think that if
they find some fossil that looks like it could fit their story, they have
proved something. We should see millions of them, not just a few.
Not only so, but Tiktaalik is a typical mosaic which we would expect
with a common designer, God. So Tiktaalik confirms Creation by God.
However, Bill is forcing his interpretation onto the evidence to support
the ungodly paradigm using circular reasoning and confirmation bias.
Tiktaalik isn’t a transitional form for other reasons. For instance, it’s
not in the right sequence according to evolutionistic assumptions.
Scientists have found four-legged animals at lower levels in the rock
strata, and evolutionists assume that lower strata aren’t attributed to the
Genesis Flood but to eons of time. That means that, by their worldview,
these other four-legged animals would be much older than Tiktaalik, so
they couldn’t have evolved from Tiktaalik.
Also, Tiktaalik couldn’t walk or exist on land. However, evolutionists
hope that perhaps the fins would allow Tiktaalik to walk on a water
bottom. They had similar hopes for coelacanth fins, but those hopes were
dashed when someone found living coelacanth. Observation then
crushed the coelacanth fin hope for a transitional form. For these
reasons, claiming that it’s a transitional form is distorting the evidence.
Evolutionists use homology, the assumption that common structures
equal common ancestry, as an argument for the stories of evolutionism.
Even with the weakness of such an assumption, Tiktaalik doesn’t fit into
any sequence by homology, so evolutionists make other excuses for that.
When they put fish into a progression of fossils arranged by
similarity, evolutionists create diagrams that give a false impression.
They show a progression of fish that are all the same size. However,
there’s tremendous size variation, and the diagram gives a false

impression. Had they been honest, the diagram would be drawn to scale.
Besides, the order in which the fish fossils are found in the fossil beds
doesn’t match the diagram. The order is wrong.
In these populations, with flooding and so on, with river
ponds, get isolated then they dry up then the river flows again,
in between, some of the fish will have sex with other fish
sometimes and they’ll have sex on their own, it’s called,
asexually. And those fish, the ones that are in between,
sometimes this, sometimes that, they have an intermediate
number of infections. In other words, the explanation
provided by evolution made a prediction, and the prediction’s
extraordinary and subtle, but there it’s. How else would you
explain it? ~ Bill Nye
Bill hasn’t explained how sex developed, but, as a smokescreen, he’s
confusing an advantage with a mechanism. It’s a story that says:
Sexual reproduction works.
Therefore, evolution created sexual reproduction.
That’s illogical. The conclusion doesn’t follow from the premise. Just
because a car works doesn’t mean it evolved or that no one designed and
created it. If a hammer works well to put in nails, that doesn’t mean
hammers evolved and that no one designed and created them. Bill’s logic
is an evolution-of-the-gaps fallacy.
Bill also commits a cum-hoc-ergo-propter-hoc fallacy. He says
correlation proves causation. Proving a benefit doesn’t prove what Bill
wants to prove, and it doesn’t even show how evolution could have
possibly developed sexual reproduction, so it certainly doesn’t prove
evolution did it. Bill used this red-herring fallacy to divert our attention
so that we might not realize that evolution can’t explain what we can
observe. In this case, it can’t explain why the god of evolutionism would
choose sexual reproduction rather than asexual. Despite this fact, Bill
asked this question:
How else would you explain it?
The answer to Bill’s question is simple. We explain it as exactly what
we expect with the Creation model. We explain that God created kinds of
animals to reproduce after their kinds with an incredible built-in ability
to adapt and vary. We explain that we know this fact because God reveals

this fact. No known mechanism exists that would move from asexual
reproduction to sexual reproduction in the story of evolutionism. Once
again, we’re comparing divine revelation to made-up stuff.
Let’s move on to another example:
These two researchers wanted to listen for radio signals from
space, radio astronomy . . . there was this hiss . . . had found
this cosmic background sound that was predicted by
astronomers. Astronomers running the numbers, doing math,
predicted that, in the cosmos, would be left over this echo, this
energy from the big bang that would be detectable. And they
detected it. We built the cosmic observatory for background
emissions, the COBE spacecraft, and it matched exactly,
exactly the astronomers’ predictions. You got to respect that.
It’s a wonderful thing. ~ Bill Nye
We’ve touched on this earlier, but now we’ll look at Bill’s story about
this failed prediction in detail. The trouble is that Bill’s statement is
untrue. Scientists who invented the big bang model predicted that the
density of the early universe would be uneven. They predicted that this
unevenness would create slight differences in temperature. Scientists
predicted differences of at least 1 part in 10,000 in the cosmic microwave
background (CMB). They designed the COBE Project to find this uneven
temperature in the CMB. However, scientists failed to find anything that
supported this prediction. The COBE measured perfectly even
temperatures in the CMB with none of the predicted variations.
Scientists predicted the COBE would measure uneven temperatures of at
least 1 part in 10,000.
This experiment caused a problem for the big bang model. It didn’t
fulfill the prediction. Later, scientists detected some temperature
differences by other means, but the temperature differences were too
small for the big-bang story. Those differences were just a fraction of the
prediction. Rather than 1 part in 10,000, the differences measured only 1
part in 100,000. That’s only 10% of what scientists predicted. If the
hypothesis were correct, the scientists should have measured
temperature differences of, at the least, ten times what they actually
measured. So the astronomer’s prediction didn’t match the astronomer’s
observation, and, as a result, the observation destroyed the big bang
model. Sadly, destroying a model with facts doesn’t get rid of the model
when those who believe in the model are dogmatic.

As we can see, Bill’s claim that the observation matched the big-bang
prediction is untrue since the observation wasn’t even close to the
prediction. However, Bill didn’t just say that it matched. He said, “it
matched exactly.”
Because of this failed prediction, ungodly thinkers had to make up
just-so stories about imaginary dark matter:
Before COBE, theory had led investigators to expect a
maximum non-isotropy of 1 in 10,000, but ‘no significant
variations’ were found at this level. However, even if galactic
structure could develop from a 1-in-10,000 non-isotropy,
‘From such a smooth state, there is simply not time for gravity
to have assembled the galaxies and clusters we see today.’ In
other words, ‘Gravity can’t, over the age of the universe,
amplify these irregularities enough to form galaxy clusters.’
Theorists responded that a 1 in 10,000 non-isotropy might
trigger galaxy formation if as much as 99% of the universe
were ‘dark matter’. This dark matter is supposed to emit no
light or other electromagnetic radiation, so would be invisible,
but this means that ‘its existence must remain an article of
faith for the true believer in the standard model’. . . A theory
that reconciles inconsistencies by multiplying unobserved and
unobservable phenomena can hardly be said to have been
confirmed by any one of them. The rise of the dark matter
concept ‘saved’ the big bang . . . ~ Jonathan Henry, The
elements of the universe point to creation
So they made up fictitious dark matter just to rescue the big-bang
story. Scientists often use just-so stories to rescue sacred cow theories.
And it’s also common to then claim that the theories predicted the justso stories. Then, they claim that the just-so stories prove the theories to
be true. They invent these just-so stories to explain away the missed
predictions. Then, they claim that the just-so stories predicted the
theories. The just-so stories are excuses, so they’re claiming that the
excuses prove the theories. However, the just-so stories don’t prove
anything since no one can prove anything by making up stories. Rather,
the fact that they need to make up stories indicates that the so-called
“theory” isn’t even a valid hypothesis.
The drama continues. As scientists explored the CMB, they found that
the universe aligns with our solar system in several ways. They’re still
searching for ways to explain that observation away. They eagerly expect

new data, such as additional temperature maps from WMAP. The Bible
doesn’t have any problem with the observations, but the observations are
a real problem for ungodly thinkers. (Science On Your Side, The Discovery That
Dare Not Speak Its Name Has been Made )

You can read more about this problem in a related Article by Dr.
Danny
Faulkner
at
https://answersingenesis.org/creation-vsevolution/is-bill-nye-an-expert-in-astronomy
As we can see, Bill Nye talked about several “predictions” to support
the ungodly stories. Some of these so-called “predictions” are mere
hindsight bias, others are simply confirmation bias, and the rest require
just-so stories to shoehorn them into the appearance of rational thought.
All of these are smokescreen fallacies to cover the fact that they’re
making up the entire story.
Both the Creation model and the evolution model make predictions.
However, the Creation model predicts the observations more completely
and accurately than the ungodly stories of evolutionism. Bill Nye
displayed how ungodly thinkers react to the Creation model when he
showed the bias of the establishment. He complained that the Creation
model conflicts with the group-held fake reality of the scientific
establishment. And we can understand his anguish since ungodly
thinkers are heavily biased against the Creation model, and they’re
biased because the Creation model destroys their fondest wishes for
eternity.

Ignoring the Refutation
Ken Ham was aware of Bill’s prediction argument, so Ken presented
several predictions made by the Creation model. By doing so, Ken was
deflecting Bill’s false claim that the Creation-Flood model can’t predict.
God predicts very well. God wrote many of the predictions thousands of
years ago in Scripture, and scientists recently observed them. However,
Ken didn’t believe that the predictions proved anything other than
proving that Bill Nye based his argument on a lie. Predictions can never
prove anything.
Bill Nye countered by refusing to acknowledge that Ken had
presented the predictions. After hearing the predictions, Bill pretended
that Ken hadn’t presented the Creation model’s predictions. He used two
tricks for this pretense. First, he repeatedly failed to acknowledge Ken’s
many predictions. Second, he repeatedly said that he wanted Ken to

provide predictions, implying that Ken hadn’t provided predictions.
Those two tricks created a clever illusion. When Ken presented more
predictions, Bill countered by refusing to acknowledge those predictions
and insisting, in denial of reality, that Ken couldn’t provide predictions.
Bill’s proof was to repeat his untrue claim with false bravado. With great
acting skill, Bill continued to repeat this claim throughout the debate
We would think that intelligent reasoners would see right through
this fallacy. We wouldn’t think that it would be an effective fallacy. And
yet, ungodly thinkers use this fallacy because it works.
Watch biased reporters, biased debate moderators, biased politicians,
biased teachers, and biased lecturers. They use the proof-by-repetition
fallacy coupled with false bravado because it works.
Proof by repetition was so effective for Bill Nye that we would have to
listen to the Nye-Ham debate several times before we would catch the
fallacy unless someone pointed it out to us. Many who watched the
debate never noticed this fallacy and wondered why Ken didn’t mention
any predictions, yet Ken repeatedly mentioned predictions. I was
deceived by this fallacy until I typed out the entire transcript and
thoroughly analyzed it to see what was happening. Throughout the
debate, Bill never addressed any of Ken’s predictions.
Ken showed a long list of Creation model predictions on the screen
and then explained a few examples of predictions that follow from the
Creation model.
But you know it’s also important to understand when talking
about Creation or evolution; both involve historical science
and observational science. You see, the role of observational
science is this: it can be used to confirm, or otherwise, one’s
historical science based on one’s starting point. Now, when
you think about the debate topic, and what I affirmed
concerning Creation, if our origins or historical science based
on the Bible’s account of origins is true, then there should be
predictions from this that we can test using observational
science. And there are.
For instance, based on the Bible we’d expect to find evidence
confirming an intelligence produced life. We’d expect to find
evidence confirming “after their kind”; the Bible says God
made kinds of animals to reproduce after their kind, implying

each kind produces its own, not that one kind changes into
another.
You’d expect to find evidence confirming a global Flood of
Noah’s day, evidence confirming one race of humans because
we all go back to Adam and Eve. Biologically, that would
mean there’s one race. Evidence confirming the Tower of
Babel, that God gave different languages. Evidence confirming
a young universe. Now, I can’t go through all of those, but a
couple of them we will look at briefly.
After their Kind, the evidence confirming that: in the Creation
Museum, we have a display featuring replicas of Darwin’s
finches. They’re called Darwin’s finches. Darwin collected
finches in the Galapagos and took them back to England, and
we see the different species; the different beak sizes here, and,
you know, from the specimens that Darwin obtained in the
Galapagos, he actually hunted these things and “How do you
explain this?” and in his notes, actually, he came up with this
diagram here, a tree, and he actually said, “I think.”
So, he was talking about different species, and maybe those
species came from some common ancestor –actually when it
comes to finches, we would actually agree as creationists, the
different finch species came from a common ancestor, but a
finch. That’s what it would have to come from. You see,
Darwin wasn’t just thinking about species; Darwin had a
much bigger picture in mind. When you look at the Origin of
Species and read that book, you’ll find he made this
statement: ~ Ken Ham
Bill heard the predictions that Ken provided, but he didn’t
acknowledge or disprove any of the predictions. Instead, he implied that
Ken never mentioned the predictions. He presupposed this lie into his
next statement. Presuppositions are deceptive. This presupposition
deceived me. The proof-by-repetition fallacy deceived me. As I watched
the debate, I was deceived by this technique to the point that I wondered
why Ken hadn’t mentioned any predictions. Bill fooled others as well.
After I listened to the debate several times, typed it out, and analyzed it
line by line, I could see what Bill was doing. Only then did I realize how
clever and deceptive this magic trick is. Here was Bill’s answer:

And I would say to Mr. Ham and his followers that this is
something that we, in science, want. We want the ability to
predict.
See how simple Bill’s answer was? All he did was ignore the
prediction totally and pretend that Ken never mentioned the predictions.
Then, he implied that Ken couldn’t make successful predictions. And yet,
Ken Ham did make successful predictions, but Bill Nye wasn’t able to
make any successful predictions. After that, Ken said the following:
Now let’s look at another prediction: what about evidence
confirming one race?
Well, when we look at the human population, we see lots of
differences, but based on Darwin’s ideas on human evolution
as presented in the Descent of Man, I mean Darwin did teach,
in the descent of man, that there are lower races and higher
races. Would you believe that back in the 1900s, one of the
most popular biology textbooks, used in the public schools in
America, taught this: “At the present time there exist upon the
earth five races or varieties of man . . . and finally the highest
type of all, the Caucasians represented by the civilized white
inhabitants of Europe and America.” Can you imagine if that
was in the public schools today? And yet that’s what was
taught, but it was based on Darwin’s ideas that are wrong. You
have a wrong foundation. You’re going to have a wrong
worldview.
Now, had they started from the Bible and the Creation
account in Genesis, what does it teach? Well, we’re all
descended from Adam and Eve, we go through the Tower of
Babel with different languages, and so different people groups
formed, with distinct characteristics, but we’d expect—we’d
say, you know what? That means biologically there’s only one
race of humans.
Ken Ham is providing this additional prediction, but Bill Nye ignored
this one too, and he misinterpreted it and changed it into a diversion.
As far as the five races, that you mentioned, it’s kind of the
same thing. The five races were claimed by people who were
of European descent. And they said, “Hey! We’re the best.
Check us out.” And that turns out to be, if you’ve ever traveled

anywhere or done anything, not to be that way. People are
much more alike than they are different.
Then Bill said this:
And the big thing I want from you, Ken Ham, is can you come
up with something that you can predict? Do you have a
Creation model that predicts something that will happen in
nature?
A wide variety of fallacies could cause Bill’s disconnection with
reality. Did he fool himself, or was he maliciously and knowingly trying
to deceive the audience? We can’t speculate about his motives. However,
all fallacies are poor ways of thinking. Every person alive can slip into
irrational ways of thinking. That means every person alive can lose touch
with reality. While we can’t read Bill’s mind to know his motivations or
which fallacies had clouded his thinking, we can know that his argument
isn’t rational.
Following that, Ken made another statement about predictions, but
Bill also ignored this statement:
One of the things I was doing was I was making predictions.
There’s a whole list of predictions. I was saying that if the
Bible is right and we’re the descendants of Adam and Eve,
there’s one race if the Bible’s right and God made kinds and
went through and talked about that.
See how Ken referred to his previous statements. Despite Ken’s
predictions, Bill continued to pretend that Ken hadn’t made any
predictions. Ken followed up with this prediction:
God has definitely shown me very clearly through His Word
and shown Himself in the person of Jesus Christ that the
Bible is the Word of God. I admit that that’s where I start
from. I can challenge people that you can go and test that. You
can make predictions based on that. You can check the
prophecies in the Bible. You can check the statements in
Genesis. You can check that. ~ Ken Ham
What a powerful prediction! Ken acknowledged Jesus Christ as he
mentioned this prediction. Unfortunately, Christians are sometimes
reluctant to acknowledge the active, leading, correcting, purifying Christ,
or they may be reluctant to talk about the specific ways that Christ is

leading them and teaching them. When Christians don’t allow Christ to
show Himself through them, society degrades. When Christians fail to
openly acknowledge that Christ is their only Source of wisdom,
knowledge, understanding, and righteousness, they start a process the
eventually will destroy a society. Society begins to decay and fall apart.
Satan fears Christians who openly follow the living Christ in a real
way. Satan fears those who learn that Jesus Christ is real and knowable.
That’s why his servants attack us if we admit that we know Jesus Christ.
Ungodly thinkers make the following moral judgment: “No one should
talk about religion in public,” but, oddly, this moral judgment is a
religious statement. It’s a commandment of the secular humanist
religion. How could a Christ-follower bow to this secular humanist
commandment? Christ tells us about those who fail to acknowledge Him
before men. Why not obey Christ instead of obeying Satan?
God has definitely revealed these truths to Ken through the Bible, and
God has also shown Himself to Ken in the person of Jesus Christ. God
has also revealed to Ken that the Bible is God’s word.
God has definitely shown me very clearly through His Word
and shown Himself in the person of Jesus Christ that the
Bible is the Word of God.
I can challenge people that you can go and test that. You can
make predictions based on that. You can check the prophecies
in the Bible. You can check the statements in Genesis. You can
check that.
So Ken testified of this prediction, but after Ken mentioned this
prediction, Bill just continued with the following statement:
What can you really predict, what can you really prove in a
conventional scientific, or in a conventional I have an idea
that makes a prediction and it comes out the way I see it. This
is very troubling to me.
At this point, Bill still wouldn’t try to disprove Ken’s predictions or
even so much as acknowledge that Ken had presented these predictions.
Instead, he pretended that Ken didn’t mention any predictions. This is
ironic in light of the fact that every one of Bill’s own so-called
“predictions of the evolution model” failed. So Bill projected the
evolution model’s problem onto the Creation model when the Creation
model doesn’t have the problem.

Once again, what is it you can predict? What can you provide
us that can tell us about the future [eye rolling and hand
waving] not just about your vision of the past? ~ Bill Nye
Again, Bill used the logical fallacy of proof by repetition while
ignoring all the predictions that Ken Ham had provided. We sometimes
call this tactic “the fallacy of invincible ignorance.” And we may not think
this fallacy is effective either, but it works. It’s deceptive and fools many
people. Some of those who watched the Nye-Ham debate still think that
Ken Ham didn’t address the question, that he didn’t name any
predictions of the Creation model, and that’s a tribute to the power of the
invincible-ignorance fallacy. Here’s another example:
There’s a reason that I don’t accept your, the Ken Ham model
of Creation is that it has no predictive quality as you touched
on. ~ Bill Nye
When we watch the video of the debate, it’s plain that Bill’s claim is
untrue, yet he’s convincing, which demonstrates how powerful this
deception is. It involves congruent voice quality and body language while
unflinchingly telling the same lie repeatedly. That’s what magicians do
when they create illusions. Politicians are good at this fallacy, and they
gain power through it. We see it continually on news programs and in
classrooms. Wouldn’t it be wonderful if ungodly thinkers would dedicate
themselves to seeking the truth and goodness rather than dedicating
themselves to perfecting deceptive tactics?
We’re now going to turn our attention to the power of mixing
fallacies, and we’ll see how several fallacies work together to create an
illusion. In this case, Bill presupposes his claim. Presupposition is an
axiomatic-thinking fallacy with a built-in smokescreen. Bill presupposes
that the Creation model has no predictive quality by using the phrase
“There’s a reason that.” Bill also focuses on the person of Ken in the
words “Ken Ham model of Creation,” which executes an ad-hominem
fallacy. Not only that, but he’s also misquoting the debate topic again.
Then, to top it off, Bill said, “as you touched on,” which falsely implies
that Ken has admitted that Bill’s claim is true. However, Bill is lying. Ken
didn’t touch on Bill’s claim. Adding to this potent cocktail of fallacies, the
phrase “as you touched on” is also a vague statement. Vague statements
help cause confusion, and confusion is what smokescreen fallacies are all
about.

Vague statements are harder to analyze, so they act as smokescreens
and provide a hedge. Bill nested all these fallacies into his invincibleignorance fallacy and compressed them into his short statement. When a
person can’t effectively use reason and facts, this person must depend on
fallacies since no one can argue for a lie without using fallacies. That’s
why Bill had no other choice than to use fallacies. Many of those who
continually communicate using fallacies become skilled at effectively
committing fallacies to manipulate you and me. Throughout the debate,
Bill consistently nested fallacies together as a way of overloading our
minds and making it more difficult to think critically. That made his
fallacies more deceptive and harder to detect.

The Most Powerful Prediction
Ken also gave out these predictions as a hint toward the most
powerful prediction of all:
I actually went through some predictions and listed others,
and there’s a lot more that you can look at, and you can go
and test it for yourself. But this book really is true. It’s so
specific it should explain the world. It should make sense of
what we see. The Flood, yeah, the fossils all over the earth.
The Tower of Babel, yeah, we have different people groups,
different languages. We have Flood legends similar to the
Bible, Creation legends similar to the Bible. There’s so much
you can look at and prophecy and so on. And most of all, as I
said to you, the Bible says that if you come to God believing
that He is, He’ll reveal Himself to you. You’ll know. If you
search out the truth, you really want God to show you as you
search out the silver and gold, He will show you. He will
reveal Himself to you. ~ Ken Ham

The most important prediction is this:
Every person who seeks Jesus Christ finds Jesus
Christ.
This prediction is powerful. Anyone can personally verify this
prediction. However, seekers must follow the pattern for verification.
The seeker must come to Christ in sincerity, with persistence, with
respect, and in submission with a will to do Christ’s will. The seeker must

realize his or her lost and sinful condition and need for forgiveness.
Those who are proud and self-righteous won’t be able to find Christ since
they think they’re self-sufficient.
Anyone can test this prediction, but dogmatic ungodly thinkers refuse
to test it. And when dogmatic ungodly thinkers refuse to test this
prediction, they refuse because their problem is spiritual, not
intellectual. Of course, if ungodly thinkers give it a fake test with
disrespect, lack of humility, lack of repentance, rebellion, or a heart
hardened against God, that’s the same as refusing to test it. It’s like
testing a chemical reaction and refusing to use the right chemicals in the
right proportions.
Here’s another powerful prediction that we have now seen fulfilled:
First, you must understand that in the last days scoffers will
come, scoffing and following their own evil desires. “Where is
the promise of His coming?” they will ask. “Ever since our
fathers fell asleep, everything continues as it has from the
beginning of Creation.” But they deliberately overlook the fact
that long ago by God’s word the heavens existed and the earth
was formed out of water and by water, through which the
world of that time perished in the flood. And by that same
word, the present heavens and earth are reserved for fire, kept
for the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly men. ~ 2
Peter 3:3-7 Berean Study Bible
As we can see, the Bible predicts very well since it predicted that
ungodly people would assert uniformitarianism, the story that
“everything continues as it has from the beginning of Creation.” God
predicts that they would deny the creation and the Genesis Flood. Now
we see many telling the big-bang-billions-of-years-no-Flood-moleculesto-humankind stories. We can see that the Bible predicts very well, while
the ungodly origins story fails on many counts. Therefore, Bill’s
accusation is false since he claims that the Creation-Flood model can’t
predict while Ken gave many predictions of the Creation-Flood model.

Reductionism
. . . we’re supposed to take your word for it—this Book, written
centuries ago, translated into American English is somehow
more important than what I can see with my own eyes, is an
extraordinary claim. ~ Bill Nye

Bill committed the fallacy of reductionism or understatement since he
treated faith as if it were a rationalized belief. He implies that faith
depends only on a book rather than coming from God’s utterance. In the
quote above, Bill tries to reduce the Bible to a book like any other book.
Bill also equates theologies with Christian faith. This way, he creates an
illusion. He makes it seem like the person of Jesus Christ is a concept. He
also equates revelation and assumption, which is a flat-out lie. He treats
the Holy Spirit, Who speaks through the pages of the Bible, as a figment
of the imagination. Observation isn’t the same as worldview. Revelation
isn’t the same as worldview. Despite this conflict, Bill’s statement implies
that observation is the same thing as worldview and that revelation is the
same thing as worldview.
Fallacies exist by confusing the difference between reality and makebelieve.
Thinking that Make-Believe is Real
The hypostatization fallacy and intensional fallacy confuse a concept
with reality. They consider a concept to be part of reality. This is
sometimes also called the fallacy of objectification.
Thinking that Reality is Make-Believe
The confusing-ontology-with-epistemology fallacy considers a part of
the real world to be a concept.
Confusing Reality and Make-Believe
The type-token-ambiguity fallacy confuses the difference between a
type (reality) or a token (a concept about reality).
Divine revelation (in this case, through the Bible) isn’t an assumption.
Divine revelation isn’t a concept. Faith isn’t conceptual. For example, it’s
not by assumption or presupposition that we know that the Bible is
accurate divine revelation. On the contrary, we know that God speaks
through Scripture because we experience Him every time we read
Scripture or hear anyone reading the Bible. He imparts His faith into us
in the process. His faith is substance. That is, His faith is part of reality
rather than being conceptual. Every person who reads Scripture
experiences the voice of God, but many people refuse to acknowledge
God and have their consciences seared against Him.
In this case, Bill used the fallacy of reductionism by reducing the
Bible to something much less than it actually is. Throughout the debate,

Bill treated faith as a concept. He treated divine revelation as a series of
assumptions. All of these fallacies were based on bare claims: made-up
stuff.
there are billions of people in the world who are deeply
religious, who get enriched. They have a wonderful sense of
community by their religion.
Bill Nye implies that the purpose of the Church is to get enriched by
the wonderful sense of community. That’s not the purpose of the Church.
Our purpose is coming to know Christ to such a degree that we’re
transfigured into His same image from glory to glory by the Spirit of the
Lord. God shows the method in Ephesians four.
And God called the Church out of the world. That’s what the word,
“church,” means. The members of this body begin to hear the voice of
Christ more clearly as they walk with Him. He leads them into the
orders, gifts, ministries, and offices that He defines through Scripture.
They begin to discern the body of Christ as the Holy Spirit progressively
transfigures them, each one into his or her particular ministry in this
body. This ministry is Christ in them, working in and through them. The
flesh dies away, and Christ is formed within them.
This walking in the Spirit continues until they come into perfect unity
of the faith and knowledge of Jesus Christ. And the Church becomes one
totally complete man, joined in perfect submission to the Head, Jesus.
We admit that God hasn’t fully revealed these truths. We only know them
in part. We’ll know more when we walk into them fully. However, God
speaks through Paul’s letter to the Ephesians, saying this:
And He gave some as apostles, and some as prophets, and
some as evangelists, and some as pastors and teachers, for the
equipping of the saints for the work of service, to the building
up of the body of Christ; until we all attain to the unity of the
faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a mature
man, to the measure of the stature which belongs to the
fullness of Christ. As a result, we are no longer to be children,
tossed here and there by waves and carried about by every
wind of doctrine, by the trickery of men, by craftiness in
deceitful scheming; but speaking the truth in love, we are to
grow up in all aspects into Him who is the
head, even Christ, from whom the whole body, being fitted
and held together by what every joint supplies, according to

the proper working of each individual part, causes the growth
of the body for the building up of itself in love. ~ Ephesians
4:11-16 New American Standard Bible
By reducing the Church to a social club and a secular enrichment, Bill
Nye told an enormous lie. His lie was couched in language that didn’t
seem to be denigrating God’s work, but it was. This is the subtle work of
Satan. Satan wants to inflict damage in any way he can. However, to
understate the nature and purpose of the Church is to lie. Truth is only
available in Jesus Christ.

The Statistical Fallacy
Today, the very, very lowest estimate is that there are about
8.7 million species, but a much more reasonable estimate is
it’s 50 million or even 100 million when you start counting the
viruses and bacteria, and all the beetles that must be extant in
the tropical rain forests that we haven’t found. So we’ll take a
number which I think is pretty reasonable, 16 million species
today. If these came from 7,000 kinds, let’s say we have 7,000
subtracted from 16 million, that’s 15,993,000. We have 4,000
years. We have 365 ¼ days a year; we would expect to find 11
new species every day. So you’d go out into your yard. You
wouldn’t just find a different bird, a new bird; you’d find a
different kind of bird—a whole new species of bird. Every day
a new species of fish, a new species of organisms you can’t see,
and so on. And this would be enormous news. The last 4,000
years? People would have seen these changes among us. So,
the Cincinnati Enquirer, I imagine, would carry a column
right next to the weather report: “Today’s New Species” and
then it would list these eleven every day. But we see no
evidence of that. There’s no evidence of these species. There
just simply isn’t enough time. ~ Bill Nye
At first glance, Bill appears to make a solid argument against the
Bible. This example illustrates how something that makes no sense can
appear to make sense. Bill committed so many errors in reasoning that
we’ll have to deal with each one on its own. So we’ll start with the second
most serious error and work toward the least serious error. Then, we’ll
reveal the most serious error Bill made.
While Bill claims that there hasn’t been enough time since the Flood
to account for all the species that now exist, his argument illustrates

what happens when someone misunderstands the nature of statistics.
Let’s untangle these statistical fallacies. Bill knotted several of them
together tightly.

Apples and Oranges
Bill said, “counting the viruses and bacteria, and all the beetles.” In
this phrase, he committed a red-herring fallacy. Then he used that red
herring to commit a framing fallacy. It’s based on a hidden lie since God
didn’t get two of every insect, beetle, bacteria, and virus to Noah but only
brought those animals that had breath in their nostrils.
Current research suggests that God brought about 1,500 kinds to the
Ark, but Bill said 7,000 kinds were on the Ark. That’s possible but not
known.
Bill makes a glaring error when he compares two things in an
irrational way, and those two things are:
what existed at the time of the Ark
what exists now
Here’s the big problem. Bill switches what he’s comparing in the
middle of the calculation. While he gives the illusion of comparing the
same thing at the time of the flood and now, Bill compares two different
things at the time of the flood and now:
Then: only the air-breathing animals on the ark. (1,500)
Now: all species including bacteria, viruses,
arachnids, and everything else. (15,993,000)

insects,

That’s the statistical-apples-and-oranges fallacy, so Bill’s comparison
isn’t rational. Instead of this irrational and unreasonable comparison,
the following would be more rational:
Then: only air-breathing animals on the ark. (1,500)
Now: only species of air-breathing animals that might exist
today. (30,000)
That would make better sense, but it’s still speculative.
The statistical error is 16,000,000 minus 30,000, which is an error of
15,970,000 too many species. That’s over 533 times as many as there are

if we eliminate the apples and oranges fallacy. It’s a huge reasoning
error. It’s as if you went to buy a $1.00 piece of candy and the cashier
said, “That will be $533.00 please.” When you’re shocked, the cashier
says, “Oops! I made a little math error.”
If Bill had used the right numbers, the result would be different, and
the total new species would be reasonable and realistic. Bill used bad
statistical data to try to discredit God’s revelation.

We used Bill’s figure of 7,000 species, which is probably high. So let’s
see how the math works out for 1,500 species. We’ll subtract 1,500 from
the supposed 30,000 species now, which leaves 28,500. Dividing this
number by 4,300 years gives us 6.6 new species per year as opposed to
3,998 per year in Bill’s reasoning error. That’s one error in logic, but
there are other statistical errors Bill made as we’ll see.

Relative Privation
Bill’s second statistical fallacy is the relative-privation fallacy. Here’s
how it works in sales. In sales, they call it price-building to avoid sticker
shock. The salesperson quotes a high suggested retail price first so that
the actual selling price seems low by comparison. Salespeople usually use
this method when the selling price is too high.
I’m supposed to sell this used car for $50,000. I may get in
trouble for this, but if you buy it right now, you can have it for
just $39,999.
We see this tactic used as advertised on TV.
This wonderful product is worth $25, but if you act now, you
can get it for just $9.95 plus shipping and handling. Not only
that, but we’ll send you a second one absolutely free.
Here’s how Bill used it.

1. At the time of the debate, scientists considered 8.7 million the
most accurate guess for the total number of species in the
world. This guess included beetles, bacteria, viruses, and
everything else.
2. Bill doesn’t like the most accurate guess. He wants to use the
number 16 million, which is unreasonable.
3. So Bill starts by falsely claiming that the most accurate guess of
8.7 million is the very lowest. That’s not true, of course. In
reality, 8.7 million is considered the most accurate guess at
present.
4. Bill states a bizarre figure of “50 million” or “100 million,” and
he calls that inflated figure much more reasonable. [pricebuilding] It’s like saying that a $2,000 car normally sells for
$50,000.
5. Bill then said that an estimate of 16 million species is pretty
reasonable even though it’s almost twice the number
recognized by most scientists.
Bill just claimed that there are almost twice as many species as
qualified scientists estimate, which is a horrible math and logic error but
a mind-numbing manipulation tactic. Remember that these
mathematical errors are cumulative, and each one makes the overall
error worse.
Keep in mind that only a few of these supposed millions of species are
air-breathing of the type that would be on the Ark. We don’t have access
to Bill Nye’s math, so we don’t know how much that reduces the number
of air-breathing species at present. And that may not even be important
when we get to the faulty definition of species.

Unreasonable Expectation
The third statistical error is an implied unreasonable expectation of
the rate of variation. Bill believes the story about molecules turning into
people over millions of years of progressive evolution. For this, he
assumes a uniform rate of variation from generation to generation going
back from millions of imagined years. He’s pitting this story against the
biblical account of the Flood and created kinds of living things. If the
story of evolutionism isn’t true and the Flood took place, we wouldn’t
have a uniform rate of variation as Bill assumes under the evolutionism

story. Most of the variations would have happened closer to when the
animals left the Ark.
God put information for variation into each created kind. That’s what
the observations indicate. Living cells have a tremendous built-in
capacity for variation, but those built-in variations aren’t endless.
Consequently, we would expect that most, if not all, of the alternatives
would have expressed themselves early. We would expect a much higher
speciation rate in the past and very little now.
The evolutionism story that would result in a uniform rate of
speciation is what Bill is trying to prove. Therefore, he can’t begin by
taking the story and the uniform rate as a base assumption and building
from there to prove the story and the uniform rate without committing a
circular-reasoning fallacy. He can’t rationally use his assumed position
as an argument against God’s revelation of the Genesis Flood and the
Ark.

Overstatement of a Guess
The fourth statistical fallacy was a way to create the illusion of a
bigger number for the already false species count. When Bill said, “that
must be extant,” he over-stated the case by using the word “must.”
However, the 8.7 million is a guess at the number that might exist. It’s
not what must exist. Bill is an expert illusionist, but let’s look at reality.
Scientists have observed only 1.3 million species, not 8.7 million species.
Of course, the entire idea of bringing up all the unrelated bugs, spiders,
viruses, and one-celled animals is off the point as we’ve already seen in
the graphic above. The logical error in the graphic was bad enough, but
Bill pushed those numbers to even more bizarre heights using these
additional fallacies.
In this argument, Bill has twice claimed to be the authority, claiming
that he’s the one who can declare what’s most reasonable. But, in both
cases, his claim of being “more reasonable” is a claim without proof. Yes,
he’s the self-declared reasonable man, yet he offers no real evidence and
throws out phony numbers. Reasonable people don’t do that.
Bill delivered his statement using the logical fallacy of appeal to
ridicule. Appeal to ridicule is a form of appeal-to-intimidation fallacy.

Unreasonable Assumptions

Bill created the fifth statistical error by making unreasonable
assumptions. As we examine this statistical error, we bear in mind that
Bill is trying to prove that the Ark is impossible. Of course, he would
have to prove that it’s impossible since he’s trying to censor it, which he
stated as his goal. And, to prove impossibility, Bill would need to use the
most favorable assumptions. If Bill intends to be rational, he can’t just
grab the wildest assumptions possible. Instead, to prove impossibility,
Bill would need to make the assumptions that favor the biblical account
of the Flood and the Ark. As such, he would have to compare the 7,000
or 1,500 species on the Ark to the number of air-breathing species now
observed, not imagined. He would also have to define “species” in the
strictest sense of the word. But Bill did the opposite when he used the
most unfavorable guesses to try to prove impossibility. We know this
mistake as the logical fallacy of wishful thinking.

Incorrect Factor
The sixth statistical fallacy was a small math error.
So, let’s see, if there were 4,000 years since Ken Ham’s Flood,
and let’s say, as he said many times, there are 7,000 kinds,
today, ~ Bill Nye
That’s a small math error in favor of Bill’s claim because it’s not
4,000 years since the Flood but rather about 4,300 years. Compared to
Bill’s other errors this one seems small, but if the bank owed you $4,300
and told you that they owed you $4,000, you would probably think it was
worth mentioning. Small math errors add fake support for fake
conclusions. We used the 4,300-year figure in the calculation in the
graphic above. More importantly, these arguments show an insincerity
and untrustworthiness to Bill’s position. As he indicated, it’s about
politics, message control, winning, and trying to destroy the Bible. Rest
assured that Bill will never destroy the Bible. Many have tried. All have
failed.
The statistical error fallacy was a smokescreen to hide the fact that
Bill’s objection to the Genesis Flood was based on made-up stuff. It’s
always made-up stuff versus divine revelation.

Faulty Definition of “Species” (The Most Serious
Error)

Bill committed the most serious statistical fallacy using the definition
of “species.” Evolutionists commonly use different definitions of
“species” to make different points. Sometimes, they use an extremely
loose definition of “species.” But, at other times, they define “species” as
living organisms that can’t interbreed with any other species.
a group of living organisms consisting of similar individuals
capable of exchanging genes or interbreeding. ~ Google
biological definition
a set of animals or plants, members of which have similar
characteristics to each other and which can breed with each
other ~ Cambridge Dictionaries Online
A species is often defined as a group of individuals that
actually or potentially interbreed in nature. ~
evolution.berkley.edu
By these definitions, many of the living organisms that are called
“separate species” aren’t separate species at all. It looks like some
members of the same kind lost information in the genome to the point
they can no longer interbreed, and that loss of information is called “a
new species.” For that reason, it seems that speciation is a loss of genetic
information.
It gets more confusing. For instance, scientists say that hybrids come
from interbreeding between different species, but they also say that
different species can’t interbreed. So we wonder about this. If they can’t
interbreed, how do they interbreed?
Scientists observe zeedonks, zorses, ligers, tigons, and wholphins.
Zebras can interbreed with donkeys and horses, and whales can
interbreed with dolphins, yet scientists also label these as distinct
species, meaning they can’t interbreed—but they can interbreed.
As another example, many cat websites say that 37 species of cats
exist, and Wikipedia says that 41 cat species exist. They list lions as one
species and tigers as another species, and yet tigers can interbreed with
lions. That would indicate that lions and tigers are just variations within
the same species. What about whales and dolphins? What about dogs,
wolves, and foxes? Are zebras, donkeys, and horses the same species? It
depends on how we define “species,” but biologists use over 20 different
definitions of “species. (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Species) Sometimes

one so-called “species” varies little from another. Some scientists say the
term “species” doesn’t refer to any real category in nature, and this
statement appears to be true. Bill makes his entire argument about the
number of species, but scientists define the term “species” irrationally
and inconsistently. Bill uses this irrational definition for his argument, so
Bill bases his entire argument on irrational thinking.
About
Finches:
powerpress_pinw=5969-podcast

http://brokenroadradio.com/?

About Species: Buddy Davis and Mike Matthews, Defining Species—
An Elephant-Sized Problem
If we eliminate the species argument because of the arbitrary
definition of “species,” we have zero new kinds of animals on the planet
since the Genesis Flood. And we know there are no new kinds. We know
that fact by divine revelation—the only way anyone can know anything
with certainty. So we know for a fact that there are no new kinds since
Creation, and every argument against that fact is based on made-up
stuff. Therefore, Bill’s entire argument is hot air.

The Elephant Hurl
I did my best to slam Ken Ham with a great many scientific
and common-sense arguments. I believed he wouldn’t have
the time or the focus to address many of them. ~ Bill Nye
However, there wasn’t much science or sense in any of Bill’s
arguments. Instead, he threw mud at the wall to see if any of it would
stick. And Bill did indeed try to overwhelm Ken Ham with arguments by
gibberish. Sometimes, the arguments were so ridiculous they boggle the
mind. Of course, this tactic is often effective because a rational thinker
has trouble responding to utter nonsense.
A particularly delicious strategy emerged. As Genie Scott
observed, creationist debaters tend to engage in what she calls
‘the Gish Gallop’ [editor’s note: Bill misrepresented what the
famous creationist, Dr. Duane Gish did.]— a recitation of
supposed problems with evolution delivered so rapidly that
there’s no way to rebut all of them. ~ Bill Nye, NCSE
fundraising letter as quoted in Inside the Nye-Ham Debate,
page 113.

Bill Nye used this deceptive tactic, but that doesn’t prove that Bill is
wrong. However, it does point to a lack of open-mindedness and a
willingness to use deception to promote the ungodly dogma. People who
use these kinds of tactics shouldn’t be trusted. Bill’s statement shows
that he was deliberately using the elephant-hurl fallacy, and it shows
what happens when the debate-mindset fallacy creeps in. The desire for
truth leaves by the back door. The debate mindset fails to look at both
sides of the issue. It just wants to win, but what is Bill trying to win?
Shouldn’t we forget about so-called “winning” and seek the truth?
Bill asked many questions as a tactic, but he used old questions that
creationists refuted long ago. He said, “I believed he [Ken] wouldn’t have
the time or the focus to address many of them.” And this statement tells
us that Bill wasn’t hoping to stump Ken with the questions but rather
was asking the questions thinking that Ken wouldn’t have time to answer
them all. In other words, he was deceptively using the debate time
limitations. He didn’t care about truth but was only trying to manipulate
the minds of the naïve. The elephant hurl works in tandem with the
assumption-correction-assumption fallacy, which is simply a mind game.
But if a person believes in science, knowledge, and education, this person
doesn’t play mind games, and if a person believes in science, knowledge,
and education, this person seeks the truth.
Persuaders use political tactics like these because the tactics work,
and the elephant hurl technique left Ken Ham with few choices. Ken
could have waved away all the elephants Bill was hurling with a single
summary dismissal.
What you’ve presented so far is all based on assumptions.
Your assumptions are ideas and concepts that you made up
and believed for no rational reason. You believe them without
proof. Creationists have refuted every question you’ve asked
long ago. You’re just trying to confuse the weak-minded. You
claim to have science, but all you have is made-up stuff and
smokescreens.
Instead, Ken decided to put up a web page to answer all Bill’s
statements and questions. (Alina Bradford, What Is a Law in Science?) (Answers in
Genesis, Debate Answers) Of course, most debate viewers will never take time
to read Ken’s web page. That means that Bill’s tricky tactic worked to
push propaganda on the willingly ignorant. However, the elephant hurl
tactic doesn’t work to find truth.

Two issues are at work in every person’s life: losing touch with reality
and using tricks, but when a thinker is in the grips of both issues, the two
problems melt together. At that point, the illusionist and the person
who’s under the delusion merge in the same person, and then we can’t
guess the intent or motivation for each statement the person makes. It
could be pious fraud; it could be just living in the land of make-believe; it
could be a combination of both. Those who buy into the deception can
more effectively deceive others since they believe the lies. So, we won’t
try to guess Bill’s motivation, but we’ll remember those parts of his
motivation that he admitted.
The elephant hurl is a deceptive technique. It’s a smokescreen fallacy
to hide the fact that all Bill Nye had was made-up stuff. The comparison
is between made-up stuff and divine revelation.

Intimidation
Bill Nye also used the tactic of intimidation. He’s an actor and an
illusionist. Throughout the debate, he portrayed a congruent character,
acting out the role of the stern adult as if Ken Ham were the misbehaving
child. Bill Nye’s demeanor never changed when Ken Ham was speaking,
and it was always an amazing scowl of disapproval. That’s how he used
contempt as a weapon.

He designed this extreme body language and facial expression to
intimidate. Proof by intimidation is a logical fallacy. Anyone who has
raised teenagers knows about this tactic. The teenagers begin to act as if
they’re the ones with the experience and authority, and they scold their
parents and accuse them. It works. The parents often give in to what the
teens demand, and the teens suffer as a result. On the positive side, Ken
ignored Bill’s irrational antics effectively. He may have had experience
raising teenagers.
We’ve seen the same tactic at work in politics. We see ungodly people
in every part of life exercise intimidation, and as the ungodly gain more
control, they escalate the intimidation. They often progress until they
become a physical threat. They may start by using peer pressure, which is
one of the most effective ways to intimidate. Peer pressure morphs into
open rioting, violence, and terrorism, pushing for political changes to
allow even more intimidation. We saw this in the brown shirts under
Hitler, which functioned much as Anifa now works. We see this in some
of the actions of the IRS, FBI, CIA, ATF, and Federal Justice
Department.
Appeal to intimidation is a smokescreen fallacy. It’s used on college
campuses effectively. We wouldn’t think that a person converted through
intimidation would become totally convinced. However, experience
shows us that people to convert to ungodly ideas in the universities do
become some of the most virulent and malignant enemies of the
righteousness of Christ. Of course, appeal to intimidation is just one
more smokescreen fallacy. Even if the intimidation only silences
opposing views, it’s effective politically. And a person who has buckled to
intimidation is likely to find a way of justifying submission to lies. That
justification often takes the form of embracing and defending the lies. It
may even take the form of joining in with the bullying and intimidation.

Appeal to People, Marginalizing, and Ad
Hominem
Throughout his presentation, Bill Nye used the logical fallacy of
appeal to the common man to make himself seem as if he were a plain
folks guy, a science expert, and a celebrity. At the same time, he worked
hard to paint Ken Ham as cold and aloof and tried to paint Ken as a
leader of a small band of irrational outcasts. He did that using simple
tricks, one of which was repeatedly addressing Ken as “Mr. Ham.” While
painting “Mr. Ham” as the stiff and stuffy guy, Bill painted himself as the

normal and friendly guy. And, as mentioned elsewhere, he even changed
the name of the debate. He turned it into an ad-hominem (to-theperson) fallacy. Ad-hominem fallacies focus on persons and groups, and
focusing on a person or group takes the focus off the issues. That’s why
ad hominem isn’t reasonable. It’s a smokescreen fallacy. Ungodly
thinkers use smokescreens to muddy the water and hide axiomaticthinking fallacies.
In that light, we don’t want to focus on Bill Nye when we’re discussing
the tactics that he used. He gave us many excellent examples, but if we
focus on Bill, we’ll miss the many lessons.
Bill used a tactic of marginalizing by using phrases like “Ken Ham
and his followers” or “Mr. Ham’s Creation model.” The marginalizing
fallacy is a way to give the illusion that few thinkers accept what God says
about Creation through the Bible when the opposite is the actual case.
Bill kept saying that Ken wasn’t using science and implied that Ken
was basing everything on his own opinion. Evolutionists often use this
ploy as they project their own faults onto others. When Ken answered,
Bill just ignored the answer and then accused Ken again. These tricks
appeared well planned and practiced, but we don’t have enough
information to say whether Bill planned and practiced these tricks.
However, we do know that Bill used them consistently throughout the
whole debate, and all these tricks are forms of misdirection. Misdirection
is a ploy used by an illusionist to blur the line between reality and makebelieve. Bill used it as a way to argue without ever talking about the issue
at hand.
Bandwagon fallacies often take the form of implying that a consensus
exists when there’s no consensus. But even if a consensus existed,
consensus science is anti-science. (Jerry Bergman, Why consensus science is antiscience) A consensus would prove nothing. The problem of consensus
science is that consensus restricts and forbids progress by appeal to
tradition.
Evolutionists also use the opposition fallacy a lot. They say that
whoever disagrees with evolutionism isn’t credible. They say that we
shouldn’t believe anyone who disagrees with evolutionism. Evolutionists
say, if scientists disagree with evolutionism, it proves that they’re
untrustworthy because they disagree. Therefore, everyone should ignore
any arguments against evolutionism. Then, they declare themselves the

winner of the debate since they falsely claim that no one who opposes
them is credible. Yes; that’s circular reasoning.
When Bill kept using terms like “on the outside,” he implied that the
Creation Museum is isolated from the world “outside” of itself. That’s
also a form of marginalizing.
And yet, it may seem that Bill has a point. No followers of Christ are
part of the world. They’re in the world but not of the world. When we say
“the world” we mean those who aren’t following Christ, and when God
refers to the word “church,” He means “called out.” We’re called-out
people, called out of the corrupted, deceitful world systems. Bill wasn’t
referring to this called-out position of the Church though. Instead, Bill
implied that most of the people in the Church follow the ungodly
worldview and that only a few outcasts follow Christ.
These are constructs [historical science and observational
science] unique to Ken Ham. We don’t normally have these
anywhere in the world except here. . . . those same people [the
rest of the Church] embrace science [Bill is defining “science”
as the ungodly stories of big bang, billions of years, no Flood,
life from non-life, and amoebas to humanity.]. The exception
is you, Mr. Ham, and that’s the problem for me. You want us
to take your word for what’s written in this ancient text to be
more compelling than what we see around us. ~ Bill Nye
Bill implied that most members of the Church don’t believe what God
is saying through Scripture, and he’s using this false claim for a
bandwagon fallacy.
However, ninety percent (90%) of Americans want Creation taught in
schools. They want both Creation and evolution or only Creation taught
in public schools. Ninety percent (90%) of Americans are creationists of
one type or another. Half believe in young-earth Creation by God. About
15% of high school teachers teach both evolution and Creation. That’s
especially significant since teaching Creation could gain them
persecution. Still, they’re motivated enough to take the risk. One out of
every five high school science teachers rejects both macroevolution and
theistic evolution. More than 10,000 scientists openly reject both
macroevolution and theistic evolution. Over 4,000 life scientists openly
reject both macroevolution and theistic evolution. (Jerry Bergman, The attitude
of various populations toward teaching creation and evolution in schools) And no one
knows how many secretly reject these stories since many keep their views

hidden because they’re afraid of persecution. (Jerry Bergman, The Slaughter of
the Dissidents) The survey shows amazingly high numbers when we consider
the ruthlessness of ungodly thinkers and the way that they terrorize any
scientist who openly rejects the ungodly paradigm.

Therefore, Bill is misrepresenting statistics. However, the real
statistics still don’t prove that Bill’s case is false or that Ken’s case is true.
Divine revelation proves that Bill’s case is false and that Ken’s case is
true. We only look at these statistical fallacies to notice the way ungodly
thinkers use fake statistics for political power. All ungodly thinking is
rooted in fallacies. That’s not an excuse for Christians who refuse to
testify of Christ since Christians who refuse to testify of Christ are helpful
to abusive, ungodly bullies.
Let’s look at some of Bill’s marginalizing remarks from the debate:
Ken Ham’s Creation model
These are constructs unique to Ken Ham. We don’t normally
have these [historical science versus observational science]
anywhere in the world except here.
I ask us all [a rather strange wording that subtly implies Bill is
part of the “us all” and everyone is against Ken Ham who
holds a marginal position]
these same people do not embrace the ‘extraordinary’ view
that the earth is ‘somehow’ only 6,000 years old. That’s
unique.
Now out there in regular academic pursuits, regular geology .
. . if as asserted here at this facility
science, I mean in the mainstream.
The exception is you, Mr. Ham, and that’s the problem for me.
You want us [In Bill’s context, “us” is the entire population of
the world other than Ken Ham.] to take your word for what’s
written in this ancient text
Bill Nye used bandwagon and marginalizing tactics throughout the
debate. He justified closing his mind. However, a conflict appeared. His
mind was closed. And yet, he also claimed to be open-minded to new
ideas. He even claimed he was open to Creation, the Genesis Flood, and
God. At the same time, he displayed tremendous resistance to allowing

students to look at the evidence objectively. He wants censorship. We
can see the conflict between these two mutually exclusive positions since
he’s closed-minded and open-minded at the same time. We see the
logical fallacy of self-refutation when we put Bill’s entire argument
together because it conflicts with itself. Here are a few examples of this
conflict:
Bill can’t push for censorship if he’s open-minded, yet Bill did
push for censorship.
Open-minded thinkers don’t use the no-true-scientist fallacy,
yet Bill did.
Those with open minds don’t look for opportunities to silence
any opposing voice, and yet that was Bill’s goal in the debate.
Open-minded people don’t try to eliminate or hide every piece
of evidence that doesn’t support their own opinions, and yet
that’s what Bill wants.
When considering the problem of bandwagon fallacies and
marginalizing fallacies, we remember that every discovery in science
suffers from this problem. A minority discovers something new—often a
minority of one. For example, when Ignaz Philipp Semmelweis
demonstrated that doctors should wash their hands between patients, he
met fierce resistance from the scientific community.
Galileo Galilei discovered that the earth goes around the sun, but
there was intense resistance from the scientific establishment. Louis
Pasteur ran into the same resistance when he discovered germs. These
are just three of many possible examples illustrating that people resist
new revelation. Sometimes there’s more resistance than other times.
Scientists only tolerate small increments in knowledge for several
reasons. And it’s not just scientists, but all of us do.
We have trouble accepting anything outside of what we have firmly
settled in our worldviews. A group-held paradigm is even more difficult
to overcome than a personal worldview. Since the group-held paradigm
adds to inner bias, the resistance is even stronger. Not only that, but the
ungodly origins story is even more rigid since it’s a religious doctrine of
secularism. These stories are the only things that give secularism any
illusion of intellectual credibility. The stories are necessary pillars of all
godless religions and philosophies.

The appeal-to-popularity, marginalizing, and ad hominem fallacies
are smokescreens of course. They’re hiding the fact that Bill Nye had
nothing of substance in his arguments against the Bible. Every argument
against the Bible or the God of the Bible is based on made-up stuff.

Message Control
Now, one last thing, you may not know that in the U.S.
Constitution, from the Founding Fathers, is the sentence: “to
promote the progress of science and useful arts.” Kentucky
voters—voters who might be watching online in places like
Texas, Tennessee, Oklahoma, Kansas, please—you don’t want
to raise a generation of science students who don’t understand
how we know our place in the cosmos, our place in space, who
don’t understand natural law. We need to innovate to keep the
United States where it is in the world. ~ Bill Nye

Bill showed us how censorship works. He also implied that it’s
unpatriotic to believe the Bible.
To the voters and taxpayers that are watching, please keep
that in mind. We have to keep science [the favored stories]
education in science classes. ~ Bill Nye
Bill is pushing for political action with a goal of censorship, a goal that
came to the surface several times during the debate.
I held strongly to the view that it was an opportunity to expose
the well-intending Ken Ham and the support he receives from
his followers as being bad for Kentucky, bad for science
education, bad for the U.S., and thereby bad for humankind-I
do not feel I’m exaggerating when I express it this strongly. ~

Bill Nye, May/June 2014 volume for The Committee for
Skeptical Inquiry
Bill Nye isn’t the only one pushing for message control.
I don’t think that a university should hire a nincompoop who
disputes evolution ~ Nicholas Kristof, New York Times
columnist
Dr. Caroline Crocker, according to the opinions of many of her
students, was an outstanding biology teacher. She was falsely
accused of—horror of horrors—teaching creationism in class.
Actually, all she had done was point out some of the
weaknesses of evolutionary theory. For this, she was first
demoted to teaching lab classes, and then—surprise—her
contract was shortened and not renewed. Her dismissal for
‘teaching creationism’ was a kiss of death for her career. ~
John Woodmorappe, The frightful level of thought control in
American academia
The British Humanist Association, largely made up of
atheists, wants to kick all traces of creation out of academia in
favor of its own view. ~ Answers Magazine, Censorship Keeps
Schools Safe for Darwin
Those are just a few examples. If you would like to see more, just type
“censorship” into the search box at https://answersingenesis.org and
Creation.com.
In oppressive regimes, message control is very important. We’re all
familiar with the U.S.S.R. and Pravda that was used to lie to the people of
that state. We can see how America has a form of message control but
most of it isn’t formally controlled by the U.S. federal government. Our
message control is an informal networking system that controls the
majority of education, big tech, entertainment, news, libraries, and
assorted other forms of communication. Of course, we do have an
“education” system that has turned into a brainwashing system for
ungodliness; a propaganda machine. Message control is a smokescreen
fallacy that hides the truth and pushes lies. If you never get to hear the
truth and you only get to hear propaganda, you might begin to think that
the propaganda is the truth. However, truth only comes from Jesus
Christ. In Him is hidden all wisdom and truth. Without Him, all
reasoning is based on made-up stuff. Since stories like a big-bang

beginning, billions of years, or molecules to humanity go way beyond
what we can observe or rationally extrapolate from our observations, the
reasoning that leads to belief in these stories is necessarily based on
made-up stuff.

False Open-mindedness
Bill’s six questionable criteria for falsification
During the Q&A session, an audience member asked, “What, if
anything, would ever change your mind?” Bill responded with a set of
criteria for changing his mind, but each point of Bill’s criteria was biased.
Bill gave the illusion of open-mindedness while being closed-minded.
We would just need one piece of evidence.
Done. Open your mind to the new idea.
We would need the fossil that swam from one layer to
another.
Done. Open your mind to the new idea.
We would need evidence that the universe isn’t expanding.
That’s an argument from ignorance and a red herring. Bill is
assuming the cause. An expanding universe would not prove the bigbang story.
If the universe is expanding (possible), Bill offers the single choice of
an imagined big bang. However, God says He spread out the heavens, so
this criterion isn’t valid since both explanations meet it. Because both
models expect a spreading of the heavens, an expanding universe is
irrelevant evidence for proving either model. Therefore, Bill committed a
false-criteria fallacy.
The other fallacies that Bill’s statement commits are stacking the
deck, non sequitur, and Hobson’s choice.
We would need evidence that the stars appear to be far away,
but they’re not.
That’s a straw man and a red herring.
The fact that the stars are far away doesn’t prove Bill’s model or
disprove the biblical model, so it’s a red-herring fallacy. The Creation

model doesn’t claim or require that the star aren’t distant, so it’s a strawman fallacy.
Bill uses the straw-man fallacy to hide a bizarre hypothesis. He thinks
God couldn’t get distant starlight to earth by any means, which includes
both natural and supernatural means, yet Bill gives no proof for his
claim.
The Big Bang Cosmology begins and ends with an unsolved distant
starlight problem, yet all the biblical cosmologies solve the distant
starlight problem. Ungodly thinkers make up just-so stories to explain
away the big bang’s problems. They tell these just-so stories in an
attempt to prop up the big-bang story. However, none of these just-so
stories coherently solves the big bang’s distant starlight problem.
Therefore, Bill is privileging the big bang hypothesis.
Since Bill’s dogmatic belief is based on interpretation instead of
observation, it’s irrational. Therefore, Bill committed a false-criteria
fallacy.
The other fallacies that Bill’s statement commits are presupposition
(the axiomatic thinking fallacy), stacking the deck, selective refutation,
and asserting a universal negative.
We would need evidence that rock layers can somehow form
in just 4,000 years instead of the extraordinary amount.
Done. Open your mind and accept reality.
We would need evidence that somehow you can reset atomic
clocks and keep neutrons from becoming protons.
The problem isn’t one of resetting atomic clocks or keeping neutrons
from becoming protons, so this argument is a red herring and a strawman fallacy.
Each dating method uses observations but also uses assumptions, so
if you change the assumptions, you change the age using identical
observations. That means that Bill based his claims of millions or billions
of years on circular reasoning. And the circular reasoning is a
smokescreen pretending to base the entire fraud on evidence when it’s
really based on made-up stuff. Stories of millions or billions of years are
based on made-up stuff.

Therefore, Bill committed a false-criteria fallacy, which is a
smokescreen to cover the fact that he’s making up the entire narrative.
His mind isn’t open. He’s dogmatic about his claims that
God is, according to Bill, unknowable. Bill is dogmatic about the stories
of evolutionism and a big bang beginning.
False open-mindedness is a powerful fallacy that deceives many. It
usually is coupled with a projection fallacy in which the closed-minded
attitude of the evolutionist or atheist is projected onto Christians who
believe what the Holy Spirit is saying to them. It’s impossible to walk in
the Spirit and be closed-minded at the same time. The person who is
walking in the Spirit must be alert to the correction of the Spirit and
doesn’t try to use a dogma or belief system as a foundation. Christ is the
Foundation. At the same time, the evolutionist or atheist is guided by
dogmas such as relativism, postmodernism, scientism, rationalism, or
evolutionism.
By using the false-open-mindedness fallacy, ungodly thinkers can
refuse to look at the evidence for Jesus Christ, which is Jesus Christ
Himself. Those who seek Him find Him. False open-mindedness is a
smokescreen to hide the fact that their dogmatic beliefs in molecules to
humanity, billions of years, relativism, atheism, or any other ungodly
belief system are based on made-up stuff.

Avoiding the Issue
Expanding Universe
Question from the audience:
How does creationism account for the celestial bodies:
planets, stars, moons moving further and further apart and
what function does that serve in the grand design?
This question was asked to stump Ken, but Ken had no trouble
answering the question since God tells us that He stretched out the
heavens. However, Bill did have a problem answering the question, so he
avoided the issue by saying this:
There’s a question that troubles us all from the time that we
are absolutely the youngest and first able to think, and that’s,
“Where did we come from?” Where did I come from? And this
question is so compelling that we’ve invented the science of

astronomy. We’ve invented life science. We’ve invented
physics. We’ve discovered these natural laws so that we can
learn more about our origin and where we came from. To you,
when it says, “He invented the stars also,” that’s satisfying.
You’re done. Oh! Good! To me, when I look at the night sky, I
want to know what’s out there. I’m driven. I want to know if
what’s out there is any part of me, and, indeed, it is. The, oh,
by the way, I find compelling you’re satisfied. And the big
thing I want from you, Ken Ham, is can you come up with
something that you can predict? Do you have a Creation
model that predicts something that will happen in nature? ~
Bill Nye
As we can see, Bill replaced the question with his own question:
“Where did we come from?” Oddly, Bill didn’t even answer his own
made-up question. Rather, his talk just stated a number on non-facts, a
straw man, and a few fallacies that led to nowhere. And since he avoided
the question from the audience and then dodged his own question, he
committed the fallacy of avoiding the issue.

Before Big Bang
Question to Bill from the audience:
How did the atoms that created the big bang get there?
Bill didn’t have a clue, yet he tried to make it seem as if he answered
the question with this:
This is a great mystery! You’ve hit the nail on the head. No.
Uh, the, what was before the big bang? This is what drives us.
This is what we want to know. Let’s keep looking.

New Function
Here’s another example of avoiding the issue. Ken asked for an
example of a new function:
What Bill Nye needs to do is to show me some new function
that arose that was not previously possible from the genetic
information that was there, and I would claim and challenge
you that there is no such example that you can give. ~ Ken
Ham

Here’s how Bill avoided the issue:
When you say there are no examples in nature, there are
countless examples of how the process of science makes
predictions. ~ Bill Nye
Look closely. Bill Nye is avoiding the issue by answering a different
issue. He’s dodging this question by answering a different question, but
his new question changes the subject to another issue that isn’t even
close to the actual issue.
a new function that arose that was not previously possible
from the genetic information that was there.
the process of science makes predictions.
Those two have nothing to do with each other, but Bill couldn’t
possibly give a rational example of a new function arising that wasn’t
previously possible from the genetic information that was already there.
Bill could have ignored Ken’s question as he did with other questions,
but this time, he chose a phantom refutation.
Most thinkers don’t take time to analyze these tactics, and that’s why
fallacies work. The work of fallacies is fooling weak or drifting human
minds into irrational thinking. But even though fallacies work, that
doesn’t make them rational.

The Foundational Issue that the Debate Avoided
Here’s the main issue that the debate avoided:
Without divine revelation, how can we know anything?
Ungodly thinkers avoid this foundational issue. They either ignore it
or argue against it. They cover it up. If they didn’t avoid this issue, they’d
stop being ungodly. That’s the reason that ungodly thinkers don’t like to

think about this problem. Ken says anyone can know God through
Christ. Ken’s statement could start a discussion throughout the world
that would bring this foundational issue to the forefront. However,
ungodly thinkers will be trying to blow smoke to cover up this
foundational issue. You can’t blame them. Who wants to admit that
everything they believe is based on made-up stuff?
The foundational issue is that the human mind has no way to reason
to true premises. All truth is hidden in Christ and He reveals it to those
who seek Him. Christ is the foundation. That’s why we Christ-followers
must not wind ourselves up in the details to the point that we forget the
foundational issue. If we tell others about our personal experiences with
Jesus Christ, we focus on this issue. Proclaim Christ. Those who avoid
the issue are committing a smokescreen fallacy to cover up the fact that
all reasoning that doesn’t proceed from Christ is based on made-up stuff.

Unsupported Assertion of the Reasonable Man
Bill Nye repeatedly cited the “reasonable man” argument in
his presentation and responses. He cited Adolphe Quetelet’s
famed l’homme moyen—“a reasonable man”—as the measure
of his intellectual authority. . . . He is a firm believer in
autonomous human reason and the ability of the human
intellect to solve the great problems of existence without any
need of divine revelation. He spoke of modern science
revealing “what we all can know” as it operates on the basis of
natural laws. As Nye sees it, Ken Ham has a worldview, but
Nye does not. He referred to “Ken Ham’s worldview,” but
claimed that science merely provides knowledge. ~ Albert
Mohler
As Bill used this argument of the reasonable man, he kept implying
that Ken wasn’t a reasonable man and implying that he, Bill, was a
reasonable man. We recognize this tactic as obvious ad hominem and
circular reasoning. It’s like saying, “My thinking is right because my
thinking is right, and your thinking is wrong because you dare to
disagree with me. After all, who but an unreasonable person would
disagree with a reasonable person.” It’s also a logical fallacy known as
ipse dixit. We sometimes call ipse dixit the trust-me fallacy. So, how did
Bill do that? Here are some examples from the debate:
is that really reasonable?

which I think is pretty reasonable
this would be a reasonable place
it’s reasonable to say
Adolphe Quetelet, who remarked first about the reasonable
man. Is it reasonable that
That seems a much more reasonable explanation
So it’s reasonable to me that
evidence for me at least, as a reasonable man, is
overwhelming
I, as a reasonable man,
it’s very reasonable perhaps to you
to me, it’s just not reasonable.
Is that reasonable?
Is it reasonable that
And it’s just not reasonable to me
It’s just not reasonable to me
and isn’t it reasonable that
All of this is from a man who determines what’s reasonable by
comparing it to his worldview and the assumptions that come out of his
worldview. If he hasn’t already accepted it, it’s unreasonable in his mind.
If he’s locked it into his paradigm, he automatically believes it’s
reasonable and thinks any information that conflicts with his paradigm is
unreasonable.
Bill created an absurd distortion of what’s written in the Bible, which
is an example of the straw-man fallacy; then he asked, “Is that
reasonable?” Of course, Bill’s distortion wasn’t reasonable since Bill
created his distortion to be unreasonable, and it’s easy to ridicule a
distortion. This is a common ploy of ungodly thinkers when they’re
trying to avoid dealing with reality.
Considering all the fallacies on which he builds his thinking, Bill’s
claim of being reasonable is unsupported and contrary to fact. Sound

reasoning must have a true premise, but since Bill is an ungodly thinker,
he can’t prove that any premise is true. And yet, a premise must be true
for sound reasoning. He would have to prove his premise.
That means ungodly thinkers can’t be reasonable. Ungodly thinkers
can be correct when God reveals a true premise to them, but, even in
these cases, they’re irrational because they can’t tell the difference
between the truth they receive from God and the lies their own minds
make up. They can’t tell the difference because they refuse to
acknowledge God. Rather, they assume that the revealed premise came
by assumption or that it came by a mysterious process other than God.
When they refuse to acknowledge God, they can’t tell the difference
between a premise that God revealed and a premise that they merely
made up. They think everything is based on assumption or some other
mysterious power. As a result, they lose the distinction between truth
and error and between good and evil. They have no way to know the
difference between reality and make-believe.
The reasonable-man fallacy that Bill Nye committed was a
smokescreen fallacy. He proclaimed himself to be the reasonable man to
establish himself as the authority to whom we should listen without
question. The reason he had to establish himself as the authority is that
all his claims were, in the final analysis, based on made-up stuff.

Projection
Projection is the art of assigning one’s own faults, traits, paradigm,
thoughts, fallacies, culture, or actions onto other persons or situations.
Projection can be a mistake in reasoning, or it can be a crafty tactic to
manipulate other people.
If we accept Mr. Ham’s point of view that the Bible, as
translated into American English, serves as a science text and
that he and his followers will interpret that for you, I want
you to consider what that means. It means that Mr. Ham’s
word, or his interpretation of these other words, is somehow
to be more respected than what you can observe in nature,
what you can find, literally, in your back yard in Kentucky. ~
Bill Nye
That’s a lie, of course.
he and his followers will interpret that for you.

The Holy Spirit interprets the Scripture for Ken Ham and for us too,
and any other interpretation is useless. Anyone who has the Holy Spirit
speaks by the Holy Spirit, and others who have the Holy Spirit recognize
the voice of Jesus Christ (our Shepherd) when He speaks through a
brother or sister. As Jesus said, “My sheep know My voice. They won’t
follow a stranger because they don’t know his voice.” In that light, the
Holy Spirit often speaks through Ken Ham just as He speaks through
every person who has the Holy Spirit. That’s why we don’t need to have
any person teach us since the Holy Spirit teaches us through our brothers
and sisters and every other Scriptural means of divine revelation.
It’s not that every person who has the Holy Spirit always speaks by
the Holy Spirit, but we know the difference. We know because the Holy
Spirit checks each of us any time we say or do anything that isn’t part of
His will. We know when we do or say something wrong. We know when
we’re in God’s will. When we hear the Truth, the Holy Spirit provides
confirmation. The battle is then between the Holy Spirit and our inner
worldviews. And yet, God has promised to provide discernment if we
sincerely desire to serve Him. He even overcomes and corrects our most
dogmatically-held errors even if that takes a little while. We can, of
course, harden ourselves against the Holy Spirit and make ourselves
insensitive by continued disobedience or refusal to acknowledge Him.
Not only does Bill claim that Ken is interpreting for other Christians,
but Bill further claims that Christians are followers of Ken Ham rather
than being followers of Christ. He claims that Ken wants to interpret the
Bible for us. However, Bill is projecting his own problems onto Ken since
Bill immediately proves that he wants to interpret what that means for
us: “I want you to consider what that means. It means that . . .” – and
then Bill goes on to try to tell us what that means.
I want you to consider what that means. It means that Mr.
Ham’s word, or his interpretation of these other words, is
somehow to be more respected than what you can observe in
nature, what you can find, literally, in your back yard in
Kentucky.
Notice that Bill now removes the Bible from the mix and replaces the
Bible and the Holy Spirit’s interpretation of the Bible with Ken Ham’s
interpretation of the Bible. Of course, Bill wants us to believe that we can
observe something amazing in the back yards of Kentucky. He says we
can observe a big bang happening, billions of years passing, life coming
from non-life, and molecules turning into people. He also implies that we

can observe that the Flood didn’t take place. And to think that we can see
all of those in the back yards of Kentucky!
Those aren’t observations, but rather, those are the interpretations
made by ungodly people using made-up stuff as the basis of
interpretation. Nevertheless, Bill will interpret what we can observe in
the back yards of Kentucky for us. Bill also included other straw-man
interpretations of Ken’s position, and these interpretations are also
examples of how Bill wants to interpret life for us.
We would have to admit that there are many interpretations of
Scripture, but made-up stuff is the cause of the many interpretations.
Made-up stuff can go anywhere. Satan is very clever. He’s the father of all
lies. Made-up stuff says that the Scripture doesn’t really mean what it
says. Made-up stuff says that the Scripture says things that aren’t written
in the text. The smokescreen fallacies used to justify this kind of thinking
are many and varied. And every single tenet of Scripture is twisted by
this same process. It’s not limited to the history of the universe.
So Bill is projecting his own fault onto Ken. That’s how the projection
fallacy works. It takes one’s own faults and projects those faults onto
others. The cartoon below shows what Bill implied.

The projection fallacy is an interesting smokescreen that’s often used in politics. If
you accuse your opponent of the very thing you are doing, it’s harder for them to expose
you when they find out that you’re doing it. With a corrupt media and education
establishment, the smokescreen is complete. Projection certainly confuses the issue.
Ungodly thinkers use projection a lot. Atheists, for instance, accuse those who follow
Christ of being irrational. However, atheists know that they have no path to rational
thought since they have no path to truth. Truth only comes by knowing Christ and being
led, taught, and corrected by Him.

Fantasy Projection
In the logical fallacy of fantasy projection, thinkers project their
fantasy worldviews onto the real world. Ken Ham mentioned this fallacy

without using the name, but this fallacy is what he was talking about
when he said this from the transcript:
Let me illustrate it this way: if Bill Nye and I went to the
Grand Canyon, we could agree that that’s the Coconino
sandstone and the Hermit Shale there at the boundary, and
they’re sitting one on top of the other, we can agree on that.
But do you know what we would disagree on? We could even
analyze the minerals and agree on that. But we would disagree
on how long it took to get there. But see, none of us saw the
sandstone or the shale when it was being laid down. There’s a
supposed ten-million-year gap there, but I don’t see a gap. But
that might be different to what Bill Nye would see. But see,
there’s a difference between what we actually observe directly,
and then your interpretation of that with regard to the past. ~
Ken Ham
Bill would accuse Ken of fantasy projection, and Ken would respond
by saying that Bill is guilty of fantasy projection and saying that Ken isn’t
guilty of it. But what’s the difference between the interpretations of the
two men? Again, Bill interprets the world around him by using
assumptions that come out of his worldview while Ken interprets by
using divine revelation.
Bill would say that Jesus Christ is a fantasy. Ken would disagree. Ken
would say that Bill’s worldview is a fantasy. Ken would say that Bill’s
assumptions are fantasies. Bill would disagree. Ken would say that Jesus
Christ is real and knowable. Here’s the way Ken said it: “If you search out
the truth, you really want God to show you as you search out the silver
and gold, He will show you. He will reveal Himself to you.” Bill would
disagree. Bill would say that assumptions are real and knowable. Here’s
the way Bill said it: “when people make assumptions . . ., they’re
making assumptions based on previous experience. They’re not coming
out of whole cloth.” Ken would disagree.
When Bill says that millions of Christians aren’t experiencing Jesus
Christ and His moment-by-moment leading, teaching, and correcting,
Bill is basing that claim on assumptions. And Bill bases his confidence on
his assumptions on the assumption that assumptions are a reliable way
of finding the truth. We’ve already demonstrated that Bill is wrong in his
assumption.

When ungodly thinkers believe that assumptions are a perfectly valid
basis for reaching dogmatic conclusions, they can use assumptions to
prove or disprove anything to themselves. They just need to find a way to
state their conclusions in a way that persuades their audience. The
presentation is everything. Facts are props to be interpreted with
whatever made-up stuff is necessary to twist the interpretations to fit the
purposes of the ungodly thinkers. Rather than basing reasoning on facts
and leaving it there, the ungodly thinkers use the fallacies to make their
conclusions seem as if they were based on the facts. However, their
conclusions are based on their assumptions.
Wisdom rejects ungodly thinking’s dependence on assumption-based
reasoning since wisdom understands that assumptions are based on
worldviews that were formed by interpretations of experiences. Wisdom
understands that those interpretations were distorted and twisted back
when the experiences were happening. The interpretations of those
experiences were perverted by preconceptions, mistakes, peer pressure,
emotion, and many other factors.
We can see how fantasy projection works. And it isn’t always easy to
sort out. We need the power of the Holy Spirit to work through our own
problems of fantasy projection. What does a man like Bill do since he
doesn’t go to God for correction?
Bill claimed that no one could know God. He implied that
assumptions are just as valid as repeatable experimentation and
observation. He claimed that the ungodly historical story happened.
These claims, based on assumptions, are examples of fantasy projections.
. . . these elements that we all know on the periodic table of
chemicals and the ones we don’t know were created when
stars explode . . . Hans Bethe who won the Nobel Prize for
discovering the process by which stars create all these
elements. ~ Bill Nye
Bill’s statement is an example of projecting a fantasy from a
worldview. And Bill is convinced that he’s right, which is normal since
those who project their fantasies from their worldviews feel certain that
their fantasies are real. Worldview fantasies seem real. Worldviews are
powerful with the ability to filter and distort our perceptions and
memories. The assumptions that come from worldviews seem like
“common sense.” Anything that conflicts with one’s worldview seems
insane.

As a result, anything that conflicts with Bill’s fantasy seems unreal to
him, but no evidence shows that stars created the elements. Not only is
there a lack of evidence, but severe unsolved problems appear with the
concept or stars generating the elements. Instead of being reasonable, it’s
pure fantasy projection.
The more a thinker repeats fantasies, the more real the fantasies seem
to be. And if many thinkers agree on the same fantasies, the fantasies
seem even more real. Groupthink makes them seem rock solid when
they’re pure fantasy. Adding enthusiasm can make these fantasies feel
like truth, and slick presentations and tax-funded propaganda can also
enhance the deception. And yet, none of these deceptions can transform
a fantasy into part of reality.
. . . the information that you use to create your worldview isn’t
consistent with what I, as a reasonable man, would expect. ~
Bill Nye
To Bill, his worldview seems like reality itself. Of course, that’s true
for every thinker. We all have trouble telling the difference between our
worldviews and reality. The apostle James said that we’re lured away and
enticed by our desires. The human heart is deceitful and desperately
wicked beyond our ability to figure it out. As a result, we each feel
justified in projecting our fantasies onto experiences and observations,
but the conflict comes in when divine revelation conflicts with the
fantasy. When that conflict enters the scene, as Bill states it, God’s
revelation “isn’t consistent” with what Bill, “as a reasonable man, would
expect.” And since the fantasy seems real to Bill, the fantasy also seems
reasonable to him. Whatever doesn’t match the fantasy seems
unreasonable to him.
Amazingly, Bill’s statement goes one step further as he projects his
no-God fantasy onto Ken. Bill confuses divine revelation with what Bill
calls “the information that you use to create your worldview.” In this
statement, Bill is implying that Ken is basing everything on worldview
instead of revelation. But worldview is conceptual, and revelation is
substance. However, in Bill’s worldview fantasy, there’s no revelation
and only concept. So Bill projects his no-revelation worldview fantasy
onto Ken. Then he projects even further and claims that Ken also
depends on a worldview rather than revelation.
Now Ken does talk about worldviews a lot, and that might be part of
what fools Bill and traps Bill’s thinking into anti-concreteness and

fantasy projection. However, Ken doesn’t worship his worldview or
theology. He serves a living Savior instead.
We have to be careful when we talk about worldviews. We want to
make it clear that we don’t depend on worldviews but rather on our
relationship with Christ and the revelation that comes from Christ. We
want to especially emphasize the fact that the Holy Spirit speaks to us
through the Scriptures as we yield to Him and allow Him to correct our
poor theology.
Fantasy projection is usually an internal fallacy. It happens inside of
us. Others may be aware of our fantasy, but it’s harder for each of us to
see our own fantasies. When we fall to fantasy projection, we fall to our
inner worldviews, our preconceptions. These preconceptions act as
smokescreens to keep us from seeing reality as it really is. From the few
examples given, we can see how fantasy projection can captivate our
minds.
Theologies can be fantasies that keep us from hearing the leading of
God. Inner fantasies aren’t easily overcome since these fantasies seem
real to us. We must all ask God to soften our hearts toward the Holy
Spirit so that we’re able to accept His leading and correcting. May the
Holy Spirit demolish the strongholds in our minds.
For the weapons of our warfare are not fleshly, but divinely
powerful toward the demolition of strongholds ~ 2
Corinthians 10:4 Berean Literal Bible

Objectification
Irrational thinkers treat concepts, theories, assumptions, or
abstractions as concrete facts or realities. We call that the logical fallacy
of objectification. Since concepts and theories aren’t part of reality, they
don’t have substance. Therefore, if we think abstract things are concrete
things, we’ve lost touch with reality. Consider the following quotes:
If we accept Mr. Ham’s point of view that the Bible, as
translated into American English, serves as a science text and
that he and his followers will interpret that for you, I want you
to consider what that means. It means that Mr. Ham’s word,
or his interpretation of these other words, is somehow to be
more respected than what you can observe in nature, what

you can find, literally, in your back yard in Kentucky. ~ Bill
Nye
So, are we supposed to take your word for English words
translated over the last 30 centuries instead of what we can
observe in the universe around us? ~ Bill Nye
. . . we’re supposed to take your word for it—this Book, written
centuries ago, translated into American English is somehow
more important than what I can see with my own eyes ~ Bill
Nye
And I get the feeling, Mr. Ham, that you want us to take your
word for it, this is to say, your interpretation of a book written
thousands of years ago as translated into American English is
more compelling for you than everything that I can observe in
the world around me. ~ Bill Nye
Bill claims that we can observe the concepts of this complex historical
fabrication.
He claims that, in the back yards of Kentucky, we can observe the
Creation event not happening. But no one, in the back yards of Kentucky,
can observe the Creation event not happening.
Bill claims that we can observe matter and energy coming from
nothing or from an unknown something in a big bang in the back yards
of Kentucky. However, no one can observe a big bang like that in the
back yards of Kentucky.
Bill claims that we can observe billions of years in the back yards of
Kentucky, and yet no one can observe billions of years in the back yards
of Kentucky.
Bill claims that, in the back yards of Kentucky, we can observe that
the Genesis Flood didn’t happen, and yet, in the back yards of Kentucky,
no one can observe that the Genesis Flood didn’t happen.
Bill claims that we can observe life coming from non-life or amoebas
turning into people in the back yards of Kentucky. But we can’t observe
life coming from non-life or amoebas turning into people in the back
yards of Kentucky.
We can’t observe any of that anywhere.

The magic word “observe” creates the illusion of science. And yet, we
can’t use science to observe what Bill claims to observe. Bill doesn’t have
any observation to prove his fabrications. Instead of observation, Bill has
phantom “proof” in the realm of assumptions and stories that go well
beyond the observations. And his claims consist of make-believe that he
has objectified.
Bill mistakes an interpretation for observation by treating theories as
if they were part of reality. That’s why we call it “objectification.” A
scientist conceives a theory as a concept, a proposed explanation of the
observations. However, the scientist hasn’t proved the theory. The theory
didn’t become reality. And scientists don’t commit any fallacies as long
as they realize that their theories aren’t part of reality. However, when
scientists objectify their theories and confuse reality with make-believe,
they do commit fallacies.
Bill isn’t the only one who claims we “can observe” the various stories
of evolutionism in nature. Others make this irrational claim. People are
running around claiming they can observe evolution. There is some
confusion in this claim because of using two different definitions of the
word “evolution” since they use “evolution” to mean both observed
changes and unobserved stories. Many people claim they can observe
“evolution,” and they mean a supposed series of events from an
imaginary first life that popped itself into existence to a series of small
changes until we have all the living plants and animals that we can now
observe. They say they base their belief on scientific observation. They
imagine these events over millions of years and think they have observed
them. And almost all of these people have observed nothing. They’re just
believing the storytellers. And yet, the story of molecules-to-humanity
has never been observed in any way. That’s the objectification fallacy.
Claims like Bill’s supposed “observations” are irrational since these
stories supposedly happened millions or billions of years ago, so we can’t
observe them. They’re concepts. In corrupted educational systems,
instructors have brainwashed students into believing that theories aren’t
conceptual but that they’re part of reality. Theories are, by nature,
theoretical. However, evolutionists will respond something like the
following that came from a meme on the Internet:
Evolution itself is an observed scientific fact. The “theory” of
evolution is just the current best explanation for that observed
fact. You know, just like the theory of gravity explains the

observed fact of gravity and is not just some wild guess that
gravity exists.
And remember, a scientific theory is a coherent group of
tested general propositions that are commonly regarded as
correct and can be used as principles of explanation and
prediction for a class of phenomena. It’s not just some wild
guess or baseless assertion like “God did it.”
When we see statements like this with so many fallacies, we
sometimes wonder where we should start to untangle the web. Let’s start
with the “God did it” problem.
The fact that God did it (as related to origins) isn’t a theory, guess, or
baseless assertion like the stories of evolutionism. We know for certain
that God did it since God tells us He did it. What He says is the truth
since He is the only authority worth listening to, and all claims are based
either on divine revelation or made-up stuff. In other words, the claim
that God did it isn’t just a bare claim. It’s a divine revelation. The real
conflict is always between divine revelation and made-up stuff.
The logic that’s taught in most college classrooms allows axioms and
assumptions as premises. A chain of thought is only as strong as its
weakest link. Neither axioms nor assumptions have any strength at all.
Logic is unsound, it fails, when it contains an element that has no
strength. In other words, made-up stuff in the premise results in a
conclusion that is mere made-up stuff pretending to be real stuff.
Therefore, the logic that’s taught in most college classrooms results in
conclusions that are mere made-up stuff pretending to be real stuff.
The statement that evolution is an observed scientific fact is an
example of objectification. However, this particular objectification has
another level of fallacy clouding the issue, and that is a fallacy of
equivocation. Equivocation blurs the meaning of a word, in this case, the
word being blurred is “evolution.” We looked into this earlier, but we’ll
describe it more fully here.
By giving “evolution” a broad definition, evolution evangelists are
able to make the same word “evolution” combine two very different
definitions of “evolution,” but they use the package deal fallacy to
package both divergent definitions into a single definition. That package
deal is a form of insanity that makes it difficult to tell reality from makebelieve. One of those definitions of “evolution” is observed but could

never lead to the second definition that is not observed. And yet, the trick
that evolutionists play is to claim that the first observed evolution
(variation) leads to the second unobserved concept of evolution (changes
from one kind of living organism to another kind of living organism).
That, of course, is an unsupported claim and the claim is contrary to fact.
Let’s start with the broad definition. Let’s take this one from ungodly
Wikipedia:
Evolution is change in the heritable characteristics of
biological populations over successive generations. These
characteristics are the expressions of genes that are passed on
from parent to offspring during reproduction.
We can observe that changes happen from generation to generation.
So, if we use this broad definition, then “evolution” is a scientific fact. We
can observe it repeatedly. It’s obvious.
Another thing is obvious. The variations are within limits. We never
see one kind (say a cat) turn into another kind (say a dog). And yet, we
see many variations within the kinds of plants and animals. These are
pre-programmed into the information already in the cells. Bill Nye
wasn’t able to name a single variation that didn’t result from information
that was already in the cells. So, while it appears that God did give each
kind of plant and animal a mechanism by which to adapt to
environments, there is no mechanism by which a plant or animal can
generate new information systems. (Judah Etinger, Designed to adapt?) What
does that tell us? While we have great variation within kinds we don’t
observe a continuous string of variations leading from one kind to
another kind. We see similarities between kinds that are more logically
attributed to a common designer than they are to common ancestry.
However, we know for certain that the same Designer created all these
plants and animals. It’s divine revelation versus a made-up explanation.
A theory should explain an observation. It should provide a
mechanism for that observation. However, we can’t observe the second
meaning of “evolution.” Evolutionists have become very tricky about how
they talk about this second meaning. The second meaning is what we
might call first-life-to-humanity evolution. The general theory of
evolution claims that some kind of life form popped into existence and
came to life by some accidental process one day. In the story, the life
form replicated itself somehow and then started changing by the same
processes that we now can observe until it morphed into every form of

living entity that now exist. Of course, the process is very slow, the story
goes, so we can’t actually observe it while it’s happening. All we see are
the small changes.
That’s an interesting story, but it’s just a story. To think that this story
is part of reality is objectification.
What are the supposed “mechanisms” that would cause these
limitless changes as the stories of evolutionism claim? In the technical
references of this book, you’ll see a list of links to articles that explain
what the supposed “mechanisms” are and why they don’t work. You’ll
find those links under the title Supposed Mechanisms for Evolution. We
won’t bog down this book with all that detail. It’s quite a study in itself,
but many people are interested in those answers. The links provided give
the specifics. We’ll just summarize it here. None of the supposed
“mechanisms of evolution” could possibly support the stories of
evolutionism. None of the supposed “mechanisms” have ever been
observed doing what evolutionists claim they can do. There is zero
scientific observation that supports the claims evolutionists make for
these so-called “mechanisms.” All of the observations support God’s
account of Creation. The actual observations agree with what God says
through the Bible.
Belief in the stories of evolutionism is an example of the fallacy of
objectification. Let’s look at the next portion of the meme:
The “theory” of evolution is just the current best explanation
for that observed fact.
This is an interesting bit or illogical thinking. Here’s how it works:
Step 1: “God cannot be an explanation for anything.” That’s just
THE RULE. No one can challenge THE RULE or severe
punishments will follow. People lose their jobs. They have their
offices ransacked. They get demoted. They get ridiculed. Their
careers are over.
Step 2: Make up various stories without God.
Step 3: Evolution, even though it violates many tested laws of
science, is the best hypothesis. Note that the biblical account works
better since it violates no laws of science or logic, but it has been
excluded by THE RULE.

Step 4: Evolution is declared a theory even though it shouldn’t
even be considered a scientific hypothesis because it violates
scientific laws.
Step 5: Make up just-so stories to explain away the conflicts
that the story has with real science. Spend huge amounts of taxfunded money on message control, propaganda, and public
relations. Make every effort to destroy anyone who points out the
problems with the stories of evolutionism.
What about the comparison between gravity and evolution? Doesn’t
that prove something? The comparison between “The Theory of Gravity”
and “The Theory of Evolution” is a false comparison fallacy. We observe
everything we know gravity does. We observe how it operates from
beginning to end. We don’t project that something happened with gravity
millions of years ago that we can’t observe today. We observe the entire
operation of gravity and know many scientific facts about gravity through
that observation. The theories don’t try to add new traits that haven’t
been observed to the operation of gravity. The theories of gravity restrict
themselves to explaining possible causes for what we can observe.
If we reject one of the theories of gravity, we aren’t rejecting what we
can observe about gravity. We’re rejecting a story about what might
make gravity work.
The so-called “Theory of Evolution” is a story about what can’t be
observed. It projects the story into the past millions of years to say that
“evolution” did things back then that we can’t observe today. It includes
some speculations, that don’t work scientifically, about what might make
the story possible. It includes a lot of just-so stories and rescuing
hypothesis to tell us why the story doesn’t match what we can observe.
The story of evolutionism adds new traits to the operation of natural laws
that haven’t been observed and doesn’t restrict itself to explaining
possible causes for what we can observe.
The comparison between gravity and evolution is a faulty comparison
fallacy. Let’s go on to the next claim of the meme:
A scientific theory is a coherent group of tested general
propositions that are commonly regarded as correct and can
be used as principles of explanation and prediction for a class
of phenomena.

Propositions are claims. They’re proposals. “Tested general
propositions” are claims that have been tested. How have they been
tested? By trying to find something that conflicts with them and not
finding it. A lot of observation conflicts with the stories of evolutionism,
but we’ll ignore that for a moment. That kind of testing doesn’t prove
that something is true. To say that it does is an argument from
ignorance, which is why evolutionists are crafty in the way they state
their belief in the theory. They say “it’s just the current best explanation”
And yet, they’re dogmatic and guard the sacred cow religiously. Do you
see the conflict? If it’s just “the current best explanation,” why get
dogmatic about it? They get dogmatic because they’re being willingly
ignorant of God’s role as Creator.
The fact that a given theory hasn’t been disproved by observations
just proves that no one has yet disproved the story. That would be the
case with the theories of gravity but not with the story about
evolutionism. The story about evolutionism has severe problems.
Here’s the problem with the story of evolutionism. Every time the
stories of evolutionism fail a test, such as finding soft tissue in fossils or
bones that are supposedly millions of years old, evolutionists scramble to
find the rescuing hypothesis. No story is too wild to rescue the sacred
cows of ungodly science. The human mind has an endless ability to make
up rescuing hypotheses when it’s motivated to do so. The stories of
evolutionism are unfalsifiable for that reason.
That brings us to the next phrase. The claims “are commonly
regarded as correct.” This phrase in the meme is an admission of
groupthink and an appeal to popularity fallacy. Scientists would do well
to hold their theories lightly and to learn to listen to the voice of the Holy
Spirit so they could accept His correction for those concepts the majority
has gotten wrong for many years.
No one can observe the distant past happening. However, the logical
fallacy of objectification filters our observations through our worldviews.
It silently and deceptively replaces reality with abstraction. And although
abstraction isn’t real, the thinker presumes that the abstraction is real.
As a result, the thinker can’t tell the difference between good and evil,
truth and error, or reality and make-believe. If we objectify our makebelieve world, we lose the distinction between pretending and the real
world. However, we can’t get outside of ourselves to know that we’re
objectifying. Only the Holy Spirit can shake us loose from our objectified
fake realities. Fortunately, everyone who seeks Christ finds Christ.

Theories are speculative explanations of observations, but Bill
repeatedly claimed that he could observe the theory even though theories
always go beyond observation. All theories are theoretical. No one has
ever observed theories because theories are explanations (stories) about
observations. Some concepts that are called “theories” should just be
called stories. In the case of the stories of evolutionism, the stories don’t
just try to explain the observations, but they also try to add to the
observation side of the equations by making up creative stories about
what they want to believe happened in the past.
The further we stray from either observation of divine revelation, the
more likely we are to be wrong. Theories of gravity stick to what’s
happening in the present. Stories about molecules coming alive and
evolving into every lifeform now on earth add an element of time. They
stray further from observation and conflict directly with divine
revelation.
We should clarify the word “explanation.” Some explanations detail
what we observe, but other explanations go beyond what we observe as
in the case of theories. Theories explain what a scientist imagines.
For these reasons, theories can’t prove anything. They’re stories. They
extend beyond the proof to float over what someone has observed. They
float over known reality, but they’re not part of reality. Here’s an
example of a theory, a concept that Bill Nye objectified:
I was driving along, and there was a sign in front of a church:
“Big Bang Theory. You got to be kidding me. God.” Now, why
would someone at the church, a pastor, for example, put that
sign up unless he or she didn’t believe that the big bang was a
real thing? ~ Bill Nye
Bill can hardly believe that anyone would question the big-bang story
since Bill has objectified this story by confusing it with reality. That’s why
Bill feels flabbergasted that a pastor somewhere would question this
story. No one has observed the big-bang story happening or observed
anything that proves that the big-bang story ever happened. Not even
enthusiastic hand-waving, storytelling, and circular reasoning can prove
this story. We should point out that scientists make real observations,
but those observations don’t prove the big-bang story. The big-bang story
conflicts with many of those observations. So, if we take away the
assumptions and fabrications, the whole ungodly historical story

vaporizes. Even so, when scientists, teachers, and students objectify the
story, it feels real.
How does objectification happen? Objectification isn’t usually a onestep process. An ungodly thinker confuses speculative explanation
(concept or theory) with reality. We call this confusion “hypostatization.”
Then the ungodly thinker draws a generalization from this
hypostatization. This generalization is an unproven explanation. The
ungodly thinker bases other reasoning on the unproven explanation.
Then the ungodly thinker allows the irrationality to solidify as a part of
his or her worldview. At this point, the ungodly thinker has objectified
something unreal. The ungodly thinker promotes this objectification in
irrational statements such as the following from Wikipedia:
A scientific theory is a well-substantiated explanation of some
aspect of the natural world, based on a body of facts that have
been repeatedly confirmed through observation and
experiment. Such fact-supported theories are not “guesses”
but reliable accounts of the real world.
Of course, models, hypotheses, and theories are tools, but they can
become deceptions. We can see this deception throughout the Nye-Ham
debate as Bill Nye confused models with reality. Someone conceives a
model just as someone conceives a theory. We could trick our minds
since we can use both models and theories to predict. Just because we
can use them to predict doesn’t mean that they’ve become reality. We can
use them to understand concepts, but if we understand a concept, that
doesn’t mean that we’ve gained knowledge of reality. Concepts aren’t the
same thing as reality. And because models and theories can give an
illusion of being real, we must remind ourselves that neither models nor
theories are real. In fact, no concepts are real. If we treat models and
concepts as if they were real, we commit the logical fallacy of
objectification. Objectification is a form of insanity.

Floating-Abstraction Fallacy
In the floating-abstraction fallacy, thinkers conclude something that’s
disconnected from reality.
If we abstract, we extract a part of reality from the whole of reality. In
other words, we take part of reality out of its context and mentally
convert it into an idea. We remove it from its context. One of the ways we
analyze is by abstracting. Since we can’t think about everything at once,

we think about the part rather than the whole. When we do that, we have
to be careful to avoid confusing an abstraction with reality. We should
remember that abstractions are inaccurate because they’re partial.
Abstractions leave out some factors. They remove some information.
Models are extractions. We extract parts of reality and create models.
Often, models are a mix of reality and imagination. Sometimes, models
are pure imagination. If models contain anything real, those parts of
reality are out of their context, so they’re inaccurate because they’re
partial. They leave out some factors. They remove some information.
That brings us to floating abstraction. Once we abstract the part from
the whole, it’s easier to insert unreal worldview elements into the
abstraction. Worldview elements seem like reality to the person trapped
in the worldview. We confuse ourselves and insert elements from our
worldviews into our abstractions. Consider the following quote:
You can show the earth isn’t flat. You can show the earth isn’t
10,000 years old. ~ Bill Nye, speaking to Larry King
Bill sees no difference between observation and abstraction. Bill
talked about the age of the earth, and he inserted something from his
worldview. The earth has an age. That’s part of reality. Bill abstracted
this part of reality, the age of the earth, from the rest of reality. As he did
that, he inserted a part of His worldview about millions and billions of
years and created a floating abstraction.
The floating abstraction he created doesn’t connect to real reality, but
it connects to fake reality. It connects to Bill’s worldview. Bill thinks it’s
real. It also connects to the worldviews of those who have been
brainwashed into thinking that the millions and billions of years are part
of reality.
By creating a floating abstraction, Bill lost touch with reality. We can
detect that Bill has lost touch when he compares this floating abstraction
of a supposed age of the earth with what we can observe about the
spherical earth.
People knew the earth was a sphere a thousand years ago because
God revealed this spherical nature of the earth through Scripture. He
also revealed it through observation as they saw the land dropping away
at the horizon and tried to calculate the size of the globe. Eratosthenes
calculated the size of Earth in 240 B.C. by measuring the difference

between shadows in two cities, Alexandria and Syene, and using
geometry. We can observe the shape of the earth.
However, we can’t observe 4.7 billion years. So although we reject the
floating abstraction of billions of years, we don’t reject the observation of
the global earth. Those two aren’t the same. In one, we observe,
experience, and test. We can’t observe, experience, or test billions of
years, but some scientists make up stories. We can listen to their stories
and make believe their stories are true, but we can’t observe, experience,
or test their stories.
We can’t connect the concept of “billions of years” to Scripture. No
connection exists. While we see no evidence for extended time in either
Scripture or in what we observe, we also can’t absolutely deny the
possibility. We can note that it’s totally unwarranted speculation. If God
wants us to know about something, He knows how to reveal it in no
uncertain terms. The present efforts to sell the concept of millions and
billions of years appears to be a way to divert Christ-followers from
following Christ.
The debate between Bill Nye and Ken Ham brought another example
of floating abstraction in Bill’s inability to deal with the reality of what
Ken Ham was saying. It appeared that it was so far outside Bill’s floating
abstraction that Bill couldn’t understand it. Ken asserted that natural law
hasn’t changed:
I would also say that natural law hasn’t changed. As I talked
about, you know, I said we have the laws of logic and the
uniformity of nature, and that only makes sense within a
biblical worldview anyway, of a Creator God Who set up those
laws, and that’s why we can do experimental science because
we assume those laws are true, and they’ll be true tomorrow.
Bill immediately asserted that Ken claimed that natural law has
changed:
. . . explain to us why we should accept your word for it that
natural law changed just 4,000 years ago, completely, and
there’s no record of it.
Bill kept presenting this floating abstraction by repeatedly claiming
that Ken had said natural laws have changed, but Ken never made any
such claim. In fact, Ken claimed the opposite several times, saying that
natural laws didn’t change.

Here’s the irony. We don’t need to change natural laws to adjust to
the biblical account. However, we do need to change natural laws to
adjust to the big-bang story, the abiogenesis story, and the molecules-tohumanity story. We find all of these in conflict with what we know about
natural laws. And yet, naturalists and evolutionists call these stories
“naturalistic” even though these stories imply several changes to natural
law. Without going through every example, we’ll just give one more
quote where Bill presupposes his floating abstraction again in the
following statement using assumptive language:
. . . why we should accept your word for it that natural law
changed . . .
Ken kept stating just the opposite:
I would also say that natural law hasn’t changed. . . . those
laws are true, and they’ll be true tomorrow.
Bill’s disconnect from reality is obvious, and Bill did the same with
the subject of predictions. How does that happen? When a thinker slips
under the spell of a floating abstraction, the floating abstraction seems
real. The human mind is more deceptive than we can understand. If it
weren’t for Jesus Christ, we would base all our reasoning on floating
abstractions. Since this problem is universal, every human being faces it.
The only way we can overcome the floating-abstraction fallacy is through
Christ.
When engineers develop a cell phone, they deal with reality since they
deal with real products that they can observe and test. They abstract
information in the process of design and production, but they build a cell
phone and test it. On the other hand, when scientists abstract some
information about fossils and insert this information into the story of
evolution, they aren’t dealing with reality. They can’t test their
abstractions about fossils. Just to make sure we understand it, if we
could have the fossils, we could test to see if the fossils exist as stated.
However, we can’t test the historical story about the fossils. That’s why
Ken Ham said this:
. . . molecules-to-man evolution belief has nothing to do with
developing technology. You see, when we’re talking about
origins, we’re talking about the past. We are talking about our
origins. We weren’t there. You can’t observe that, whether it’s

molecules-to-man evolution or whether it’s the Creation
account. ~ Ken Ham
We can’t test stories about life springing from non-life, and we don’t
see it happening today. If scientists did observe it, they would publish it
everywhere, yet we only see exaggerated stories. Life doesn’t spring from
non-life, and that becomes obvious once scientists vet the exaggerated
stories. No one has even come close to finding some way that life could
possibly spring from non-life despite the huge amounts of money that
governments waste to try to find a way. We can’t test a story that says it
happened many millions of years ago. We can’t test stories about how it
might have happened. However, we can examine these stories and find
that they’re just fanciful stories.
We can’t test the assumptions used for calculating these ages, nor can
we test the just-so stories used for age calculations. If we could test these
assumptions and stories, they wouldn’t be assumptions and just-so
stories. They would be testable, repeatable observations. The following
statement is an example of untestable claims:
And, here’s my concern. What keeps the United States ahead,
what makes the United States a world leader, is our
technology, our new ideas, our innovations. If we continue to
eschew science, eschew the process, and try to divide science
into observational science and historic science, we aren’t
going to move forward. We’ll not embrace natural laws. We’ll
not make discoveries. We’ll not invent and innovate and stay
ahead. So, if you ask me if Ken Ham’s Creation model is
viable, I say, ‘No.’ It’s absolutely not viable. ~ Bill Nye
We need to notice two points here. The first point is that Bill defines
“science” as ungodly stories about the distant past. The second point is
the difference between observations in the present and made-up stories
about the distant past.
In this example, Bill’s fabrication about the distant past is an
abstraction, but Bill calls his story “science,” and he doesn’t want anyone
to deny it. Instead, he wants to censor any information that conflicts with
his story. That’s typical of evolutionists since they presuppose that the
stories happened, and they’re dogmatic about those stories. Scientists
merely presuppose the stories. No one even tries to prove that the bigbang-billions-of-years-no-Flood-molecules-to-humanity
story
took
place. Where would they start? Instead, they call the stories “science” to

make their presupposition seem real and to help create and enhance
their illusion.
Since evolutionists and big-bang believers are merely making up a
story, we would think that they could easily make up a story that doesn’t
conflict with what they observe. However, they haven’t been able to do it.
Even after millions of dollars spent and over a hundred years of highlypaid storytellers, the complex story still doesn’t work. The big-bangbillions-of-years-molecules-to-humanity story has never matched the
evidence well since it has always needed just-so stories to explain away
the many inconsistencies. Scientists also defend it by prophesying that
science will find answers to those problems that currently suggest that
the story is impossible. Of course, scientists find so-called “answers” by
making up just-so stories to explain away the observations. But
suggesting that the stories are possible is irrelevant since evolutionists
must present proof that the stories actually happened. That would
require repeated observation of the billions of years by multiple
witnesses. Of course, we don’t have a way to observe billions of years, so
evolutionists say that we should just take their word for it. They say, “We
can’t prove it, so just believe us.” They never give us proof that the stories
happened.
It’s just a story, a complex and politically protected story, but a story
none the less. In spite of this fact, many believe that this story is part of
reality. Consider the idea that denying the stories of evolutionism will
stop innovation, yet scientists and engineers never use the story to create
any useful innovation.
Evolutionists who say such things have a problem since scientists who
didn’t believe the ungodly story started most branches of science. And
yet some people imply that all scientists must believe the ungodly story
or they aren’t scientists. They imply that lack of belief in this useless
abstraction called “evolutionism” would keep scientists from being
scientists. And yet, they give no rational proof for their bare claim.
Bill said that if we “try to divide science into observational science
and historic science, we aren’t going to move forward. We’ll not embrace
natural laws. We’ll not make discoveries. We’ll not invent and innovate
and stay ahead.” This statement exposes a kind of “science” that’s based
on abstraction, assumptions, and stories about the distant past.
Though scientists used to call this “historical science,” they would
describe it more truthfully if they called it “historical storytelling.”

There’s another form of science that’s based on observation and repeated
testing. The difference between these two forms of “science” is the
difference between made-up stuff and observation. Making the lie more
complex, historical storytelling starts with science that’s based on
observation and repeated testing, but it tells stories that extend beyond
what anyone can observe or test. No one has any problem with the
observation and testing. The problems arise during the storytelling.
If we consider whether Bill’s bare claim might be true, we ask
ourselves how knowing the difference between made-up stuff and
observation could stop progress. If we asked ourselves that question, we
would conclude that it can’t. We would conclude that NOT knowing the
difference between made-up stuff and observation is slowing progress or
stopping progress.
To sum it up, it’s fine to make up stories and develop theoretical
abstractions, but it’s dangerous to confuse abstraction with reality. We
must maintain the distinction between observation and made-up stuff.
We can’t reason beyond observation without divine revelation.

Context Imposition
Imposing a context is projecting a worldview onto reality. We can
filter observations and experiences through our worldviews or project
our worldviews onto the reality around us. In either case, unreal
concepts, theories, and ideas begin to seem real, and reality begins to
seem unreal.
. . . we pull out long cylinders of ice . . . snow ice forms over
the winter as snowflakes fall and are crushed down by
subsequent layers, they’re crushed together, entrapping the
little bubbles, and the little bubbles must needs be the ancient
atmosphere. There’s nobody running around with a
hypodermic needle, you know, squirting ancient atmosphere
into the bubbles, and we find certain of these cylinders to have
680,000 layers—680,000 snow winter-summer cycles. ~ Bill
Nye
We considered the ice cores as a scientific issue, but now we’re
considering them to look at the context-imposition fallacy. Bill feels that
each layer is a “winter-summer cycle.” Bill reasons to this irrelevant
conclusion based on a worldview. He concludes it by imposing a context
(a worldview) onto the data in several ways. For example, there’s no test

for “ancient atmosphere.” When Bill used the word “ancient,” that was
worldview imposition and appeal to emotion. Even so, he states the
context as if it were a fact. Plus, Bill’s worldview includes a notion that
there never was a violent worldwide Genesis Flood since, without the
Flood, the resulting violent storms wouldn’t have been likely. In other
words, the storms wouldn’t have been likely within the context of Bill’s
fake reality, Bill’s worldview.
But what if we remove the arbitrary “no-Flood” limitation? To explore
that possibility, some scientific models use formulas for the various
natural laws, and these models calculate causes and effects. According to
these models, the Genesis Flood would cause hundreds of storms per
year, and each storm would create many layers of bubbles. Not only that,
but the Genesis Flood would also cause extra rings in trees in the same
way.
On the other hand, we can’t rationally claim that the models prove
that the Flood occurred. Nor is it rational to claim that the models prove
that the storms occurred after the Flood. We’ve already covered the
reason models can’t prove anything. If we tried to use the models to
prove that the Flood happened, we would be just as irrational as the
people who try to prove billions of years using models.
Meteorologists model weather to forecast weather. But we can check
weather forecasts against the actual weather. We can see the results and
realize that we wouldn’t bet our lives on weather predictions.
On the other hand, when trying to guess what happened in the past,
observation of the past isn’t available, so we can’t check the model’s
accuracy against what happened in the past. In other words, we have the
model and observation in the present, and we can make sure that the
modeled event doesn’t conflict with observations or revelation. However,
just because the modeled historical event doesn’t conflict with either of
these doesn’t mean that the modeled historical event happened the way
scientists modeled it. We can’t go back in time to see it. We have no way
to verify it. Models and theories are only as good as the assumptions on
which they are based.
For these reasons, we can know that models and theories don’t prove
anything. In contrast, divine revelation proves that the Genesis Flood
took place. So models don’t prove the Flood, but revelation does prove
the Flood. Keeping this caveat in mind, the models show the Genesis

Flood and a series of intense storms following the Flood. These events
could cause what we see in the present.
Getting back to context imposition, Bill’s imaginary context rules out
the Flood, and he uses his assumption of “no Flood” to prove “no Flood.”
We recognize his reasoning as another circular-reasoning fallacy, but this
so-called “proof” is coming out of the context of Bill’s worldview. So Bill’s
claim provides us with an excellent example of imposing a context on the
evidence. From this fallacy, Bill concludes that each layer of bubbles is
one year. As a result, Bill develops a fake certainty, which makes it hard
for him to distinguish between a make-believe worldview and reality.
That is, the worldview seems as if it were reality even though it’s makebelieve.
Is that reasonable? Is that possible that the best shipbuilders
in the world couldn’t do what eight unskilled people, men and
their wives, were able to do? ~ Bill Nye
In this example, Bill lives in the context of early U. S. shipbuilders’
limitations. Bill projected this context onto both God and Noah for the
building of the Ark. Of course, we already covered that in more detail in
the “Scientific Issues” chapter in the section on building the Ark.
This place, as any zoo, is often deeply concerned and criticized
for how it treats its animals. They have 400 species on 163
acres, 66 hectares. Is it reasonable that Noah and his
colleagues, his family, were able to maintain 14,000 animals
and themselves and feed them aboard a ship that was bigger
than anyone’s ever been able to build? ~ Bill Nye
This quote is an example of imposing the context of a 21st Century zoo
onto the Genesis Flood and Noah’s Ark.
Context imposition is another smokescreen fallacy. Imposing a
context where that context doesn’t apply can cause made-up to stuff look
like real stuff. It can make real stuff look like made-up stuff. It can lead
to devastating and insane conclusions that cause real damage. The entire
Creation-evolution debate is about divine revelation versus made-up
stuff.

Mistaking Interpretation for Observation
When we observe, we interpret what we see and connect those
interpretations to what we observe. In our minds, our interpreted

observations seem more real than our actual observations. As a result,
it’s hard to know the difference between interpretation and observation,
and it’s easy to confuse an interpretation with an observation. Ken Ham
points out this fallacy in the following quote:
Now, here is another important fact, creationists and
evolutionists all have the same evidence. Bill Nye and I have
the same Grand Canyon. We don’t disagree on that. We have
the same fish fossils; here’s one from the Creation Museum;
the same dinosaur skeletons, the same animals, the same
humans, the same DNA and the same radioactive decay
elements that we see. We have the same universe; actually, we
all have the same evidences. It’s not the evidences that are
different. It’s a battle over the same evidence in regard to how
we interpret the past. And you know why that is? Because it’s
really about worldviews and starting points. It’s a battle over
philosophical worldviews and starting points but the same
evidence. ~ Ken Ham
In this quote, Ken said, “Creationists and evolutionists all have the
same evidence.” In other words, the evidence is the same, but the
difference is in the interpretations of the evidence. Most schools teach a
lie when they say that “evolutionists have evidence, but creationists
don’t.” Specifically, evolutionists interpret the observations based on
assumptions flowing from their shared worldview, but creationists
interpret those same observations based on divine revelation flowing
through Scripture by the power of the Holy Spirit. More accurately, the
Holy Spirit interprets those same observations and reveals the
interpretation to creationists. Of course, creationists also have
worldviews that can distort both observation and revelation. However,
the Holy Spirit will correct the creationists as long as they’re more
submissive to the Holy Spirit than they are to their worldviews. For those
who follow Christ, life is an ever-upward, unfolding revelation of truth.
Many Christian apologists and preachers say that we all have the
same evidence, but we have different assumptions. They say we have
different presuppositions. Is that true? Are we all dependent on made-up
stuff? Is the Christian no different from the atheist since both base all
their reasoning on made-up stuff? If that were so, we would have no
rational reason to believe that we’re right and the atheists are wrong.
How sad it would be if that were true, but it’s not true. God reveals
reality to Christians. God reveals the fact that the Bible is His very

utterance and that it’s without error. God reveals the meaning of
Scripture to us. He speaks to us through the pages of Scripture, which is
one of the reasons we must spend much time in the Bible.
God’s revelation isn’t human assumption or presupposition. We don’t
presume God’s revelation. We receive it from God. God gives it. It’s a
sovereign act of God. He provides the discernment to know it’s His voice
and not our own mind or the interference of demonic principalities and
powers. (1 Corinthians 2:14) If we seek Him, we find Him. (Matthew 7:8) He
knows how to give us the Holy Spirit. He won’t give us our own mind
(stone) or a demon (serpent). (Luke 11:13) However, if we’re just seeking a
spiritual experience but not the true God, we’re violating the agreement.
(Psalm 16:4) And if we want our own will rather than God’s will, we’re
violating the agreement. (John 7:17) Also, if we don’t fully trust God to give
us wisdom, we’re violating the agreement. (James 1:5-8)
Some Christians deny that Christ is available at all. They’re like deists
who think God has gone off somewhere and left us on our own. They
even deny the miracles in the Bible. Others accept the Bible but say that
God stopped interacting in our lives and left us on our own after the
Bible was written. They don’t believe that God answers prayer or does
miracles today. Still others believe the Bible and its promises for today,
but they reserve a special place for the human mind. They find it difficult
to believe that all wisdom and knowledge are hidden in Christ Jesus.
They want to depend on their minds for understanding the meaning of
the Bible. They say that we just have to use our minds to figure out the
Bible and make ourselves believe it. Of all the idols Christians worship,
the worship of the intellect may be the hardest to abandon.

Some Christians accept that Jesus Christ is real and knowable.
They’re learning to know Jesus and to hear His voice. They’re learning to
discern His voice from all others as they yield to Him in willing
submission and obedience. They receive Him and listen to His voice
continually. This isn’t to say that they have full maturity in Christ, but no
one can come to know Christ without coming to know Christ.
Spiritual maturity isn’t an on-off switch. The flesh must die as the
Holy Spirit forms Christ within us. We must all open ourselves up to
Him. We must yield to His Spirit. We must allow Him to continually
correct and teach us. And spiritual maturity is linked to the pattern and
operation of the body of Christ just as Ephesians 4 and 1 Corinthians 1214 indicate.
The only time we go wrong is when we begin to lean on our
understanding rather than acknowledging God in all our ways and
trusting Him. (Proverbs 3:5-6) Rather than trusting our own brand of
wisdom, we need the wisdom that flows from His throne. Whoever asks
for that wisdom without doubting will indeed receive that wisdom from
God. God tells us that Jesus Christ is our Wisdom, which consists of
righteousness, holiness, and redemption. (1 Corinthians 1:30) Christ, our
Wisdom, will lead, teach, and correct every person who asks for wisdom
without doubting. (James 1:5-8) No one will be excluded. Christ will lead all

of those who seek Him and He’ll bring them to where they need to be. He
will know them, and they will know Him in a meaningful and practical
way. (Matthew 7:23) They will walk from glory to ever-increasing glory by
the Spirit of the Lord. (2 Corinthians 3:18)
Every follower of Christ has this experience of being led and taught by
the Spirit. We all receive His correction. Some may even deny it because
of false teaching they’ve received, and yet they hear God’s voice. It’s
important that we all acknowledge Him when He speaks, that we thank
Him and give Him the glory. (Romans 1:21) Consider that no one speaking
by the Holy Spirit can call Christ accursed and no one can say that Jesus
is Lord except by the Holy Spirit. (1 Corinthians 12:3) If we say “Jesus is
Lord,” we know that the Holy Spirit has spoken through us. The
testimony of Jesus Christ is the Spirit of prophecy. (Revelation 19:10)
Some Christians may be surprised that they weren’t the source of the
revelation that Jesus Christ is real and is their Savior. Consider when
Jesus told Peter, “Flesh and blood has not revealed this to you, but my
Father in heaven revealed it.” Don’t you wonder how Peter felt? Jesus
said that His sheep listen to His voice. (John 10:27) He said that all those
who are on the side of truth listen to His voice. (John 18:37)
Ungodly thinkers might deny that Ken is interacting with God. They
might deny that Ken is receiving divine revelation when he reads the
Bible. The ungodly thinker could only deny these truths based on
assumptions flowing from a worldview. On the other hand, Ken knows
Jesus Christ personally, and Christ assures Ken of the history that He has
written in Scripture, and He also speaks to Ken through Scripture. Even
for those Christians who don’t realize where their faith comes from,
Jesus Christ is the Author of their faith and their faith comes by the
rhema, the utterance, of God.
Those who are willing can know for certain since Jesus Christ makes
Himself available to everyone. If they acknowledge Christ in respect and
sincerity, they’ll know Him. They’ll then know by experience since Christ
will progressively lead, teach, and correct them moment by moment. No
exceptions to this experience are possible since everyone who truly wants
Christ and His righteousness can find Christ and learn to walk in His
wisdom. This personal experience is verifiable evidence. That’s why
anyone can verify this personal experience without any equipment,
technical knowledge, or expense.

Skeptics will insincerely poke at God’s evidence and verification. They
don’t want to do God’s will. They want to continue in sin. They don’t
want to bother with Christ or His righteousness. They’ll say, “I tried that,
and it didn’t happen for me.” And yet, they work hard against Christ
now. Where are they getting their motivation? You know where.
And since evolutionists and creationists use the same observations
interpreted either by assumptions or by divine revelation, the Creationevolution debate comes down to made-up stuff versus God’s revelation.
Bill uses assumptions and stories to process his thoughts since that’s all
he can do without divine revelation.
We must admit that Christ-followers also commit fallacies, and they
drift into assumptions. However, even though Christ-followers commit
fallacies, they don’t have to confuse observation with interpretation. For
them, it’s a mistake when they have a better option. On the other hand,
ungodly thinkers are stuck.
As far as, ‘You can’t observe the past,’ I have to stop you right
there. That’s what we do in astronomy. ~ Bill Nye
Bill went on to talk about scientists who look into space. He said
they’re looking into the past. Believe it or not, college science classes
teach a deluded concept that looking into space is seeing the past. Are
scientists really looking into the past? Regardless of when stars
generated the light, this light is coming to them in the moment. They
can’t go back and see what Adam saw. Though it may sound romantic to
talk about looking into the past, reality isn’t like that. No one can follow
the light from the star to earth, nor can anyone test the one-way speed of
light to know that it’s not instantaneous. We can’t know how time
dilation might have played into the history of the light from the stars. In
this case, people who talk about looking into the past think they’re
observing, but they’re mistaking interpretation for observation.
. . . you find these beautiful fossils, and, when I say beautiful,
I’m inspired by them. They’re remarkable because we’re
looking at the past. ~ Bill Nye
Bill Nye and Ken Ham are both looking at the same fossils, yet they
conclude different histories because they have different methods for
reasoning. Bill can imagine traveling into the past seeing the fossils
created, but Bill isn’t traveling through time. Instead, he’s in the present
looking at fossils, and his mind is making up stories about the distant

past. That shows how easily we can lose the distinction between
interpretation and observation, between make-believe and reality.
Can God give a vision of the past? Yes. Time doesn’t restrict God, and
He gives us a vision of the past when we prayerfully read the history He
wrote in the Bible. He also gives each of us a specific vision of who we are
in Christ, how each of us fits into the body of Christ, and what His
direction is at the moment. We’re in danger if we add to His vision and
conjure visions out of our own hearts.
I also believe that a lot of what you were saying is really
illustrating my point. You were talking about tree rings and
ice layers and talking about kangaroos getting to Australia,
and all sorts of things like that, but see we’re talking about the
past; we weren’t there. We didn’t see those tree rings actually
forming. We didn’t see those layers being laid down. ~ Ken
Ham
Ken is pointing out the fallacy of mistaking interpretations for
observation where scientists observe in the present and interpret based
on the assumptions and stories flowing from their worldviews. Scientists
who mistake interpretation for observation have lost touch with reality
and can’t tell the difference between make-believe and reality.
In regards to lions and teeth, most bears have teeth very much
like a lion, or tiger, and yet most bears are primarily
vegetarian. The panda, if you look at its teeth, you could say,
maybe it should be a savage carnivore, but he eats mainly
bamboo. The little fruit bat in Australia has really sharp teeth;
it looks like a savage little creature, and it rips into fruit. And
so, just because an animal has sharp teeth doesn’t mean it’s a
meat-eater, it just means it has sharp teeth. So again, it really
comes down to our interpretation of these things. ~ Ken Ham
Ken was answering the comment in which Bill implied that all
animals with sharp teeth eat meat and all cats must eat meat. Bill had
implied that it has always been this way so that the cats on the Ark had to
be meat-eaters. And Bill extended this story one more step and
concluded that no cats could be on the Ark. These examples expose the
fact that interpretation based on assumption can go anywhere a thinker
wants it to go so long as the thinker has a vivid imagination. At the same
time, Noah could have built cages for the animals. God could have shown
Noah how to build cages and provide for the animals. We would be silly

to assume that Noah wasn’t in communion with God since God told
Noah to build the Ark and gave Him the design.
If we mistake our interpretations for observations, we’re adding our
made-up stuff to reality and using made-up stuff as a filter. This can
happen when we interpret our experiences or observations. It can
happen when we interpret the Bible. A chain of thought is only as strong
as its weakest link. When we lose the ability to tell the difference between
our interpretations and our observations, we lose the ability to tell the
difference between reality and make-believe. God is working on us and
working with us to solve this problem in each willing and submissive
heart.

Appeal-to-False-Authority Fallacy
Bill used the appeal-to-authority fallacy in several ways. For instance,
Bill name-dropped famous scientists to establish his status among the
“real scientists” even if he only sat in on a lecture of the famous person.
That was self-promotion. In one case, he mentioned, “full disclosure, I’m
on the Mt. St. Helens board,” and in another case he said, “. . . that
people in my business, especially at the planetary society . . .” He also
looked for opportunities to tell short stories in which he was the science
guy, or he knew a science guy.
To paint himself as the science guy is the logical fallacy of selfappointed authority. He was trying to establish himself as an authority. If
a person knows some famous people, that doesn’t mean this person is
right. So, we don’t need to just trust what Bill says because he’s a
celebrity since no one other than God has a right to command our trust.
Bill has indeed met several top players within the science power
structure. That doesn’t make Bill a science authority, and having been
the star of a kid’s science show doesn’t make him an authority either. In
contrast, a true authority can produce a true premise and doesn’t need to
rely on creating illusions. We already know the problem that ungodly
thinkers have with true premises; they can’t have true premises.
Notice the even true scientists don’t possess true authority. When we
hear conflicting claims from two scientists who specialize in the same
discipline, we have no way to determine which one is correct or if either
is correct. If we were specialists in the same discipline, we would have a
way to check things out for ourselves, but being a scientist wouldn’t help
us if we weren’t in the same discipline. We would need the time and the

means to investigate the observations. No one has any way to verify the
unobservable assumptions or speculations.
Casting down imaginations [speculations], and every high
thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God, and
bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of
Christ ~ 2 Corinthians 10:5 King James Version
Bill was trying to imply that the scientific establishment insiders have
unquestionable authority. That’s another appeal to false authority. It’s
common for ungodly persuaders to appeal to the authority of ungodly
scientists or most ungodly scientists. However, these authorities must
produce some kind of checkable proof for their claims. Just saying,
“Believe me because I’m an authority,” isn’t enough. It’s amazing how
many students will believe statements from a professor or textbook, but
they won’t believe statements from the Bible or a godly person. When
God proclaims Himself as the authority, we have no higher authority, but
when a human authority asks us to believe without proof, we call this
fallacy “ipse dixit” or “trust me.” It’s a claim without proof backed up by a
faulty appeal to authority. An individual or a group may claim authority,
but they must prove their claims. Regardless of credentials, they must
prove their claims.
In God we trust; all others must supply proof. ~ a twist on W.
Edwards Deming’s quote
We would have to admit that Ken Ham also brought up the names of
several prominent scientists who are creationists. However, he wasn’t
appealing to authority since he wasn’t establishing authority. Ken’s
intent was different from Bill’s intent since Ken was pointing out a lie
that Bill had told when committing his no-true-scientist fallacy, whereas
Bill was trying to establish authority. Since Bill Nye regularly implies that
thinkers who believe the biblical account can’t be good scientists, Ken
Ham was bringing examples to show that Bill was committing the notrue-scientist fallacy. Therefore, when Ken was disproving Bill’s lie, he
was doing something quite different from Bill’s false appeal to authority.
As mentioned earlier, ungodly thinkers regularly project their own
fallacies onto godly thinkers. The appeal-to-authority fallacy is an
example of this projection. Since the debate, ungodly thinkers have
accused Ken Ham of committing the appeal-to-authority fallacy, but we
just explored this issue and found that Ken was just pointing out Bill’s
frozen-abstraction fallacy. When ungodly thinkers project their own

faults onto godly thinkers, they can deceive and confuse those with weak
minds by using this projection tactic. Those who tried to accuse Ken of
appealing to authority were doing just that, projecting. However, it’s
possible that some of them don’t understand fallacies or why appeals to
authority are fallacies.
Appealing to false authority is a way of establishing the illusion of
authority, which can then be used for manipulation. That’s true even if
we establish ourselves as the authority. It’s a way of keeping anyone from
daring to disagree with the great authority. Only God has that level of
authority. Appealing to false authority is a way to hide the fact that we
don’t have anything of substance. If we don’t stand firmly on Christ, all
our education and understanding is worthless. All knowledge and
understanding is hidden in Christ. If we ever become disconnected from
Him, we have nothing but made-up stuff.

No-True-Scientist Fallacy
the story from the outside, from mainstream science. ~ Bill
Nye
The term “mainstream science,” implies the existence of a group of
elites who have unquestionable authority. It implies a group that we
don’t dare question and that has the ultimate authority to tell us what is
true and what is false. Therefore, the term “mainstream science” implies
that whoever disagrees with the establishment opinion is marginalized.
Bill implied that all real scientists must fall in line with the traditions of
the establishment. He wants to censor and crush minority science.
Bill exposed his false open-mindedness problem. He wants to censor
thought, but he tells another story about being open to new ideas. These
are mutually exclusive views, and it’s internally inconsistent for Bill to
argue in support of both of these mutually exclusive views. During the
debate, Bill kept these two conflicting positions separated by time. He
never focused on both at once. That way, he avoided exposing his
cognitive dissonance, but we can see the conflict.
Plus, Bill’s attitude reflects the ungodly scientific establishment’s
attitude. Members of the establishment don’t open their minds to
anything that might challenge the sacred cows. In other words, scientists
can question anything except the sacred cows. They just don’t dare
question the sacred cows. That’s because the establishment knows that

the sacred cows would quickly die if they didn’t protect those sacred cows
by using force, pressure, and message control.
Creationists and evolutionists both work on medicines and
vaccines. You see, it doesn’t matter whether you’re
creationists or evolutionists; all scientists have the same
experimental, observational science. ~ Ken Ham
In this quote, Ken noted that creationists and evolutionists work side
by side doing scientific work, and Ken repeated this message several
times. Since creationists know that God is the source of the laws of both
logic and science, creationists can be scientists. They can be engineers.
On the other hand, evolutionists assume that the laws of both logic and
science exist. Therefore, evolutionists can also be engineers and
scientists because of their assumptions. They can follow the scientific
method based on observation and experimentation. God is faithful and
reveals reality even to those who refuse to acknowledge Him. He reveals
Himself and the mysteries of His creation through physical reality even
to those who refuse to glorify or thank Him.
Ken said creationists make good scientists, and he gave several
examples of creationists who are also great scientists, but Bill’s
worldview filters out the possibility of great scientists who don’t believe
the ungodly stories. And that was the motivation behind Bills many
epithets, such as “us in the scientific community,” epithets that he used
to imply the no-true-scientist fallacy. Here’s an example of an innuendo
that Bill used to imply the no-true-scientist fallacy:
. . . you don’t want to raise a generation of science students
who don’t understand how we know our place in the cosmos,
our place in space, who don’t understand natural law. We
need to innovate to keep the United States where it’s in the
world. ~ Bill Nye
Ken answered Bill’s innuendos with the following question:
So I have a question for Bill Nye. Can you name one piece of
technology that could only have been developed starting with
the belief in molecules-to-man evolution? ~ Ken Ham
Bill never answered this question because he didn’t want his phantom
science exposed. Since Bill was using phantom science as the basis for
the no-true-scientist fallacy, and Ken asked this question to point out

Bill’s phantom science, Bill didn’t dare answer the question. Instead, Bill
totally ignored the question. He just hoped no one would notice.
However, people did notice. It made some people think. Since the
debate, some bloggers have tried in vain to answer this question online.
However, they’ve supplied fallacious answers. In the process, these
bloggers exposed their lack of scientific understanding. They couldn’t
name any such piece of technology because no such piece of technology
exists. And no such piece of technology exists because we can’t develop
technology by making up stories about the distant past.
The no-true-scientist fallacy is an attempt to establish one group of
scientists as the authority. It’s a tactic of oppression and mind control.
It’s a smokescreen that’s used when facts won’t back up the arguments.
Persuaders use smokescreens when they base their arguments on madeup stuff.

Appeal-to-Consequence Fallacy
If we continue to eschew science, eschew the process, and try
to divide science into observational science and historic
science, we aren’t going to move forward, we’ll not embrace
natural laws, we’ll not make discoveries, we’ll not invent and
innovate and stay ahead.
Now, one last thing, you may not know that in the U.S.
Constitution, from the Founding Fathers, is the sentence: to
promote the progress of science and useful arts. Kentucky
voters, voters who might be watching online, in places like
Texas, Tennessee, Oklahoma, Kansas, please, you don’t want
to raise a generation of science students who don’t understand
how we know our place in the cosmos, our place in space, who
don’t understand natural law. We need to innovate to keep the
United States where it’s in the world. ~ Bill Nye

Bill committed an appeal-to-consequences fallacy. Appeal to
consequence is a fallacy because consequences can’t change reality. He
also committed an appeal-to-fear fallacy. Fear can’t change reality either.
Making this line of reasoning even weaker, the consequences Bill
proposed weren’t realistic. However, even if they had been realistic,
consequences have no power to change reality. In other words, it’s not
sane to deny reality simply because of a consequence. This consequence
could be real or imagined. Therefore, Bill’s imagined and unrealistic
consequence isn’t proof against God, doesn’t prove the ungodly origins
story, and doesn’t disprove God’s account of origins.
Bill points to a consequence, but his supposed consequence is an
absurd extrapolation. We know that we won’t suffer this consequence
since young-earth creationists started most branches of science. (Henry M.
Morris, Bible-Believing Scientists of the Past) These were scientists who didn’t
believe in the ungodly origins story, which shows that scientists who
don’t believe in the sacred-cow story have made tremendous scientific
progress. Bill’s supposed consequence is a phantom consequence. It’s not
going to happen, and Bill’s false prophecy is false.
Then there’s the following framing fallacy, which is also an appeal-toconsequence fallacy:
If we continue to eschew science, eschew the process, and try
to divide science into observational science and historic
science, we aren’t going to move forward. ~ Bill Nye
This statement implies that certain relationships exist when those
relationships don’t exist. Dividing science into observational science and
historical storytelling is discerning the difference between observation
and creative stories about the distant past. As we’ve already seen, the
term “historical science” is really just historical storytelling even though
the storytelling generally begins with observation or divine revelation.
Bill claims that knowing the difference between observation and
storytelling will stop progress. At a certain point, historical storytelling
leaves what we can observe and enters the realm of make-believe. We
need to know the point at which the train of reason leaves the track of
truth and is free-wheeling through open spaces. Bill claims that knowing
the difference between what scientists have observed and what scientists
have made up is the same thing as deliberately avoiding science and the
scientific method. That’s an insane conclusion.

The debate spent too much attention on a definist fallacy and word
games with observational and historical science. We don’t want to return
to that definist fallacy, so we’ll stick to what those two terms mean. Ken
Ham used the term “observational science” to mean science based on
observation, and he used the term “historical science” to refer to the
practice of extending observations or divine revelation by telling stories
about the distant past. While the all-knowing, Almighty, Creator God
reveals the past, scientists can’t reveal the past. They can ask God about
the past and wait for God to answer. If they do that, they shouldn’t try to
put words into God’s mouth. Scientists can’t conjure knowledge of the
past by making up stories or making assumptions. They can’t observe the
past. Here’s what Bill Nye was really saying in his appeal-to-consequence
fallacy:
If we know the difference between observation and made-up
stuff, we reject science, and we aren’t going to move forward.
The imagined worldviews, assumptions, and stories of the scientific
establishment are all made-up stuff and constitute the ways that some
scientists have lost touch with reality. They go beyond what scientists
have observed and continue on into what scientists have imagined.
Everything that goes beyond what scientists have observed is either
made-up stuff or divine revelation. And yet, the scientific establishment
looks at the world through those imagined worldviews, assumptions, and
stories that some scientists feel are real. Bill is implying that losing touch
with reality equals science. Then Bill extends that claim. He claims
anything that conflicts with the imagined worldviews, assumptions, or
stories will keep us from moving forward.
However, if we follow Bill’s comments about morality and social
issues from outside the debate, we can see that he views getting away
from biblical morality as moving forward. Getting away from the Bible is
critical to moving toward greater immorality.

There has been much deconstruction of Bill Nye’s sophistry in
defense of abortion, including here at NRO, which effectively
dismantled his ridiculous assertion that because many
embryos don’t implant, somehow that means a human
embryo is not really a “human life,” ~ Wesley J. Smith, Bill
Nye the Ideological Guy
Bill Nye teaches that most people are somewhere between male and
female with very few being either male or female. That’s a lie and an
excuse for sin. Of course, Bill would deny that any such thing as sin
exists. He has come out against what God says about morality and calls
perversions “more exciting flavors.” (Alexander Nazaryan, Bill Nye's Views on
Gender Identity and Gay Sex Anger Conservatives)

Between obscene dance numbers about body parts and
cartoons comparing sexual preferences with ice cream, Nye’s
new agenda was loud, clear, and anything but scientific. ~
John Stonestreet, The Point: Bill Nye Needs Sex Ed
Bill might say that he just supports a morality that contradicts the
morality God reveals through Scripture. But if he does that, he commits
the moralism fallacy. There cannot be a moral law without a moral
lawgiver. God reveals morality.
Made-up things are concepts about reality, and they’re not real. We
may feel like we can observe objectively and completely without the
weaknesses, errors, and preconceptions of our fallen minds and bodies,
but we can’t. Instead, we can and do observe incorrectly in many ways.
Even though observation is imperfect, when we observe, we’re much
closer to reality than when we make up stories about what we’ve
observed. God reveals reality through observation if we don’t add to His
words or diminish His words. Stories convert observations into concepts.
If we pretend that concepts are part of reality, we blur the line between
reality and make-believe.
Now if in the bad old days you had heart problems, they
would right away cut you open. Now, we use a drug, based on
rubidium, to look at the inside of your heart without cutting
you open. Now, my Kentucky friends, I want you to consider
this. Right now, there is no place in the Commonwealth of
Kentucky to get a degree in this kind of nuclear medicine, this
kind of drugs associated with that. I hope you find that

troubling. I hope you are concerned about that. You want
scientifically literate students in your commonwealth for a
better tomorrow for everybody. You can’t get this here. You
have to go out of State. ~ Bill Nye
Bill Nye is implying another consequence when he claims that the
Creation Museum would keep students from being scientifically literate.
Bill also claims that the Creation Museum is causing a situation related
to nuclear medicine. In Bill’s story, no college or university offers a
degree in a certain form of nuclear medicine in Kentucky. Bill says that
the Creation Museum is causing this problem. When Bill implies that the
Creation Museum causes these consequences, he commits the logical
fallacy of false cause and effect. The Creation Museum wouldn’t cause
this consequence even if the claimed consequence existed, but the
claimed consequence doesn’t even exist as we’ll see.
If in the bad old days you had heart problems, they would
right away cut you open ~ Bill Nye
This argument is untrue hyperbole since doctors didn’t just cut you
open right away before nuclear medicine technology. They didn’t just cut
patients open, but they had other diagnostic methods. Surgery was never
the first choice.
Plus, Bill was also overdramatizing this story by using emotive
language and the logical fallacy of appeal to emotion. He used this fallacy
to spread an untruth against those who believe what God reveals.
Since, contrary to Bill’s claim, two schools do offer this particular
nuclear medicine degree in Kentucky, Bill Nye is also using the logical
fallacy of a false premise to make his point. And since Bill’s home state
only has one such school, that means that twice as many Kentucky
schools offer this degree as in Bill’s home state. So Bill is fortunate that
his reasoning isn’t rational. If his reasoning were rational, he would be
making his home state twice as scientifically illiterate as Kentucky is, and
it would be Bill’s fault.
Now, think about this consequence:
If God doesn’t reveal morality, then the one with the most
power or influence decides morality. Might makes right.
There’s no right or wrong. There’s no real love. There’s no
meaning to life. Life has no purpose. Life is a sad joke. Science
is worthless. Logic is worthless. No one can know anything.

These are true consequences of “no God” thinking, but we can’t use
these facts as proof of God because consequences can’t prove God’s
existence. Hating those consequences has no power to change reality
either.
So rather than trying to prove God’s existence through appeals to
consequence, here’s how we prove God’s existence. God reveals Himself
to every person, and divine revelation is the absolutely certain proof of
the Bible and the God of the Bible. Even atheists know that God exists.
No wonder Jesus said, “I am the truth.” The truth is reality. Jesus is the
reality, and we can’t know reality without Him. And, even though He
reveals Himself as Creator God to every person who exists, some thinkers
refuse to acknowledge Him because they’re biased. God says they refuse
because they don’t want Him to rule over them. (Romans 1:20-21)
Appeal to consequences is a fallacy of using fear to control. It’s a
smokescreen. If we don’t have anything of substance, we can appeal to
fear. Of course, some things are truly worth fearing. For instance, hell is
worth avoiding. And yet, the person who wants to avoid hell for fear
alone will never submit to Jesus Christ. On the other hand, the person
who meets Jesus Christ and yields to Him will be changed forever.

Straw-Man Argument about Natural Laws
Changing
We want the ability to predict and your assertion that there’s
some difference between natural laws that I use to observe the
world today and the natural laws that existed 4,000 years ago
So, this idea that you can separate the natural laws of the past
from the natural laws that we have now, I think, is at the heart
of our disagreement. I don’t see how we’re ever going to agree
with that if you insist that natural laws have changed. It’s, for
lack of a better word, it’s magical. I have appreciated magic
since I was a kid, but it’s not really what we want in
conventional, mainstream science. ~ Bill Nye

We discussed Bill’s floating-abstraction fallacy earlier, but it’s also
straw-man fallacy, and Bill repeated the accusation several times. It’s a
straw-man fallacy since Ken Ham never even hinted that natural laws
have changed, yet Bill accused Ken of insisting that natural laws have
changed. Making it worse, Bill didn’t merely come out and state his
accusation, but he presupposed it into the sentence using assumptive
phrases like “your assertion that” and “if you insist that.”
Part of Bill’s worldview (his fake-reality) is an assumption known as
uniformitarianism. This assumption includes the concept of no Genesis
Flood. This assumption also includes the concept that natural laws have
never changed. These are two different concepts, but Bill is committing a
package-deal fallacy by packaging both concepts into one word:
“uniformitarianism.” He implies that rejecting one part of this
philosophy called “uniformitarianism” is rejecting every part of this
philosophy. Bill is claiming that rejecting the bare claim that “the
Genesis Flood didn’t happen” is also rejecting the continuity of the
natural laws. But that’s patently false since we can reject a story that says
the Genesis Flood didn’t take place while accepting the fact that all
natural laws have remained constant since the Flood event or since the
Creation event. Here’s how the logic looks:
1. Ken Ham said the Genesis Flood took place, which is contrary
to the Flood-denialism part of the uniformitarian fake-reality.
2. Uniformitarianism also includes the belief that natural laws
stay constant over time.
3. Bill says that Ken denies every part of uniformitarianism if he
denies one part of uniformitarianism. That’s a package-deal
fallacy.
4. Bill concludes that Ken Ham is claiming that natural laws
4,300 years ago were different from the natural laws of today.

In this line of reasoning, Bill is creating a straw man, and then he’s
beating up the straw man. We’ve just exposed the method for creating
the straw man. Of course, Bill cloaked all his reasoning in innuendo, so
he could have a different way of fabricating his irrational straw man
beyond what we could imagine.
But Ken never claimed that natural laws changed, and the biblical
account of origins wouldn’t need a changing set of natural laws after God
created them. On the other hand, the ungodly story of origins does need
a changing set of natural laws. The scientific laws we observe today
wouldn’t allow a big bang where everything springs from nothing. They
wouldn’t allow life to spring spontaneously from non-life. They wouldn’t
allow the jumps in order and information that would be necessary if
evolutionism were part of reality. They wouldn’t allow information to
create itself for each step in the imagined story called “evolution.” They
wouldn’t allow complete information systems to create themselves for
each step in the molecules-to-humanity fabrication.
Straw-man fallacies can be irritating as we hear our words being
twisted into something that makes no sense. We see straw-man fallacies
in politics a lot. On social media, ungodly thinkers create straw-man
arguments against godly people all the time. The news media has
perfected the art of the straw-man fallacy. If we have the truth, we don’t
have to resort to smokescreen fallacies like straw-man fallacies. Strawman fallacies are tools of those who don’t have the truth. Smokescreens
should be left for those who only have made-up stuff.

Personal Feelings
Bill’s personal feelings were a huge part of his argument:
Your claim . . . is, for me, not satisfactory.
and I understand that Mr. Ham has some explanations for
that which I frankly find extraordinary
So, that is not enough evidence for me.
You did not, in my view, address fundamental questions.
Then, as far as Noah being an extraordinary shipwright, I’m
very skeptical.
but to me, it’s just not reasonable.

And it’s just not reasonable to me
It’s just not reasonable to me
is an extraordinary claim.
I hope you find that troubling. I hope you’re concerned about
that.
That, to me, is unsettling, troubling.
It’s a troubling and unsettling point of view
This is very troubling to me.
that is a troubling and remarkable fact
It’s very troubling.
And something I’ve always found troubling.
Basing belief on personal feelings is a fallacy because no matter how
troubled, unsettled, astonished, or disbelieving Bill is, his inner feelings
don’t affect reality. Here’s another, more subtle, example of appeal to
personal feelings:
You can prove the age of the earth with great robustness by
observing the universe around us. This is to say, nature has its
mediocre designs eaten by its good designs, and so, the
perception that there’s a designer that created all this is not
necessarily true because we have an explanation that is far
more compelling.
Bill thinks that he can prove the age of the earth with great
robustness, and he thinks that he can do it by observing the universe
around himself. However, even though Bill is certain about the age of the
earth, he didn’t prove it. We call this fallacy “autistic certainty.” Bill bases
his certainty on the fallacy of personal conviction. And we know that Bill
is using his personal feelings because Bill said his favored story is “far
more compelling” but gave no rational reason for his inspired conviction
to believe the favored story. Oh, he gave many reasons, but not one of
those reasons was rational. Instead, he expressed a feeling that these
stories are compelling.
But why does Bill find the favored story more compelling to himself?
It’s because Bill has made the favored story part of his worldview, so it

seems like reality to him. So, Bill automatically rejects what God says
because it doesn’t fit into Bill’s worldview. As God says, “Their senseless
minds are darkened.” (Romans 1:21)
Appeals to emotions or personal feelings are smokescreens that hide
what’s really happening. Stories like billions of years consist of made-up
stuff. The observations are props or backdrops for the stories, but the
stories are simply fabricated. The stories or explanations are pulled from
the air. They are made-up stuff even though many influential people
have presupposed them and added them to their worldviews to the point
that they seem real. They seem real, but they aren’t real.
Here are some obvious facts. No one can use physical or Scriptural
observation to argue for millions of billions of years without adding
assumptions. Elements of Scripture so tightly nail down a young-earth
timeline that extreme methods of interpretation must be applied to
shoehorn millions or billions into Scripture. The appeal-to-emotion and
appeal-to-personal-conviction fallacies are just two of those extreme
methods. Extreme methods of interpretation are ways that allow the
addition of made-up stuff of any sort, including assumptions,
presuppositions, or other formal or informal fallacies.
If those same extreme methods of interpretation, methods that allow
assumptions, are applied to other revelations of Scripture, the Scripture
can say anything we want it to say. We could allow all types of sexual sins
using the same method. We could eliminate the deity of Christ. There are
no limits to making up stuff and adding made-up stuff to Scripture or
scientific observation.
Also, Scripture is spiritual. That is, we can't read Scripture without
interacting with the Holy Spirit: either hearing His voice or ignoring His
voice. Only He can provide the correct interpretation of Scripture. On all
doctrine, if we all listen to His voice with open hearts and minds, He will
eventually correct us all to the point that we all fulfill Ephesians 4:11-13.
Then, disunity will cease to exist.
Getting back to personal feelings, emotions aren’t a good basis for
logic. And yet, most people make decisions based on emotions and then
rationalize their decisions. That is, they decide based on how they feel,
but then they find ways to make their decision seem rational. Rational
thought is always based on truth. Truth is only available through Christ.

Loaded Questions

To illustrate the fallacy of loaded questions, we need only observe the
dramatic difference in the quality of questions in the Q & A session of the
Nye-Ham debate. These were questions from the audience, and some
challenged Bill Nye, while others challenged Ken Ham. We want to
notice a tendency. Those participants who questioned Bill Nye tended to
ask straightforward questions, but those who questioned Ken Ham
tended to ask questions loaded with emotion and presuppositions.
That doesn’t mean that those who follow Christ don’t get off the track
sometimes and commit fallacies. It means that Christ-followers always
have the option to be fully rational. If they are following Christ, they will
be rational. We’ll be able to see a difference. If Christians were more
consistent in following Christ and listening to His voice, we would see a
more consistent difference between Christians and unbelievers. We also
notice that ungodly thinking is plagued with fallacies when we read
comments in online discussions. This difference is inevitable. People who
think rationally don’t use fallacies. Those who think irrationally use
fallacies. How difficult for ungodly thinkers who must always base all
thinking on fallacies! Let’s look at the following questions from the Q & A
session:

Question to Ken
How does creationism account for the celestial bodies:
planets, stars, moons moving further and further apart, and
what function does that serve in the grand design?
That’s a loaded question. The questioner embedded the loaded word
“creationism” into the question. Do we ever hear evolutionists mention
the word “evolutionism?” This book uses the word “evolutionism”
because there’s no other word to refer to the entire big-bang-billions-ofyears-molecules-to-humanity belief system. We also use the word
“creationism” to refer to the Biblical creation-flood model. However,
evolutionists typically object if we compare evolutionism to creationism.
They want to talk about evolution versus creationism.
The second part of this question to Ken also is irrational since it asks
Ken to read God’s Mind and to understand God’s wisdom and plan
completely. In court, the opposing attorney would say, “Objection! Calls
for speculation!” The judge would say, “Sustained!” Here’s part of Ken’s
answer:

in the Bible it even says He stretches out the heavens and
seems to indicate that there is an expansion of the universe.
And so we would say, yes, you can observe that; that fits with
what we call observational science. Exactly why God did it
that way, I can’t answer
It’s always possible to dream up a question that someone can’t
answer. Debates usually have each debater asking questions to stump the
other debater. They probably think they are masters of debate, but
they’re just committing ad ignorantiam question fallacies. Ad
ignorantiam is irrational thinking, but it works for politics. And since
debates aren’t usually about finding truth but rather about swaying
opinions, debaters use fallacies such as ad ignorantiam to sway opinions.
Ken had no problem answering this question, but Bill didn’t even try to
answer the same question from a godless paradigm. Instead, he rambled
about where we come from. He may have been following Carl Sagan’s
magic concept that we’re all stardust, but we can’t know why Bill didn’t
give his opinion on the question.
There’s nothing wrong with asking questions. For instance, we ask
questions to understand the basis of another person’s thinking. We ask
questions to point out that a claim doesn’t have a basis in a true premise.
Again, we need a true premise (only available by divine revelation) for
rational thought. In this case, Ken bases his understanding of the
Creation event on a true premise. God gives Ken this premise by divine
revelation. Ken has a relationship with Jesus Christ and Jesus Christ
reveals the truth to Ken through Scripture and science. Based on true
premises that Ken received from Jesus Christ Who is the Truth, Ken
knows that that biblical account is correct and accurate. He doesn’t have
to know how the various movements of stars and planets fit into God’s
overall design to receive what God has revealed. What God reveals is
enough.

Question to Bill
How did the atoms that created the big bang get there?
That was a straightforward question to explore the foundation of
Bill’s case, and Bill couldn’t answer. Yet Bill sold his inability to answer
as if it were a benefit. Someone may say that it presupposes atoms before
the big bang. Perhaps it could have said, how did whatever caused the big
bang get there? It’s hard to imagine everything forming from nothing,

and old-earth believers have made confusing and conflicting statements
to speculate about the big bang.
In this case, Bill bases his understanding of the big-bang story on
knowing how to account for such details as the origin of the supposed big
bang. If Bill doesn’t know the answer to this question, it makes no sense
for him to be dogmatic about the big-bang story. Therefore, this question
is legitimate. Here’s Bill’s answer:
This is a great mystery! You’ve hit the nail on the head. No.
Uh, the, what was before the big bang? This is what drives us.
This is what we want to know. Let’s keep looking.
Bill claims that the big-bang story is science, and since this question
hits this exact point, it’s not a red herring. In contrast, in the previous
question to Ken, the audience member asked Ken to speculate about
God’s purpose for spreading out the heavens. However, Ken doesn’t base
his understanding of the Creation event on knowing such details. Ken
bases his understanding of the Creation event on divine revelation. So,
the previous question to Ken was a red herring.
Here’s how Ken answered the first question to Bill:
Bill, I just want to let you know that there actually is a book
out there that actually tells us where matter came from.
And the very first sentence in that book says, “In the
beginning, God created the heavens and the earth.” And really
that’s the only thing that makes sense; it’s the only thing that
makes sense of why not just matter is here and where it came
from, but why matter — when you look at it, we have
information and language systems that build life, not just
matter.
And where did that come from, because matter can never
produce information? Matter can never produce a language
system. Languages only come from an intelligence;
information only comes from information.
Ken pointed out that the Bible does have the answer to this question,
but no one can answer the question from ungodly science. Bill couldn’t
answer. But Bill’s inability to answer doesn’t disprove the big-bang story.
And yet, the fact that Bill couldn’t answer should make Bill reconsider
his dogmatic stance since the question reveals the lack of substance in

his belief. Bill can’t prove the big-bang story since the story runs into a
limited-depth fallacy and a limited-scope fallacy. Divine revelation
absolutely disproves the big-bang story.

Question to Ken
The overwhelming majority of people in the scientific
community have presented valid physical evidence, such as
carbon dating and fossils, to support evolutionary theory.
What evidence, besides the literal word of the Bible, supports
creationism?

This is a loaded question with an embedded and presupposed
bandwagon fallacy. The question also contains the loaded words “literal”
and “creationism.” A common way of loading a question is to begin with
a statement. We see that here. Watch news conferences. Watch debates.
Wherever you see front-loading like this, we need to check the claims
that are inserted into the question, and we will do that now.
The claimed “valid physical evidence” is presupposed, phantom
evidence. Both evolutionists and creationists use the same observations,
fossils, and carbon dating. Scientists presuppose the validity of carbon
dating. They don’t prove it. However, this so-called “valid physical
evidence” consists of confusion between interpretation and observation.
True evidence must prove the conclusion without the need to add any
information to the evidence. In other words, no assumptions. No madeup stuff. Of course, the way ungodly science uses the word “evidence,”
it’s a waffling word that’s used to confuse. This “evidence” doesn’t prove
anything. Another waffling word is “support.” It doesn’t prove. It
supports. In reality, the observations support Creation with fewer

assumptions, and divine revelation proves Creation and disproves the
stories of evolutionism.
Here is part of Ken’s answer:
I often hear people talking about the majority. I would agree
that the majority of scientists would believe in millions of
years, the majority would believe in evolution. But there’s a
large group out there that certainly don’t.
Here’s another part:
it’s not the majority that’s a judge of truth. There have been
many times in the past when the majority have got it wrong.
Here’s part of Bill’s answer:
And just the idea that the majority has sway in science is true
only up to a point.
And then the other thing I just want to point out, what you
may have missed in evolutionary explanations of life, is it’s
the mechanism by which we add complexity. The earth is
getting energy from the sun all the time, and that energy is
used to make lifeforms somewhat more complex.
Since we’re addressing the fallacy of loaded questions, we won’t deal
with the problems of science by majority rule and mechanisms that don’t
do what evolutionist claim they do. We won’t deal with the comment
about energy from the sun making lifeforms more complex. Those are
different fallacies.

Question to Bill
How did consciousness come from matter?

Since consciousness is an observed fact and Bill assumes materialism,
that was a straightforward question to the root of Bill’s case. Bill couldn’t
answer this question even though his entire dogmatic belief system
demands an answer to this question. To rationally hold his dogmatic
belief in evolutionism, Bill would need to know how consciousness arose
from matter. He would need to be able to demonstrate it in scientific
tests. Then, he could show that it would be possible. If he were able to
show that it was possible, which he can’t, that would not show that it
happened. Here was the part of Bill’s response that related to the
question:
Don’t know; this is a great mystery. . . . The nature of
consciousness is a mystery; I challenge the young people here
to investigate that very question.
Bill then went into some unrelated comments about the joy of
discovery as if he was answering the question. Here is Ken’s answer:
Bill, I do want to say that there is a book out there that does
document where consciousness came from. And in that book,
the One who created us said that He made man in His image,
and He breathed into man and he became a living being.
And so the Bible does document that; that’s where
consciousness came from, that God gave it to us.
And you know, the other thing I want to say is, I’m sort of a
little — I have a mystery, and that is, you talk about the joy of
discovery. But you also say that when you die it’s over, and
that’s the end of you. And if when you die it’s over and you
don’t even remember you were here, what’s the point of the
joy of discovery anyway, I mean in an ultimate sense? I mean,
you know, you won’t ever know you were ever here, and no

one who knew you will know they were ever here ultimately,
so what’s the point anyway?
I love the joy of discovery because this is God’s creation and
I’m finding more out about that to take dominion for man’s
good and for God’s glory.

Question to Ken
What, if anything, would ever change your mind?
That’s a vague question. The question seems to imply that Ken has a
closed mind or dogmatism on some unstated issue, yet the questioner
didn’t specify the change of mind. Change his mind about what?
Possibilities would include:
Ken changing his mind about the reality of Ken’s experience
with Christ
Ken changing his mind about believing Christ as He reveals the
reality of scriptural history
Ken changing his mind about rejecting one or more of the
specific stories of the ungodly historical narrative
Ken confessed his belief in Christ and belief in the authority of
Scripture, a belief that he bases on divine revelation. However, Ken
denied dogmatic belief in theologies and theories. He said that he’s
flexible on any models that go beyond what God reveals through
Scripture. In contrast to Ken’s open mind, Ken pointed out that Bill
admits dogmatic belief in billions of years. Here’s part of Ken’s response:
I can challenge people that you can go and test that; you can
make predictions based on that, you can check the prophecies
in the Bible, you can check the statements in Genesis, you can
check that. And I did a little bit of that tonight.
And I can’t ultimately prove that to you; all I can do is to say
to someone, “Look, if the Bible really is what it claims to be, if
it really is the word of God, and that’s what it claims, then
check it out.”
And the Bible says, “If you come to God believing that He is,
He will reveal Himself to you,” and you will know. As
Christians, we can say we know. And so as far as the Word of

God is concerned, no, no one is ever going to convince me that
the Word of God is not true.
But I do want to make a distinction here and for Bill’s sake.
We build models based upon the Bible, and those models are
always subject to change. The fact of Noah’s Flood is not
subject to change; the model of how the Flood occurred is
subject to change, because we observe in the current world,
and we’re able to come up with maybe different ways this
could have happened or that could have happened.
And that’s part of that scientific discovery, that’s part of what
it’s all about.
We’ve already reviewed Bill’s response under the false-criteria fallacy.
Bill brought up a number of false criterias that he claimed would make
him change his mind. Here’s how Bill started one of them:
We would just need one piece of evidence. We would need the
fossil that swam from one layer to another.
Bill went on from there, but we’ve already discussed the false criteria
fallacy. As followers of Christ, we don’t build on dogma but on the living
Christ. He is changing our minds continually. We’ll be surprised at how
much of our own interpretations we have imposed onto Scripture and
onto the world around us as the Holy Spirit continues to teach us.
As followers of Christ, we can be fully confident in exposing all of our
beliefs to examination and challenge. Hopefully, we do that under the
direction of Christ every day since His absolute truth can destroy the
deceptive strongholds in our minds. So if someone asks us what would
change our minds, we can answer by saying that absolute proof against
any belief would change our minds. Absolute proof requires absolute
Truth. Jesus Christ is absolute Truth. He can change our minds, and He
does.
We wouldn’t accept any so-called “proof” that contained made-up
stuff since that wouldn’t be proof. We wouldn’t accept assumptions,
stories, concepts, ideas, or mental constructs as proof. No matter how
deceptively the false “proofs” were presented, we wouldn’t accept them.
In other words, the Holy Spirit would need to reveal it to us. God is
continually changing our minds. That’s what the Holy Spirit does. That’s
how we make progress.

Never be afraid to ask an ungodly person about the basis of their
beliefs in molecules-to-humanity evolution, billions of years, or atheism.
Probe to find something solid and immovable in their answers. You
never need to fear drawing them out and to explore the basis of their
beliefs. You’ll always find that they base ungodly beliefs on premises that
won’t hold up to scrutiny and that fall apart under examination. At the
root of all ungodly thinking is the axiomatic-thinking fallacy, in other
words, made-up stuff. Generally, they believe what they read in a book,
learned in a class from some person, saw in a video, or just presumed.
They may ask you to trust them or trust some other person or persons,
but they’ll never show you any proof against the Bible or the God of the
Bible.

Question to Bill
Outside of radiometric methods, what scientific evidence
supports your view of the age of the earth?

This straightforward question explored Bill’s basis for believing in an
old earth, but Bill couldn’t answer it. However, Bill’s lack of ability to
answer doesn’t disprove the concept of an old earth. It only proves that
Bill shouldn’t be so dogmatic about his old-earth concept. We covered
Bill’s inability to answer this question in more detail under Scientific
Issues, The Age of the Earth. Bill became confused like this:
The age of the earth. Well, the age of stars. Let’s see —
radiometric evidence is pretty compelling. Also, the
deposition rates.
Here’s part of Ken’s response:

By the way, I just want people to understand too, in regard to
the age of the earth being about 4.5 billion years, no earth
rock was dated to get that date. They dated meteorites, and
because they assumed meteorites were the same age as the
earth left over from the formation of the solar system, that’s
where that comes from. People think they dated rocks on the
earth to get the 4.5 billion years; that’s just not true.
. . . there are hundreds of physical processes that set limits on
the age of the earth. Here’s the point — every dating method
involves a change with time, and there are hundreds of them.
And if you assume what was there to start with and you
assume something about the rate and you know about the
rate, you make lots of those assumptions. Every dating
method has those assumptions; most of the dating methods —
90% of them — contradict the billions of years.
There’s no absolute age-dating method from scientific method
because you can’t prove, scientifically, young or old.

Question to Ken
Can you reconcile the change in the rate continents are now
drifting versus how quickly they must have traveled at
Creation 6,000 years ago?
This questioner asked a loaded question that presupposes tectonic
plate movement at Creation. We don’t see evidence that the tectonic
plate movement existed before the Flood. So this question tries to imply
a problem or conflict where no problem or conflict exists. For example,
one Creation-Flood model proposes continental sprint beginning at the
start of the Genesis Flood, suggesting that continental sprint moved at
the pace of a fast walk. And in this model, the mountains rose and ocean
bottoms went down at the end of the Flood and volcanic activity caused
both the Flood and the tectonic plate movement. However, the CreationFlood model doesn’t speculate about tectonic plate movement at
Creation. Rather, in the Creation-Flood model, any present tectonic plate
movement would be residual movement from the Flood.
You can observe movement, but then to assume that it’s
always been like that in the past . . . And in fact we would
believe basically in catastrophic plate tectonics that as a result
of the Flood, at the time of the Flood, there was catastrophic

breakup of the earth’s surface. And what we’re seeing now is
sort of, if you like, a remnant of that movement. And so we do
not deny the movement, we do not deny the plates; what we
would deny is that you can use what you see today as a basis
for just extrapolating into the past.
Here’s part of Bill’s response:
The reason that we acknowledge the rate at which continents
are drifting apart — one of the reasons — is we see what’s
called seafloor spreading in the Mid-Atlantic. The earth’s
magnetic field has reversed over the millennia, and as it does,
it leaves a signature in the rocks, as the continental plates
drift apart. So you can measure how fast the continents were
spreading;
The trouble with Bill’s statement is that the whole idea about
millennia is a circular reasoning fallacy that’s hiding an axiomatic
thinking fallacy. In other words, he’s making up the whole thing. We
already went over the fallacies in Bill’s response to this question earlier
in this book.

Question to Bill
How do you balance the Theory of Evolution with the Second
Law of Thermodynamics?
This questioner asked a straightforward question, not a loaded
question. In answer to this question, Bill implied that the sun stops the
Second Law of Thermodynamics from operating, but that’s magical
thinking. Adding energy doesn’t solve the problem of the Second Law of
Thermodynamics but rather intensifies it. And the Second Law of
Thermodynamics works in both open and closed systems since cars
deteriorate and people age despite the sun’s energy. Bill came up with an
answer but not a good one:
But the fundamental thing that this questioner has missed is
the earth is not a closed system. So there’s energy pouring in
here from the sun, if I may, day and night — ha-ha — because
the night, it’s pouring in on the other side. And so that energy
is what drives living things on earth, especially for, in our
case, plants.

Ken pointed out that Bill can add all the energy he wants, but it won’t
bring life to a dead stick. Here’s part of Ken’s response:
You can have all the energy that you want, but energy or
matter will never produce life. God imposed information, a
language system, and that’s how we have life. Matter by itself
could never product life no matter what energy you have. And
even if you’ve got a dead stick; you can have all the energy in
the world in the dead stick, it’s going to decay, and it’s not
going to produce life.
So now we see in regard to the second law of
thermodynamics, we’d say it’s sort of, in a sense, a bit out of
control now compared to what it was originally, which is why
we have a running down universe.
We can put a book out on the lawn. We observe whether natural
forces add information to it through the sun’s energy. We can try that.
We won’t find the sun adding information. Instead, natural forces and
the sun’s energy will eventually destroy the information in the book.
That’s a poor example since a book contains coded information, but it
doesn’t contain coded information systems as we have in every living
cell. Coded information systems are much more complex than mere
coded information, so they’re much less likely to form by chance.
Scientists have tested the Second Law on earth. It works here even with
the sun’s influence. No one has found a single exception to the Second
Law of Thermodynamics on the earth even though the earth isn’t a closed
system.
Scientists haven’t observed new coded information creating itself by
natural processes in any living cell. However, entire coded information
systems would need to instantaneously create themselves repeatedly if
molecules-to-humanity evolution were to happen. Molecules-tohumanity evolution couldn’t even take the smallest step without creating
new information systems.

Question to Ken
Hypothetically, if evidence existed that caused you to have to
admit that the earth was older than 10,000 years and Creation
did not occur over six days, would you still believe in God and
the historical Jesus of Nazareth and that Jesus was the son of
God?

This questioner asked a loaded question that presupposes the ability
of science to prove facts about the distant past. The loaded question does
that by using a hypothetical contrary to fact. Hypothetical contrary to
fact is a fallacy. The questioner’s hypothetical question presumes that
science can produce absolute proof that would prove the earth is older
than 10,000 years. Science can’t produce any certainty about the distant
past. Here’s a small part of Ken’s response:
Well, I’ve been emphasizing all night, you cannot ever prove
— using the scientific method in the present, you can’t prove
the age of the earth. So you can never prove it’s old, so there is
no hypothetical, because you can’t do that.
Bill responded with a bare claim and a lot of emotion:
Well, of course, this is where we disagree. You can prove the
age of the earth with great robustness by observing the
universe around us
Evolutionists have a problem with the word “evidence.” They use the
word “evidence” as if it meant absolute proof. However, when they bring
“evidence” for the stories of an old earth, the “evidence” they bring
doesn’t prove the stories. The so-called “evidence” consists of elaborate
stories, explanations, of the observations. The “evidence” is
circumstantial and requires assumptions to give the illusion of real
evidence.
Ungodly thinkers often use hypothetical questions as fallacies since
hypotheticals always launch into the world of make-believe. So,
whenever anyone asks a hypothetical, there’s ample room for fallacy in
the question.
Bill was so sure of his assumptions that he claimed he could prove the
age of the earth with great robustness, yet he didn’t even try to prove it.
Instead, he just made the bare claim and then attacked the Bible and the
history in it without giving a rational reason for his attack.

Question to Bill
Is there room for God in science?
That’s another straightforward question with no presuppositions or
loaded language. In answer, Bill made it clear that he has nothing against

any gods except for the God of the Bible, and he doesn’t want the God of
the Bible to exist. Here’s part of Bill’s response:
the head of the National Institutes of Health is a devout
Christian. There are billions of people in the world who are
devoutly religious. They have to be compatible, because those
same people embrace science.
The exception is you, Mr. Ham; that’s the problem for me.
You want us to take your word for what’s written in this
ancient text to be more compelling than what we see around
us.
Here’s part of Ken’s response:
God is necessary for science.
God is necessary because you have to assume the laws of logic,
you have to assume the laws of nature, you have to assume the
uniformity of nature.
And there’s a question I had for you. Where does that come
from if the universe is here by natural processes?
You know, Christianity and science, the Bible and science, go
hand in hand; we love science! But again, you’ve got to
understand, inventing things, that’s very different than talking
about our origins, two very different things.
Ken pointed out that God is necessary for science since, if God didn’t
exist, we would need to merely assume the regularity of nature, and we
would have no cause for the laws of nature. If we based all thinking on
assumptions, we could have no rational thought. Science couldn’t be
rational. On the other hand, with God, we can do science and still be
rational since, by revelation, we know that God will faithfully continue to
enforce the laws of nature and logic. And God reveals the laws of
mathematics, so, with God, we aren’t stuck with just assuming these
critical foundations of the scientific method.

Question to Ken
Do you believe the entire Bible is to be taken literally? Should
people who touch pigskin be stoned? Can men marry multiple
women?

That’s a loaded question for several reasons. “Taking the Bible
literally” is an ungodly thinker’s straw man, and it’s a straw-man fallacy
because it oversimplifies reality. Consider the Cambridge Dictionary
definition of the word “literal.”
having exactly the same meaning as the basic or original
meaning of a word or expression
Google gives this definition:
taking words in their usual or most basic sense without
metaphor or allegory
However, God uses metaphor and allegory, and yet He records
history accurately as He presents spiritual truth through the history.
There’s no mutual exclusivity between God speaking through history,
using types and shadows, and accurately stating what happened. God
often does all three at once.
The questioner asked about the interpretation of Scripture. The Holy
Spirit alone can interpret Scripture, and the Holy Spirit always interprets
sanely. The Holy Spirit doesn’t interpret Scripture by explaining
Scripture away since God says what He means and means what He says.
He doesn’t mean what He doesn’t say, nor does He say what He doesn’t
mean.
This question is a loaded question because the word “literally” creates
confusion and misunderstanding. A better word would be “rationally” or
“reasonably.” Taking the Bible rationally would be taking it without
assumptions. It’s also rational to prayerfully and respectfully,
acknowledge God as He speaks through Scripture since our thoughts are
rational only if they’re guided by the Holy Spirit. However, it’s irrational

to try to figure out Scripture using the fallen, deceptive, and wicked
human mind that can’t receive truth.
Besides these problems, the questioner loaded this question by
including popular straw-man fallacies from Bible-denier websites. The
question also consists of three loaded questions, so it’s a form of tossingthe-elephant fallacy. The Bible doesn’t say that anyone who touches a
pigskin should be stoned, and it doesn’t say that it’s OK with God if men
marry multiple women. However, without divine revelation, there’s no
way to rationally say that anything is either right or wrong.
Here’s part of Ken’s answer:
So when people ask that question and say “literally,” I have to
know what that person meant by literally.
Now, I would say this — if you say “naturally,” and that’s what
you mean by literally, I would say yes, I take the Bible
naturally. What do I mean by that? Well, if it’s history, as
Genesis is, it’s written as typical historical narrative, you take
it as history. If it’s poetry, as we find in the Psalms, then you
take it as poetry. It doesn’t mean it doesn’t teach truth, but it’s
not a cosmological account in the sense that Genesis is.
There’s prophecy in the Bible, and there’s literature in the
Bible concerning future events and so on.
So if you take it as written naturally, according to type of
literature, and you let it speak to you in that way, that’s how I
take the Bible.
It’s God’s revelation to man. He used different people — the
Bible says that all Scripture is inspired by God, so God moved
people by His Spirit to write His words.
And by the way, when men were married to multiple women,
there were lots of problems. And the Bible condemns that for
what it is and the Bible is very clear. You know, the Bible is a
real book; there were people that did things that were not in
accord with Scripture, and it records this for us. Helps you
understand it’s a real book. But marriage was one man for one
woman.
And here’s part of Bill’s answer:

So it sounds to me, just listening to you over the last two
minutes, that there are certain parts of this document — of the
Bible — that you embrace literally and other parts you
consider poetry. So it sounds to me in those last two minutes
like you’re going to take what you like and interpret literally
and other passages you’re going to interpret as poetic or
descriptions of human events.
I find unsettling when you want me to embrace the rest of it as
literal.

Question to Bill
Have you ever believed that evolution was accomplished
through the way of a higher power?
This questioner asked a straightforward question. This theistic
evolution question asks Bill whether he thinks God guided evolution. Is
theistic evolution a viable hypothesis?
Bill started by claiming that God is unknowable, that no one knows
God and no one can know God.
The idea that there’s a higher power that has driven the course
of events in the universe and our own existence is one that
you cannot prove or disprove. And this gets into this
expression agnostic; you can’t know. I’ll grant you that.
Bill went on to attack the idea of theistic evolution and intelligent
design with the following bare claims wrapped up in circular reasoning
fallacies and outright lies:
intelligent design has a fundamental misunderstanding of the
nature of nature.
his is the fundamental insight in the explanation for living
things that’s provided by evolution. Evolution is a process that
adds complexity through natural selection. This is to say
nature has its mediocre designs eaten by its good designs. And
so the perception that there’s a designer that created all this is
not necessarily true because we have an explanation that is far
more compelling and provides predictions and things are
repeatable.

We know some Christians think that the stories of theistic evolution
will make atheists accept Christ as Savior. However, we also know that
those who reject Christ reject Him for the reasons stated in Scripture.
And they do that even though He has revealed Himself to them through
the things He’s created. God has revealed that those who reject Christ
love darkness more than light. (John 3:19) They reject the light because
their deeds are evil, and they’re willingly ignorant. (2 Peter 3:5) He also
reveals that they’ve suppressed the truth in their unrighteousness
[deceitful trickery], and as a result, their senseless minds become
darkened. (Romans 1:18-21)
Here’s a part of Ken’s response:
What Bill Nye needs to do for me is to show me an example of
something — some new function that arose that was not
previously possible from the genetic information that was
there. And I would claim and challenge you that there is no
such example that you can give.
Certainly great variation within a kind, and that’s what we
look at. But you’d have to show an example of brand-new
function that never previously was possible; there is no such
example that you can give anywhere in the world.
Ken ignored the question since he has no reason to believe in theistic
evolution. There’s no evidence of it in Scripture or in physical
observations. And it is contrary to Scripture in many ways. Therefore,
Ken focused on the fact that there’s no evidence for evolution, that is,
brand-new functions that were never previously possible from the
information already in the cell.

Question to Ken
Name one institution, business, or organization other than a
church, amusement park, or the Creation Museum that is
using any aspect of creationism to make its product.
This questioner asks a loaded question. The question implies that
some institutions, businesses, or organizations other than ungodly
universities, amusement parks, or ungodly museums use aspects of
evolutionism to make products. But no one uses anything that’s exclusive
to evolutionism to make anything real. In making this statement that no
one uses evolutionism to make anything real, we must realize that it’s a

universal negative. However, it’s not a fallacy because God reveals this
universal negative. God reveals that the ungodly story is a lie, and lies
have no value for doing useful work in the real world. Here’s part of
Ken’s answer:
thinking God’s thoughts after Him. And that’s really —
modern science really came out of that thinking, that we can
do experiments today and we can do the same tomorrow, we
can trust the laws of logic, we can trust the laws of nature.
And if we don’t teach our children correctly about this, they’re
not going to be innovative and they’re not going to be able to
come up with inventions to advance in our culture.
And so I think the person was trying to get out that, see, there
are lots of secularists out there doing work and they don’t
believe in creation and they come up with great inventions.
Yes, but my point is they are borrowing from the Christian
worldview to do so.
In answer to this question, Ken rightly stated that all products depend
on biblical revelation. That’s because the Bible reveals the regularity of
natural laws, laws of mathematics, and laws of logic. We can’t do science
without knowing that these are dependable. And all three of these make
sense to a follower of Christ since God reveals these three, but these
three are mere assumptions in an ungodly worldview. Evolutionism
doesn’t predict these three, and it also violates all three.
Here’s part of Bill’s response. It seems he was angry by this point. It
would have been interesting to have Bill try to think of one institution,
business, or organization other than a strictly godless college campus,
demonic game maker, or atheistic organization that is using any aspect
of evolutionism to make its product.
it sounds as though you believe your world view, which is a
literal interpretation of most parts of the Bible, is correct.
Well, what became of all those people who never heard of it,
never heard of you? What became of all those people in Asia?
What became of all those First Nations people in North
America? Were they condemned and doomed?
I mean, I don’t know how much time you’ve spent talking to
strangers, but they are not sanguine about that, to have you

tell them that they are inherently lost or misguided. It’s very
troubling.
There are no such people who never knew about Christ. Many haven’t
heard the gospel, but all have been exposed to Christ on some level. The
Light of Christ shines on every person who comes into the world. God
reveals Himself and His Light through the things He has created. In this
day, God reveals Himself through those who follow Christ. He shines
through those who keep step with the Holy Spirit. Of course, He reveals
Himself through the Bible. He also shines into the innermost minds of
those who have never met a Christian, and they make a decision on that
level.
But what about those who don’t know about Jesus Christ, those who
have never heard the gospel? Is it fair that God would send them to hell
for what they don’t know?
No one will be judged for what he or she doesn’t know. Everyone will
be judged according to what they do know. No one will receive any points
for knowing theology. Each person will be judged for obedience to the
Spirit of God. We may not know much about how all of that works, but
we know that God is just and fair.
Consider this. Those who lived before Jesus Christ didn’t know about
Jesus Christ. They may have had some contact with prophets who told of
the coming Messiah, but they didn’t know the name “Jesus.” They didn’t
know how it all would work. They didn’t have the opportunity to pray
“the sinner’s prayer” and accept Jesus Christ as their savior. Today,
many people in remote areas have never heard of Jesus either.
Christ is the Light. He lights every person. They know. They know He
exists. They know about His righteousness. They know about His
leading. They know right from wrong because of the Light that is Christ.
This Light shines on them. Many respond to the Light of Christ without
knowing any theology. They do what’s right and good in response to
Christ. They ask God for forgiveness when the Light of Christ reveals
their shortcomings. Moses, David, and Solomon were able to receive
forgiveness in their situation before Christ was born. No one will go to
hell simply because they have been born without hearing of Jesus Christ.
We will all be judged on our response to the Light of Christ.
Many theologians think they know exactly how all this works. Some of
them come up with bizarre theologies about it. We don’t have to know

everything, and our fallen minds can’t figure out anything. Even though
we may not know exactly how God will account for those who haven’t
heard the gospel, we do know that God is fair and just. Somehow, in
some way, God will provide a way for every person. Every person will
have a chance to make that choice.

Question to Bill
Mr. Nye, since evolution teaches that man is evolving and
growing smarter over time, how can you explain the
numerous evidences of man’s high intelligence in the past.
This questioner asked a loaded question and added the
presupposition using the word “since.” Does evolution teach that man is
growing smarter over time? Sometimes evolutionists teach this concept.
Sometimes they don’t. Perhaps this questioner heard the version of the
molecules-to-humanity story that teaches that man is evolving and
growing smarter over time. The story changes depending on what
evolutionists are trying to prove. Here’s part of Bill’s response:
Hang on. There’s no evidence that men — or humans are
getting smarter.
It’s not necessarily smarter; it’s how you fit in with your
environment.
In this case, Bill said the story of evolution doesn’t teach that man is
growing smarter over time. At the same time, Bill based some of his
earlier arguments on the presupposition of humanity growing smarter
over time. That shows the inconsistency of Bill’s belief system.
Here’s Ken’s response:
It’s not survival of the fittest; it’s survival of those who
survive. And it’s survival of those that have the information in
their circumstance to survive. But it’s not — you’re not getting
new information, you’re not getting new function. There’s no
example of that at all.

Question to Ken
What’s the one thing more than anything else upon which you
base your beliefs?

This questioner asked a straightforward but vague question. We can’t
tell whether the question is about all beliefs, origins beliefs, beliefs
concerning God, or beliefs about something else. At the same time, this
question should reveal a lot about both men because, once we dig
through the smoke, they base their beliefs either on divine revelation or
made-up stuff. That would be a great question for each of us to ask
ourselves: Do we base our beliefs on divine revelation or made-up stuff?
Here’s part of Ken’s answer:
there is a book called the Bible. It’s a very unique book, it’s
very different to any other book out there.
If this book really is true, it is so specific, it should explain the
world, it should make sense of what we see. The Flood, yes, we
have fossils all over the world. The Tower of Babel, yes,
different people groups, different languages. They have flood
legends, very similar to the Bible, creation legends similar to
the Bible. There’s so much you can look at, and prophecy and
so on.
And most of all, as I said to you, the Bible says if you come to
God believing that He is, He’ll reveal himself to you, you will
know. If you search out the truth you really want God to show
you as you would search after silver and gold, He will show
you, He will reveal Himself to you.
This is what Bill said:
And I base my beliefs on the information and the process that
we call science. It fills me with joy to make discoveries every
day of things I had never seen before. It fills me to joy to know
that we can pursue these answers. It is a wonderful and
astonishing thing to me that we are — you and I are somehow
at least one of the ways that the universe knows itself. You and
I are a product of the universe.
It’s astonishing, I admit — I see your faces — that we have
come to be because of the universe’s existence. And we are
driven to pursue that, to find out where we came from.
And the second question we all want to know — are we alone?
Are we alone in the universe?

And these questions are deep within us, and they drive us. So
the process of science, the way we know nature, is the most
compelling thing to me.
Carl Sagan came up with this same idea. It’s the notion that the
molecules that make up our bodies came from stars. That’s poetic and
unreasonable, but not as unreasonable as the rest of the claim. The claim
goes on to say that those molecules remember coming from the stars,
and now these molecules drive us to find out about the created world
around us. Carl Sagan said that we’re made of stardust, and that’s why
we feel a sense of awe and wonder when we look into the sky. If that wild
story were true, which it’s not, by what mechanism would molecules
remember? They would not. Molecules don’t have memory chips built
into them.
And yet, we do have an awe and wonder looking out into the universe.
We’re driven to know more about the creation. We know that God speaks
to us through nature. When we look into the heavens He speaks to us. He
speaks to us through all the things He has created. And when we hear
His voice, we’re filled with awe. We’re filled with awe because we’re
standing in the presence of our Creator God. Carl Sagan, Bill Nye, and
other ungodly thinkers were looking for a way to explain this awe, and
they came up with a lame story that doesn’t even make sense as poetry.
Bill also expressed a belief in the religion of scientism. He thinks his
brand of “science” is the source of all truth. His brand of “science” is
based on made-up stuff, on assumptions. There’s no scientific
experiment we can do and nothing that we can observe that would prove
that “science” is the source of all truth. We just have to take Bill’s word
for it. He is, after all, the self-declared reasonable man.

About Questions
Almost every attempt to challenge the Creation-Flood account was a
loaded question. All but one of the questions to challenge the big-bangmolecules-to-humanity story were straight-forward questions. Those in
favor of evolutionism embedded fallacies in their questions. We see this
tendency to resort to fallacies in not only their questions but their
statements. It’s as if someone is teaching classes in this technique. In the
same way, when Bill Nye made his arguments, he loaded them with
nested fallacies, but Ken Ham didn’t do the same with his arguments.
What could cause this difference?

The quotes in this section on questions were taken from the transcript
in the book Inside the Nye Ham Debate. Although the first step in
research for this book was typing out a complete debate transcript, it’s
likely that the transcript in Inside the Nye Ham Debate is the most
accurate, so that’s why the quotes came from that transcript.

So What’s the Real Debate?
The Nye-Ham Debate is one of many debates about Creation and
evolution. And it appears that the Creation-evolution debate won’t be
over soon. The political tactics are many. The lies are many. The debaters
are determined. Is anyone open-minded enough to be interested in
finding the truth?
We’ve seen what it’s all about, though. It’s not about the observations.
We pretty much agree on the observations. It’s about the interpretations
of the observations and how those interpretations are derived. Do we
derive them by making up stuff or by listening to what God is saying? All
reasoning is based on either divine revelation or made-up stuff.
That may be shocking to some people who have been immersed in the
naturalistic culture in which we’re constantly lied to and told that Jesus
Christ isn’t really involved in our lives. Almost all the voices in the
culture tell us that the Holy Spirit isn’t really our teacher. They tell us
that God doesn’t speak to us through the Bible. They tell us that we just
have to figure out the Bible. They say we can self-generate the knowledge
we need to interpret the Bible and the world around us. They tell us that
science must be naturalistic. They insist that God can’t be involved. They
say the human mind is capable of self-generating truth.
The human mind is only capable of making up stuff. Made-up stuff
isn’t truth. The real debate is about made-up stuff versus divine
revelation. It’s about lies from Satan versus truth from Jesus Christ. It’s
about a relationship with Christ—a real relationship.
While there is an answer to every challenge against the Bible, we
don’t always have those answers at our fingertips when we’re challenged.
With the current availability of information through the Internet, we can
generally find answers to most questions fairly quickly. However, living
in panic with each new challenge destroys our peace. It’s not the way to
be stable if every challenge sends us scrambling for answers. Even
though we always find that every argument against the Bible or the God

of the Bible is based on made-up stuff, we can live as if our foundation
consists of our ability to answer every question and refute every
argument. If we trust our own ability rather than trusting Christ, we’ll
never rest. Every new challenge will shake our faith if our faith is makebelieve faith.
We need real faith rather than make-believe faith. Faith comes by
hearing and hearing by the word, or utterance of God as the Bible tells
us. The Greek word “rhema” that’s translated as “word” means
“utterance.” We don’t believe the Bible and believe that God exists
because of a rationalized, make-believe faith. We know the Bible is the
utterance of God because the Holy Spirit reveals this fact to us and
imparts the faith to believe it. We know that God exists because we know
Him, and He imparts real, supernatural faith to us.
We need to know God. We need that relationship. If we try to depend
on our own understanding rather than knowing Christ, we will be in fear
every time some new challenge against God or the Bible arises. We’ll
have our faith shaken by someone, and then we’ll find out that we were
fearful for nothing. We need to realize that every single argument against
the Bible or the God of the Bible is based on made-up stuff, but that’s not
enough. We need to know Jesus.
Lies can be very clever. Made-up stuff can be dressed up to appear
real. However, truth is only available in Jesus Christ. A chain of thought
is only as strong as its weakest link. Assumptions have no strength at all.
The same holds for axioms, presuppositions, or any other forms of madeup stuff.
Some debates related to Creation and evolution are about
dogmatically-held beliefs that are based on rationalized thinking.
Rationalized thinking is thinking that seems rational but that isn’t based
firmly on the truth. Truth is only available in Jesus Christ. Sound
reasoning is impossible without truth. The human mind has no path, on
its own, to the truth. Therefore, sound reasoning is impossible without
Jesus Christ.
We can search for knowledge, wisdom, understanding, truth, and
righteousness, but we can only find any of these in Christ. We need a
relationship, not just a theoretical belief system. We never want to hear
those words from Jesus Christ: “I never knew you.”

The Holy Spirit does indeed speak if we will be attentive to His voice.
He speaks through the Bible and every means of divine revelation
mentioned in the Bible. God never is in conflict Himself, so we won’t find
any error or conflict within Scripture. Nor will we find any conflict
between Scripture and what we observe in science or archeology.
We won’t have to interpret Scripture in elastic ways so we can stretch
it to fit the current trends of the scientists who are controlling the
message. We just need to listen to the Holy Spirit. And if we have some
parts of the Bible that we don’t understand or that don’t seem to make
sense with what we observe, we aren’t required to have an answer to
every question. What God reveals is enough.
We have the only absolute proof of the Bible and the God of the Bible.
We know because God reveals the truth to us. We don’t require inductive
reasoning that claims the existence of God is extremely probable. We
have completely sure deductive reasoning. We know absolutely because
of our relationship and the supernatural faith God imparts to us as He
leads, teaches, and corrects us. He provides true premises by divine
revelation. Then, He guides our reasoning by the Holy Spirit. And if we
get it wrong, He’ll correct us as long as we’re open to His correction.
Real knowledge is impossible without real reason. We could say that
real knowledge is impossible with unsound reasoning. God says, “Come,
let us reason together.” At the intersection of faith and reason is a place
called sanity. We need real faith if we want real reason. In other words,
real reason is impossible without real faith. If we try to live our lives
without real faith, we have no foundation for sound reasoning. If we have
no foundation for sound reasoning, we become confused by a perplexing
and misleading array of persuasive delusions.
Too much that isn’t true has been written about faith. It’s been said
that faith requires no evidence. That’s a lie. It’s been said that faith is
based on physical evidence. That’s a lie. Instead, REAL FAITH IS THE
EVIDENCE. Real faith isn’t based on evidence. Real faith isn’t a leap in
the dark. Real faith has eyes to see reality as it really is. Real faith is
conclusive by nature. FAITH IS REALITY AND UNQUESTIONABLY
SOLID PROOF.
Faith comes by hearing, and hearing comes by the rhema, or spoken
word, of God. Jesus Christ originates and generates real faith. Faith isn’t
a philosophic process in which we make ourselves believe and try to
intellectually remove all our doubts. Any effort like that would be a

mental exercise in futility. It would be making-believe. It would be
pretending.
Faith isn’t an effort to explain the material observations by filtering
them through a Christian paradigm. It’s not the exercise of internalizing
Christian presuppositions and asserting them to be the right
presuppositions.
Faith is sure. Faith is certain. The only reason that faith is certain is
that faith comes by the utterance of God.
We can’t rationally base any reasoning on made-up stuff. We can’t
know anything based on something that we just assume to be true or
assert to be true or feel to be true. We can observe, but making
conclusions about what we observe is another matter. Reaching
conclusions requires additional information, and that information must
be true and must come from somewhere or we’re being irrational. We
must base real reasoning on truth.
We can’t rationally base reasoning on the “right” axioms,
presuppositions, starting principles, assumptions, or other forms of
made-up stuff. Any such reasoning is based on made-up stuff and is
necessarily irrational for that reason. Without Christ and the revelation
that flows to us as we stand in His presence, the human mind resorts to
made-up stuff for reason. Without Christ, human reasoning is
necessarily irrational.
Evolutionists tell us that we make the wrong assumptions. They claim
to have the correct assumptions. They claim that if we just had better
imaginations we would be able to see a big bang and a process by which
molecules turned into humans over billions of years. However, we aren’t
operating on the level of assumptions and imaginations. Assumptions
consist of made-up stuff. God has called us to a higher place. He’s called
us to rational thinking based on truth that He reveals to us.
Ungodly thinking has a problem. The ungodly thinking problem is
that no ungodly thinker has a path to truth. Christians and nonChristians alike have no path to truth when we try to reason without the
living and active Christ.
Christ is the truth. Without Christ, there is no truth. Without Christ,
we can have strong opinions, but truth isn’t an option without Christ.

Godless reasoners are perfectly capable of observing, testing, and
finding out what works. They can even learn how things work through
observation and project that information (gained by observation) into
the future or the past to a limited extent. However, that ability to project
the present into the past or the future declines quickly the further they
try to project. Not only that, but they have no ability to project into the
spiritual realm. None at all. The option just isn’t there for them. They
can’t really reason rationally beyond what they can observe and test
without Jesus Christ and the leading of the Holy Spirit. They’re limited
by the Münchausen trilemma.
As soon as ungodly thinkers have opinions about that which they
can’t observe or test they become ridiculous. They can’t rationally hold
opinions on topics such as right versus wrong, truth versus error, the
origin of the universe, or the origin of living things. That’s a real problem
when they become dogmatic about the big-bang-billions-of-yearsmolecules-to-humanity story. Of course, they have all kinds of
smokescreen fallacies to hide the fact that they’re making up the entire
thing. That’s not to say that they aren’t deceptive and convincing. They
deceive many. Almost all who enter the university system are deceived.
They’re that clever.
We can say unequivocally that all philosophical, archeological, or
scientific arguments against the Bible or Christ are complete foolishness.
They may have some observations, but the arguments are based on
assumptions about those observations. The arguments are based on
made-up stuff, and so the arguments are irrational and foolish. All
objections and arguments against the Bible and the God of the Bible are
based on made-up stuff, so the reasoning is unsound.
There is a Christian naturalism that denies the real Christ. This
Christian naturalism denies that Christ can lead, teach, and correct us in
a genuine and meaningful way if we follow Him. Some Christian
naturalists will go along with a theoretical leading, but they get upset
about having God speak to them quietly about their decisions or
reasoning. These Christians, by their own admission, aren’t led by the
Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit isn’t correcting them when they’re wrong.
And the Bible says that we have the Holy Spirit to lead us into all truth.
Jesus said that everyone who is on the side of truth listens to Him. He
said that His sheep hear His voice. He said that the Father knows how to
give the Holy Spirit to those who ask Him for the Holy Spirit. He said

that His sheep know His voice and won’t follow the voice of a stranger
because they don’t know the voice of the stranger.
Naturalistic Christians are trying to figure out the Bible and life in
general by the power of the human mind rather than the power of God.
As a result, they also fall to the Münchausen trilemma. It doesn’t matter
how many Ph.D.s they have. They can’t rationally have any opinion
regarding good, evil, truth, error, or the history of the universe. These
Christians reason based on axioms, assumptions, and other forms of
made-up stuff. They’ve already incorrectly assumed that no one can
know Jesus Christ and hear His utterance as He directs, instructs, and
disciplines us. What about the other assumptions on which they base
their thinking? How accurate will the assumptions that come from the
fallen, deceitful, and desperately wicked human mind be?
Many of those who promote ideas like atheism or evolutionism are
sincere. They’re convinced and persuasive. A persuasive personality
doesn’t create truth. A sincere belief doesn’t create truth. Flashy
presentations don’t create truth. Not even observation can create truth.
We can observe, but reasoning about what we observe requires truth.
Truth is only available in Christ. Christ is real and anyone can know Him
in a real way. Whoever sincerely seeks Christ gets Christ, and Christ
shows the truth to anyone who wants the truth.
Christ is testable. Christ’s willingness to lead is testable. However,
those who don’t want Christ aren’t likely to look at the evidence. The
evidence is Christ Himself. Christ is testable since every person who
seeks Him finds Him. And Christ leads, teaches, and corrects every single
person who follows Him. We know Christ exists because we know Him,
and any person can test this in the same way we do.
We may wonder how a non-Christian survives for even a day. They
don’t survive on their own. They survive because God cares for them. The
apostle Paul mentioned this when speaking to the Greeks on Mars Hill.
He told them that God gives them what they need to live so that they may
reach out and feel for Him and find Him. One of the things everyone
needs is the ability to think and make decisions to survive.
Christ is the Light Who shines His light on every person whether born
again or not born again. His rain falls on the just and the unjust. He
reveals reality to anyone who will receive it. God reveals the reality of His
existence to every person, but He also reveals what every person needs to

live. We may call it “common sense,” but it’s the leading of God. It’s
divine revelation of reality.
Here’s the problem for those who don’t acknowledge God’s divine
revelation. They descend into darkness as the first chapter of the letter to
the Romans states. They make no difference in their minds between what
God reveals and what they make up. Eventually, they can walk into
darkness so deep that they can’t tell reality from make-believe. They lose
the distinction between good and evil. They sear their consciences and
think darkness is light and light is darkness. They can still do this while
benefitting from divine revelation. And they attribute divine revelation to
their own natural ability or inner intuition. In other words, they grab
God’s glory and give it to themselves. Then, God turns them over to their
own reprobate minds, and their senseless minds are darkened.
Jesus is real and discoverable. Every single person who wants to find
Christ finds Christ. Every single person who sincerely loves truth finds
Christ. The only ones who don’t find Christ are those who love deception.
They love darkness rather than Light. They turn from the Light and
pursue their own ways.
We may be immature in Christ at present. We may be unsure of our
relationship. We may think that we’re led by God in a certain way, but
then it doesn’t work out. There can be many reasons for this, but
sometimes, it’s because of our immaturity and lack of discernment. We
have trouble discerning the voice of Christ from our own deceptive and
wicked mind. However, God has a way toward maturity and the
discernment that comes with maturity. It starts with humility as we
admit that we need more of Jesus than we currently have.
Here’s God’s way. Jesus directs, instructs, and transforms all who
follow Him. God knows how to give the Holy Spirit to those who
sincerely want the Holy Spirit and who are willing to die to their fleshly
natures.
We’re learning to discern God’s voice from all others, and yet, we
know. We know Him. We know His voice. All His sheep know His voice.
We know His peace that comes when we’re in His will. Peace isn’t a
feeling. It’s a presence. It’s a Person. It’s the presence of the person of
Christ. We know Him. Our feelings are fickle. Any time God takes us
outside our comfort zone, we’ll feel uncomfortable. He breaks down the
strongholds in our minds. He demolishes our worldviews that keep us
from seeing reality. And yet, even when we feel uncomfortable as God is

leading, we also experience His peace as we work through our personal
feelings of discomfort.
We want to grow in Christ to be transfigured into His same image as
the Bible declares. We grow by grace, which is through faith. God speaks.
We hear. Christ authors faith in us. He creates it. Faith gives us entrance
to grace. Grace says the words of God and does the acts of God through
us. The love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost.
That word that God spoke in leading us was the living Word. It was
not without the very nature of God. That Word is the good Seed. When
we receive it from God and yield to the point of obedience, we’re
changed. Christ is built up in us, and our fleshly nature dies a little.
That’s what holiness is. Holiness is purity. It’s removing the fleshly
nature and replacing it with the Christ-like nature. It’s not imitating
Christ, but it’s becoming like Christ and being joined to Christ.
God didn’t create us to work independently from Him. We are
designed to be joined to God and to be coworkers with Him. Our part is
submission. Even as Christ only said the words of the Father, so we are
to say only His words. Even as Christ only did the works of the Father, so
we are to do only His acts. That’s what it means to walk in the Spirit and
keep step with the Spirit. Our part is to yield. To yield is to stop
struggling against God, to stop defying Him. The reason we have to allow
God to work His righteousness and holiness in us is that God won’t force
us. We must be willing.
As we submit to the Holy Spirit, we stop fighting Him and we know
He’s moving within us and through us. In His Light, the darkness of the
flesh dies to some degree every time we yield ourselves to the Holy Spirit
to the point of obedience. That’s why the Scripture says that we go from
glory to glory as we are changed (transfigured) into the image and
likeness of Christ, and this is done by the Holy Spirit.
Christians have inner worldviews or paradigms just as non-Christians
do. Worldviews seem real, but they aren’t real. As a result, they distort
our observations and perceptions. They make it harder to discern God’s
voice from our own mind’s deceptions. These are stronghold that can
only be taken down by the spiritual weapons of our warfare. The only
solution to the problem of paradigms is to continue to yield to the Spirit
of Christ. He’ll demolish these strongholds over time as we yield to Him.
He gave many spiritual weapons to the Church, but just consider the

power of prayer. Pray for discernment. Pray for a heart soft to the Spirit
of God. God will answer a sincere and persistent prayer like that.
The REAL Creation-evolution debate is a debate over how we think
our thoughts. It’s a debate between divine revelation and assumptions.
Divine revelation can’t be separated from Jesus Christ. Assumptions
consist of made-up stuff. Therefore, the REAL Creation-evolution debate
is between Jesus Christ and made-up stuff.
This book is part of a series of books about faith and reason. The
series is called Real Faith & Reason Library. While this book focuses on
the real Creation-versus-evolution debate, the three-book set titled Real
Faith & Reason takes a deep dive into divine revelation versus made-up
stuff. If you have questions about that, you can get those three books for
free online. Details are in this book.

Technical References
The technical references chapter contains links to further research on
the thirty-eight issues related to the creation-evolution debate.
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https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/starlight/anisotropic-synchronyconvention-distant-starlight-problem/

Dr. Danny Faulkner: Astronomical Distance Light Travel Problem

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/starlight/astronomical-distancedetermination-methods-and-the-light-travel-time-problem/

Dr. Danny Faulkner on the Light Travel Time Problem

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/starlight/a-proposal-for-a-new-solutionto-the-light-travel-time-problem/

Earth’s Magnetic Field
The Earth’s Magnetic Field and the Age of the Earth

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/earth/the-earths-magnetic-field-and-theage-of-the-earth/

The Earth’s Magnetic Field

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/earth/the-earths-magnetic-field/

Rapidly Decaying Magnetic Field

https://answersingenesis.org/evidence-for-creation/5-rapidly-decaying-magneticfield/

Fossil Magnetism Reveals Rapid Reversals of the Earth’s Magnetic
Field

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/earth/fossil-magnetism-reveals-rapidreversals-of-earth-magnetic-field/

Evidence for a Young World

https://creation.com/evidence-for-a-young-world

Age of the Earth

https://creation.com/age-of-the-earth

Flood Geology

Startling evidence for Noah’s Flood

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/grand-canyon-facts/startling-evidence-fornoahs-flood/

Worldwide Flood Evidence

https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/global/worldwide-flood-evidence/

The Flood

https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/

Geology

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/grand-canyon-facts/startling-evidence-fornoahs-flood/

Geologic evidences for the Genesis Flood

https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/geologic-evidences-for-the-genesis-flood/

The World’s Graveyard

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/the-worlds-a-graveyard/

High and Dry Sea Creatures

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/high-dry-sea-creatures/

Was There Really a Noah’s Ark and Flood?

https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/global/was-there-really-a-noahs-arkflood/

Transcontinental Rock Layers

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/rock-layers/transcontinental-rock-layers/

Flood Sediments
Defining the Flood Post Flood Boundary in Sedimentary Rocks

https://creation.com/defining-the-flood-post-flood-boundary-in-sedimentaryrocks

Uluru and Kata Tjuta a Testimony to the Flood

https://creation.com/uluru-and-kata-tjuta-a-testimony-to-the-flood

Continent Wide Sedimentary Strata

https://creation.com/continent-wide-sedimentary-strata

Flat-Gaps

https://creation.com/flat-gaps

Kamikaze Ichthyosaur

https://creation.com/kamikaze-ichthyosaur

Sediments Over Millions of Years

https://creation.com/search?q=sedements+over+millions+of+years

Sediments on Answers

https://answersingenesis.org/search/?q=sediments&search=Go

It’s Not What They Tell You, But What They Don’t Tell You About the
Fossil Reefs.
https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/how-are-fossils-formed/ancient-fossil-reefsformed-in-the-flood/

Fossils
Do Fossils Show Signs of Rapid Burial?

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/how-are-fossils-formed/do-fossils-showsigns-of-rapid-burial/

Doesn’t the Order of Fossils in the Rock Record Favor Long Ages?

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/doesnt-order-of-fossils-in-rockfavor-long-ages/

Order in the Fossil Record

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/order-in-the-fossil-record/

How Fast?

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/how-are-fossils-formed/how-fast-fossilsrock-layers/

Feedback: Where Are All the Bunny Fossils?

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/where-are-all-the-bunnyfossils/

Where Are All the Human Fossils?

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/where-are-all-the-humanfossils/

Why Don’t We Find Human & Dinosaur Fossils Together?

https://answersingenesis.org/dinosaurs/humans/why-dont-we-find-humandinosaur-fossils-together/

Geologic Column

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/geologic-time-scale/geologic-column/

Unlocking the Geologic Record

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/geologic-time-scale/unlocking-the-geologicrecord/

Genesis Flood
How did Noah Fit All the Animals on the Ark?

https://creation.com/how-did-all-the-animals-fit-on-noahs-ark

How Did Plants Survive the Flood?

https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/how-did-plants-survive-the-flood/

What Happened to Land Plants During the Flood?

https://www.icr.org/article/what-happened-land-plants-during-flood/

How Did Fish and Plants Survive the Genesis Flood

https://creation.com/how-did-fish-and-plants-survive-the-genesis-flood

Noah’s Flood Questions and Answers

https://creation.com/noahs-flood-questions-and-answers

Revisiting a Worthless Explanation

https://creation.com/revisiting-a-worthless-explanation

Fossils Plant Survival Flood

https://creation.com/fossils-plant-survival-flood

Grand Canyon
Canyon Creation: Faster Than Most People Would Think Possible,
Beauty Was Born from Devastation
https://answersingenesis.org/geology/natural-features/canyon-creation/

Feedback: What’s Unique About the Colorado River?

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/grand-canyon-facts/what-is-unique-aboutthe-colorado-river/

Durham’s Grand Canyon: A Canyon in an Instant

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/natural-features/durhams-grand-canyon/

Fossils Wrong Place

https://creation.com/fossils-wrong-place

Cambrian Fossils Found Wrong Place

https://www.icr.org/article/cambrian-fossils-found-wrong-place/

‘Oldest’ Animal Fossils Evolved in the Wrong Place
https://www.icr.org/article/4818/274/

Bunny Fossils

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/where-are-all-the-bunnyfossils/

Index Fossils, Really?

https://creation.com/index-fossils

The Fossil Record

https://creation.com/the-fossil-record

Human History
Did Humans Really Evolve from Apelike Creatures?

https://answersingenesis.org/human-evolution/ape-man/did-humans-reallyevolve-from-apelike-creatures/

Making Man out of Monkeys

https://answersingenesis.org/human-evolution/ape-man/making-man-out-ofmonkeys/

It’s an Ape… It’s a Human… It’s… It’s… a Missing Link!

https://answersingenesis.org/human-evolution/australopithecus-sediba/its-anape-its-a-human-its-its-a-missing-link/

What Proof Do We Have of a Literal Adam and Eve?

https://answersingenesis.org/search/?
refinement=media&language=en&q=Literal+Adam+and+Eve

Ice Cores
Do Greenland Ice Cores Show over One Hundred Thousand Years of
Annual Layers?
https://answersingenesis.org/environmental-science/ice-age/do-greenland-icecores-show-one-hundred-thousand-years/

Do Ice Cores Show Many Tens of Thousands of Years?

https://answersingenesis.org/environmental-science/ice-age/do-ice-cores-showmany-tens-of-thousands-of-years/

Rapid Changes in Oxygen Isotope Content of Ice Cores

https://answersingenesis.org/environmental-science/ice-age/rapid-changes-inoxygen-isotope-content-of-ice-cores/

Video: What Do Ice Cores Reveal About the Age of the earth?
http://youtu.be/Ypl3nJ7RRJ

Intruding Sediment
Fluidization Pipes: Evidence of Large-Scale Watery Catastrophe

https://creation.com/fluidisation-pipes-evidence-of-large-scale-watery-catastrophe

Peperite: More Evidence of Large-Scale Watery Catastrophe

https://creation.com/peperite-more-evidence-of-large-scale-watery-catastrophe

Kinds of Science
What is Science?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/what-is-science/

Two Kinds of Science?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/two-kinds-of-science/

De-Nyeing Science

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/de-nyeing-science/

Is Science Secular?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/is-science-secular/

Feedback: Evolutionary Call to Arms

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-vs-evolution/evolutionary-call-to-arms/

Kinds versus Species
Video Explains How Silly Bill Nye’s Argument Against the Flood Is.
https://youtu.be/5s4Xk9YRB7M

No Kind Left Behind: Recounting the Animals on the Ark
https://answersingenesis.org/noahs-ark/no-kind-left-behind/

Human Evolution—Faster than a Speeding Bullet

https://answersingenesis.org/genetics/human-genome/human-evolution-fasterthan-a-speeding-bullet/

Do Species Change?

https://answersingenesis.org/natural-selection/speciation/do-species-change/

Zonkeys, Ligers, and Wolphins, Oh My!

https://answersingenesis.org/hybrid-animals/zonkeys-ligers-and-wolphins-ohmy/

What Are “Kinds” in Genesis?

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/baraminology/what-are-kinds-ingenesis/

Distribution of Plants and Animals

https://answersingenesis.org/kids/videos/science/distribution-of-plants-animals/

Rapid Speciation

https://answersingenesis.org/answers-bible-curriculum/mediasupplements/rapid-speciation/

Lake Missoula
The Story That Won’t Be Told: The Planned Lake Missoula Flood
Interpretive Pathway

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/catastrophism/the-story-that-wont-be-told/

Debate Answers: Lake Missoula—Mystery of the Megaflood

https://answersingenesis.org/reviews/tv/the-mystery-of-the-megaflood/

Only one Lake Missoula Flood

https://creation.com/only-one-lake-missoula-flood

Flood transported quartzites—east of the Rocky Mountains

Part 1 https://creation.com/flood-transported-quartzites-part-1east-of-the-rockymountains
Part 2 https://creation.com/flood-transported-quartzites-part-2west-of-the-rockymountains

Two more late Ice Age megafloods discovered
https://creation.com/two-more-megafloods

Noah’s Long Distance Travelers

https://creation.com/noahs-long-distance-travelers

Message Control
Atheist Comes to Christ Because of Science, Immediately Punished by
High Priests of Science
http://blog.drwile.com/another-atheist-comes-to-christ-because-of-science/

Contemporary suppression of the theistic worldview

https://creation.com/contemporary-suppression-of-the-theistic-worldview

The frightful level of thought control in American academia
https://creation.com/review-free-to-think-caroline-crocker

If you can’t beat them, ban them

https://creation.com/slaughter-of-the-dissidents

The revolt against Darwinism

https://creation.com/revolt-against-darwinism

Why consensus science is anti-science

https://creation.com/why-consensus-science-is-anti-science

Was Gerard Krefft sacked for being an evolutionist?

https://creation.com/was-gerard-krefft-sacked-for-being-an-evolutionist

Creationists and the Courts

https://answersingenesis.org/public-school/education-in-america/creationistsand-the-courts/

AiG to File Discrimination Suit against Kentucky

https://answersingenesis.org/religious-freedom/aig-file-discrimination-suitagainst-kentucky/

Religious Discrimination Lawsuit Filed Today by AiG/Ark Encounter
Against Kentucky
https://answersingenesis.org/religious-freedom/aig-file-discrimination-suitagainst-kentucky/

Religious Discrimination from Apple and the Air Force

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/ken-ham/2017/11/04/religiousdiscrimination-apple-and-air-force/

Discrimination Lawsuit Filed by Christian Geologist Against Grand
Canyon Park Officials

https://answersingenesis.org/about/press/2017/05/09/discrimination-lawsuitfiled-christian-geologist-grand-canyon/

University of California Sued for Discriminating Against Christian
Courses

https://answersingenesis.org/public-school/education-in-america/uc-sued-fordiscriminating-against-christian-courses/

Do creationists “need remediation” in science?

https://answersingenesis.org/public-school/education-in-america/do-creationistsneed-remediation-in-science/

State of Missouri Religiously Discriminates Against Church

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/ken-ham/2016/02/06/missouri-religiouslydiscriminates-against-church/

Atheists Who Became Christians

http://blog.drwile.com/category/atheists-who-became-christians/

No-True-Scientist Fallacy
Do Creationists Reject Science?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/do-creationists-reject-science/

Can Creationists be “Real” Scientists?

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/can-creationists-be-realscientists/

Real Scientists, Really?

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/real-scientists-really/

NASA Creationists!

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/ken-ham/2011/06/17/nasa-creationists/

Creation Scientists and Other Biographies of Interest
https://answersingenesis.org/bios/

In Six Days: Why Fifty Scientists Choose to Believe in Creation
https://answersingenesis.org/answers/books/in-six-days/

Don’t Creationists Deny the Laws of Nature?

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/dont-creationists-deny-the-laws-ofnature/

God and Natural Law

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/dont-creationists-deny-the-laws-ofnature/

Never Assume: 3 Assumptions Evolutionists Make

https://answersingenesis.org/evidence-against-evolution/never-assumechallenging-basic-assumptions-evolutionists/

Are We Anti-Science?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/are-we-anti-science/

Testimony of a Professional Geologist

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/testimony-of-a-professionalgeologist/

Joseph Lister: Father of Modern Surgery

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/joseph-lister-father-of-modernsurgery/

Antony van Leeuwenhoek: Creation “Magnified” through His
Magnificent Microscopes
https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/profiles/antony-vanleeuwenhoeks-microscopes-creation-magnified/

Biography of Prof. Andy McIntosh

https://answersingenesis.org/bios/andy-mcintosh/

Super-Scientist Slams Society’s Spiritual Sickness!

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/profiles/super-scientist-slamssocietys-spiritual-sickness/

Renowned Scientist Visits Creation Museum

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/ken-ham/2011/07/07/renowned-scientistvisits-creation-museum/

Science or the Bible?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/science-or-the-bible/

Def Ear to Toleration?

https://answersingenesis.org/ministry-news/creation-museum/def-ear-totoleration/

Is Science Secular?

https://answersingenesis.org/what-is-science/is-science-secular/

Atheism: An Irrational Worldview

https://answersingenesis.org/world-religions/atheism/atheism-an-irrationalworldview/

Evo Why would an Evolutionist become a Doctor?

https://answersingenesis.org/morality/why-would-an-evolutionist-become-adoctor/

Modern Medicine and Ancient Authority

https://answersingenesis.org/media/video/science/modern-medicine/

Revolutionary Atmospheric Invention by Victim of Anti-Creationist
Discrimination
https://answersingenesis.org/creation-vs-evolution/revolutionary-atmosphericinvention-by-anti-creationist-victim/

Biography of Prof. Stuart Burgess

https://answersingenesis.org/morality/why-would-an-evolutionist-become-adoctor/

Biography of Dr. Danny Faulkner

https://answersingenesis.org/bios/danny-faulkner/

JPL Worker Sues Over Intelligent Design Demotion

https://answersingenesis.org/answers/news-to-know/news-to-note-april-242010/#one

No Country for Ol’ Creationists

https://answersingenesis.org/public-school/education-in-america/no-country-forol-creationists/

Job Candidate Sues UK, Claiming Religion Cost Him the Post

https://answersingenesis.org/answers/news-to-know/news-to-note-december-182010/#five

Do Creationists Publish in Notable Refereed Journals?

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/do-creationists-publish-innotable-refereed-journals/

The Smithsonian/Sternberg Controversy: Cast Doubt on Darwin, Get
Cast Out
https://answersingenesis.org/culture/the-smithsonian-sternberg-controversy/

Slaughter of the Dissidents: The Shocking Truth about Killing the
Careers of Darwin Doubters
https://www.icr.org/article/4162/

Old Trees
Tree Rings and Biblical Chronology

https://www.icr.org/article/tree-rings-biblical-chronology/

Living Tree ‘8,000 Years Older Than Christ’

https://answersingenesis.org/age-of-the-earth/living-tree-8000-years-older-thanchrist/

Biblical Chronology and the 8,000-Year-Long Bristlecone Pine TreeRing Chronology
https://answersingenesis.org/age-of-the-earth/biblical-chronology-and-8000year-bristlecone-pine-chronology/

Feedback: Revisiting Bristlecone Pines and the Bible

https://answersingenesis.org/age-of-the-earth/revisiting-bristlecone-pines-andthe-bible/

Much-Inflated Carbon-14 Dates from Subfossil Trees: A New
Mechanism

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/carbon-14/much-inflated-carbon-14-datesfrom-subfossil-trees/

Out-of-Place Fossils
Would Animals and Plants Found in Unexpected Places in the Fossil
Record Change an Evolutionist’s Mind?
http://youtu.be/22fuCuglD7Q

Fossils in the Wrong Place

https://creation.com/fossils-wrong-place

Canyons and Fossils—scroll down to the second article
https://creation.com/canyons-and-fossils

Mammal Hair in Amber

https://creation.com/mammal-hair-in-amber

The Geological Column Is A General Flood Order With Many
Exceptions
https://creation.com/geologic-column-general-order

Cambrian Fossils Found In The Wrong Place

https://www.icr.org/article/cambrian-fossils-found-wrong-place/

‘Oldest’ Animal Fossils Evolved in the Wrong Place
https://www.icr.org/Article/4818/274/

Feedback On Bunny Fossils

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/where-are-all-the-bunnyfossils/

The Fossil Record Becoming More Random All the Time
https://creation.com/images/pdfs/tj/j14_1/j14_1_110-116.pdf

Vonfange Time Up Down

http://www.creationism.org/books/vonfange/vonFangeTimeUpDownChap01.htm
#once

Index Fossils, Really?

https://creation.com/index-fossils

The Fossil Record

https://creation.com/the-fossil-record

Ten Misconceptions About The Geologic Column

https://www.icr.org/article/ten-misconceptions-about-geologic-column/

How Evolution Poisons Science

https://uncommondescent.com/geology/nye-ham-and-how-darwinism-possiblypoisons-science-in-lab-field-and-theory/

Plate Tectonics
Catastrophic Plate Tectonics: A Global Flood Model of Earth History
https://www.icr.org/article/catastrophic-plate-tectonics-flood-model/

Forum on Catastrophic Plate Tectonics

https://creation.com/forum-on-catastrophic-plate-tectonics

Does the Catastrophic Plate Tectonics Model Assume Too Much

https://creation.com/does-the-catastrophic-plate-tectonics-model-assume-toomuch-uniformitarianism

Plate Tectonics Today

https://creation.com/plate-tectonics-today

Catastrophic Plate Tectonics: The Physics Behind the Genesis Flood
https://www.icr.org/article/catastrophic-plate-tectonics-flood

Catastrophic Plate Tectonics: A Global Flood Model of Earth History
https://www.icr.org/article/catastrophic-plate-tectonics-flood-model/

Did Magma Dykes Spread the Continents?

https://www.icr.org/article/did-magma-dykes-spread-continents/

Rapid Rifting in Ethiopia Challenges Evolutionary Model

https://www.icr.org/article/rapid-rifting-ethiopia-challenges-evolutionary

The Upside-Down Mountain

https://www.icr.org/article/theupside-down-mountain

Predictions

Would Animals and Plants Found in Unexpected Places in the Fossil
Record Change an Evolutionist’s Mind?
http://youtu.be/22fuCuglD7Q

Successful Predictions by Creation Scientists

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/successful-predictions-creationscientists/

Scientists for Creation

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/scientists-for-creation/

The Creation of Planetary Magnetic Fields

https://creationresearch.org/creation-planetary-magnetic-fields/

Completeness of the Fossil Record

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/completeness-of-the-fossilrecord/

Do Creationists Believe in “Weird” Physics like Relativity, Quantum
Mechanics, and String Theory?
https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/completeness-of-the-fossilrecord/

Weird Physics

https://answersingenesis.org/physics/weird-physics/

Successful Predictions by Creation Scientists

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/successful-predictions-creationscientists/

Scientists for Creation

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/scientists-for-creation/

Completeness of the Fossil Record

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/completeness-of-the-fossilrecord/

The Hubble Law

https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/fossil-record/completeness-of-the-fossilrecord/

Does the Creation Make Predictions? Absolutely!

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/does-the-creation-model-makepredictions-absolutely/

Back Problems: How Darwinism Misled Researchers

https://answersingenesis.org/charles-darwin/darwinism/back-problems-howdarwinism-misled-researchers/

Radiometric Dating
Feedback: Radiometric Dating and Proof

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/radiometric-dating/radiometric-dating-andproof/

Answers to Questions about Radiometric Dating

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/radiometric-dating

Does Radiometric Dating Show that Rocks are Millions of Years Old?
https://answersingenesis.org/geology/radiometric-dating/radiometric-dating/

Does Radiometric Dating Prove the earth is Old?

https://answersingenesis.org/media/video/age-of-the-earth/radiometric-datingprove-earth-old/

Radiometric Dating

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/radiometric-dating/radiometric-datingmaking-sense-of-the-patterns/

Radiometric Dating Breakthroughs

https://creation.com/radiometric-dating-breakthroughs

Radiometric Dating Q & A

https://creation.com/radiometric-dating-questions-and-answers

Radiometric Dating the Age of earth

https://creation.com/radiometric-dating-age-of-earth

Radioactive Dating Anomalies

https://creation.com/radioactive-dating-anomalies

Feedback: Radiometric Dating and Proof

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/radiometric-dating/radiometric-dating-andproof/

Fallacies of Radioactive Dating of Rocks

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/radiometric-dating/the-fallacies-ofradioactive-dating-of-rocks/

More and More Wrong Dates Radio Dating in Rubble

https://creation.com/more-and-more-wrong-dates-radio-dating-in-rubble

Rapid Processes
Speedy Stone from Sand to Rock

https://creation.com/Speedy-stone-from-sand-to-rock

Rapid Rock

https://creation.com/rapid-rock

Rocks Forming in Months: scroll down
https://creation.com/focus-172

Rapid Stalactites

https://creation.com/rapid-stalactites

Flood Rock Layers Search

https://creation.com/search?q=flood+rock+layers

Sandy Surprise

https://creation.com/sandy-surprise

Rock Formation
Keys to Rapid Rock Formation

https://creation.com/keys-to-rapid-rock-formation

Rapid Mud Deposition

https://creation.com/waves-and-sedimentation

Rapid Granite Formation

https://creation.com/rapid-granite-formation

Rapid Rock

https://creation.com/rapid-rock

Rock Formed Rapidly on Bell

https://creation.com/bell-ieve-it-rapid-rock-formation-rings-true

Rapid Rocks

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/geologic-time-scale/rapid-rocks/

Rapid Rock Formation

https://answersingenesis.org/media/audio/answers-with-ken-ham/volume97/rapid-rock-formation-exciting/

Rock Formed Rapidly Around a Spark Plug

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/geologic-time-scale/sparking-interest-inrapid-rocks/

Rapid Formation of Granitic Rocks: More Evidence

https://answersingenesis.org/geology/rocks-and-minerals/the-rapid-formation-ofgranitic-rocks-more-evidence/

Science versus Evolution
Does science need Molecules-to-Man Evolution?

https://creation.com/science-creation-and-evolutionism-refutation-of-nas

Revisiting the Rock—Agendas Are Everywhere
https://creation.com/revisiting-the-rock

Is Molecules-to-Man Evolution pseudoscience?
https://creation.com/is-evolution-pseudoscience

Evolution—’A Science that’s Leading to Cures’?

https://creation.com/evolution-a-science-thats-leading-to-cures

Back Problems: How Darwinism Misled Researchers
https://creation.com/back-problems-how-darwinism-misled

Railroad wants Monkey Off its Back

https://creation.com/railroad-wants-monkey-off-its-back

Standing Upright for Creation

https://creation.com/standing-upright-for-creation-richard-porter-interview

Can Creationists be Scientists?

https://creation.com/can-creationists-be-scientists

Scientific Evidence for Young Earth Creation
Evidence for Creation

https://answersingenesis.org/evidence-for-creation/

Feedback: What’s the Most Compelling Scientific Evidence of a Young
Earth?
https://answersingenesis.org/creationism/young-earth/most-compellingscientific-evidence-of-young-earth/

The 10 Best Evidences from Science that Confirm a Young Earth

https://answersingenesis.org/evidence-for-creation/the-10-best-evidences-fromscience-that-confirm-a-young-earth/

What’s the Best “Proof” of Creation?

https://answersingenesis.org/evidence-for-creation/whats-the-best-proof-ofcreation/

Creation: “Where’s the Proof?”

https://answersingenesis.org/creationism/creation-myths/creation-wheres-theproof/

Tools for Inquiry: Logic and Observation

https://answersingenesis.org/evidence-for-creation/tools-for-inquiry-logicobservation/

Is There an “Ultimate Proof of Creation”?

https://answersingenesis.org/creation-science/is-there-an-ultimate-proof-ofcreation/

Molecular Evidence for Creation

https://answersingenesis.org/media/video/science/molecular-evidence/

About NOMA and Other Tricks and Double-Talk

https://creation.com/response-to-pbs-nova-evolution-series-episode-1-darwinsdangerous-idea

The God of an Old Earth

https://answersingenesis.org/hermeneutics/the-god-of-old-earth/

Deeply Saddened over Old-Earth Compromise

https://answersingenesis.org/theistic-evolution/god-and-evolution/deeplysaddened/

Jewish Scientists Who Oppose Darwinism

https://answersingenesis.org/charles-darwin/darwinism/jewish-scientists-whooppose-darwinism/

Muslims—Creationists’ Friend?

https://answersingenesis.org/world-religions/muslims-creationists-friend/

Building Bridges with Muslims

https://answersingenesis.org/world-religions/building-bridges-with-muslims/

Evolution, the Election and the “Enlightened”

https://answersingenesis.org/culture/america/evolution-the-election-and-theenlightened/

Council of Europe Proposes Creation Motion Again

https://answersingenesis.org/creationism/in-schools/council-of-europe-proposescreation-motion-again/

A Young Earth—It’s Not the Issue!

https://answersingenesis.org/why-does-creation-matter/a-young-earth-its-notthe-issue/

Scientific Laws of Information
Scientific Laws of Information and Their Implications
Part 1 https://creation.com/laws-of-information-1
Part 2 https://creation.com/laws-of-information-2

Genetic Code Optimization

Part 1 https://creation.com/genetic-code-optimisation-1
Part 2 https://creation.com/images/pdfs/tj/j21_3/j21_3_84-92.pdf

Inheritance of Biological Information

Part 1 https://creation.com/inheritance-biological-information-1
Part 2 https://creation.com/inheritance-biological-information-2
Part 3 https://creation.com/inheritance-biological-information-3

How is Information Content Measured?

https://creation.com/how-is-information-content-measured

More or Less Information?, Has a Recent Experiment Proved
Creation?

https://creation.com/more-or-less-information-has-a-recent-experiment-provedcreation

Information Theory—Part 1: Overview of Key Ideas
https://creation.com/cis-1

Information Theory—Part 2: Weaknesses in Current Conceptual
Frameworks
https://creation.com/cis-2

Information Theory—Part 3: Introduction to Coded Information
Systems
https://creation.com/cis-3

Information Theory—Part 4: Fundamental Theorems of Coded
Information Systems Theory
https://creation.com/cis-4

Information Theory Questions and Answers

https://creation.com/information-theory-questions-and-answers

Second Law of Thermodynamics
The Second Law of Thermodynamics: Answers to Critics

https://creation.com/the-second-law-of-thermodynamics-answers-to-critics

In Six Days, John M Cimbala, Mechanical Engineering

https://creation.com/john-m-cimbala-mechanical-engineering-in-six-days

Skeptic Blunders on Thermodynamics

https://creation.com/skeptic-blunders-on-thermodynamics

Some Thermodynamics Criticisms—and Answers

Part 1 https://creation.com/some-thermodynamics-criticisms-and-answers
Part 2 https://creation.com/some-thermodynamics-criticisms-and-answers-2

Thermodynamics and Evolution

https://creation.com/thermodynamics-and-evolution

Star Creation
Big Bang and the Absence of Population III Stars
https://answersingenesis.org/big-bang/the-big-bang/

Dr. Lisle Addresses the Stars-Produced-All-Elements Story

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/starlight/stellar-evolution-distantstarlight-biblical-authority/

Supposed Mechanisms for Evolution
Other Possible Mechanisms for Abiogenesis and Evolution?
https://creation.com/other-mechanisms-for-evolution

Does Gene Duplication Provide The Engine For Evolution?

https://creation.com/does-gene-duplication-provide-the-engine-for-evolution

Natural Selection is Not Evolution

https://creation.com/natural-selection-evolution

Is Natural Selection the Same Thing as Evolution?

https://answersingenesis.org/natural-selection/is-natural-selection-the-samething-as-evolution/

Darwin and the Search for an Evolutionary Mechanism

https://answersingenesis.org/charles-darwin/darwinism/darwin-and-the-searchfor-an-evolutionary-mechanism/

Natural Selection vs. Evolution

https://answersingenesis.org/natural-selection/natural-selection-vs-evolution/

Antibiotic Resistance of Bacteria: An Example of Evolution in Action?

https://answersingenesis.org/natural-selection/antibiotic-resistance/antibioticresistance-of-bacteria-evolution-in-action/

Evolution

https://answersingenesis.org/evolution/

Skin Color—A Useful Tool for Teaching Evolution?

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/georgia-purdom/2011/02/24/skin-colorauseful-tool-for-teaching-evolution/

Evolutionist Challenges Mechanisms of Natural Selection and
Mutation

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/georgia-purdom/2011/04/19/evolutionistchallenges-mechanisms-of-natural-selection-and-mutation/

Surviving the Flood
How Did Fish and Plants Survive the Genesis Flood?

https://creation.com/how-did-fish-and-plants-survive-the-genesis-flood

How Did Plants Survive the Flood?

https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/how-did-plants-survive-the-flood/

What Happened to Land Plants During the Flood?

https://www.icr.org/article/what-happened-land-plants-during-flood/

Tiktaalik
Tiktaalik and the Fishy Story of Walking Fish

Part 1 https://answersingenesis.org/extinct-animals/tiktaalik-and-the-fishy-storyof-walking-fish/
Part 2 https://answersingenesis.org/extinct-animals/tiktaalik-and-the-fishy-storyof-walking-fish-part-2/

Did Tiktaalik’s Pelvis Prepare Fish to Walk on Land?

https://answersingenesis.org/extinct-animals/did-tiktaaliks-pelvis-prepare-fishto-walk-on-land/

Fish Fins Aren’t Fingers That Failed

https://answersingenesis.org/genetics/animal-genetics/fish-fins-are-not-fingersthat-failed/

Universe Expansion
The Big Bang and Evidence for the “Inflation Theory”—A Preliminary
Comment
https://answersingenesis.org/big-bang/the-big-bang-and-evidence-for-theinflation-theory/

Big Bang Doesn’t Work

https://creation.com/how-the-universe-works

The mind of God and the ‘big bang’, Russell Grigg
https://creation.com/the-mind-of-god-and-the-big-bang

Discussing Recent Developments in Astronomy

https://answersingenesis.org/blogs/danny-faulkner/2014/01/21/discussingrecent-developments-in-astronomy/

Universe by Design: Appendix

https://answersingenesis.org/answers/books/universe-by-design/appendix/

Echoes of the Big Bang … or Noise?

https://creation.com/echoes-of-the-big-bang-or-noise

Universe by Design: Problems with the Big Bang

https://answersingenesis.org/big-bang/problems-with-the-big-bang/

Big Bang Explanations Fall Flat
https://www.icr.org/article/7076/

Universe by Design: Misconceptions About General Relativity,
Cosmology, and the Big Bang

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/cosmology/misconceptions-of-generalrelativity-cosmology-and-the-big-bang/

Galaxies—Unexplained Spirals

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/cosmology/galaxies-unexplained-spirals/

Science Still in the Dark about Dark Energy
https://www.icr.org/article/4607/246/

Have Cosmologists Discovered Evidence of Inflation?

https://answersingenesis.org/big-bang/have-cosmologists-discovered-evidence-ofinflation/

The Big Bust

https://www.icr.org/article/750/

Universe by Design: Non-Biblical Alternatives to the Big Bang

https://answersingenesis.org/big-bang/non-biblical-alternatives-to-the-big-bang/

The Hubble Law

https://answersingenesis.org/astronomy/age-of-the-universe/the-hubble-law/

What Did You Think of this Book?
Thank you for reading this book. You could have chosen from
thousands of other books but you chose this one, and, for that, I’m
extremely grateful.
I care about what you think. I sincerely hope this book has been
transforming and encouraging for you. I pray that your life is better in
specific ways. If so, it would be really nice if you could share this book
with your friends and family by posting to Facebook and Twitter. You
can also give free copies to your friends by going to
http://RealReality.org/downloads.
As I started writing the Real Faith & Reason Library (the series of
which this book is a part) about seven years ago, I posted to Christian
discussion groups, Twitter, and Facebook pages and spent six years
being beaten up on the Internet, giving the message as faithfully as I
could. The attacks by ungodly thinkers were predictable given the
message: Christ is real and knowable. Everyone who seeks Him finds
Him. He leads, teaches and corrects every person who follows Him. He
provides the discernment. Our part is to listen, yield, and obey. The
human mind has no path to truth. If we don’t base our thoughts on truth,
they aren’t rational. Any logic that doesn’t have true premises is
unsound, that is, insane. Christ is the only Path to Truth. Only He can
provide true premises for reasoning. Therefore, rational thought without
divine revelation is impossible.

Atheists hate that. Christians who worship human intellect hate that.
Godly thinkers loved it. The examples in this book are a small portion of
what I learned by enduring six years of being defamed on the Internet. It
wasn’t easy. I was often sustained by godly thinkers who encouraged me.
Having gone through all that, I don’t want this book to go unread. I want
people to read it.
I would greatly appreciate it if you would share this book with those
you care about. If you would like to contact me, you can do that through
my Facebook page.
https://www.facebook.com/PetrosScientiaAuthor
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About this Book
The creation-evolution debate is a hot topic, and many books have
been written about it. However, Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution
Debate approaches the debate from a totally different angle. It doesn’t
buy into the lies of those ungodly thinkers who call themselves
“intellectuals.” It hits the subject of creation versus evolution at the
foundation. No foundation can be laid other than that which is laid,
which is Christ Jesus. That’s the foundation of the creation side, but
what’s the foundation of the evolution side? The foundation of evolution
is made-up stuff. Both sides use the same physical evidence but each side
uses a different foundation to reach conclusions about what the physical
evidence means.
As one of six books in the Real Faith & Reason Library, it’s no
surprise that Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate focuses on
faith and reason. However, we do deal with the scientific issues related to
the origin of the universe. We just don’t accept the lies of naturalism and
materialism. Naturalism has crept into the Church in many ways. The
Creation-evolution debate isn’t about the observations, and it’s not one
set of assumptions versus another set of assumptions. We don’t believe
anyone needs to base interpretations of observation on presuppositions
or other forms of made-up stuff. We know that absolute, though partial,
knowledge is possible through Christ. We’re confident because we know
Jesus Christ. Yes. He’s real and knowable. He provides true premises
with which to understand the material observations.
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate unveils the fact that
the argument between creation and evolution isn’t about the
observations. It’s about the interpretations of observations and the
foundation of those interpretations. What makes this book different is
that we focus on the real difference rather than getting lost in endless
technical arguments. We focus on interpretations of observations and
how those interpretations are made. Debaters base their interpretations
on either some form of made-up stuff or else divine revelation. That’s the
simplicity of the question. It’s always divine revelation versus made-up
stuff. We expose the fact that every so-called evidence for evolutionism is
based on made-up stuff and unsound reasoning.
Virtually every other book on this subject fails to mention the
difference between divine revelation and made-up stuff. Why? Why fall
to naturalism? Many authors say that the battle is between one set of

assumptions and another set of assumptions. God doesn’t base His
statements on assumptions. He bases His statements on the truth.
We’re not ashamed of Jesus Christ or the divine revelation that comes
from Him. We know that the Bible is God’s word without error because
God reveals that it’s the word of God without error. Christ speaks to us
through the Bible. He confirms to us that the history in the Bible is
accurate. He reveals that we’ll never find any conflict between Scripture
and what can be observed in science. Faith comes when He speaks.
Christ authors our faith. We don’t define faith as an intellectual exercise
where we either make ourselves believe (which is make-believe), or else
we interpret the physical evidence while “holding to the right
presuppositions.” That’s another part of the difference between this book
and other books about creation versus evolution. It doesn’t define sound
reasoning as being based on the “right” axioms, presuppositions, starting
principles, assumptions, or other forms of made-up stuff. It defines faith
and reason in the same way that God defines faith and reason as He
speaks to us through Scripture. We need real faith and reason to
understand the creation-evolution debate.
The creation-evolution debate is easy to understand with this book.
You don’t need to get PhDs in every branch of science, theology, and
philosophy to have full confidence. You just need to come to Jesus, listen
to Him, and yield yourself in willing submission. You need to know Him.
And everyone who seeks Him finds Him. He’s real and knowable.
If you would like to know more about the Foundation that supports
and verifies the faith, reason, and logic of the entire Real Faith & Reason
Library, the back of this book contains a section titled The Foundation
of Real Faith & Reason Library.

Free Stuff
Petros donated the eBook version of all his books to Real Reality, Inc.,
which is a non-profit organization. Real Reality makes the eBook version
available for free.
You can download the latest version of this eBook free at
http://RealReality.org/downloads in various formats.

How to Give these eBooks to Your Friends

You can email them using links or by attaching the book file.
You can tweet them or DM them on Twitter.
You can text the links from your phone.
You can send them using any social media.
You can put them on a USB drive and give it as a gift that way.

The FREE eBooks

The three-volume set of Real Faith & Reason is a
journey of spiritual growth and discernment.
Real Faith & Reason Volume One
Real Faith & Reason Volume Two
Real Faith & Reason Volume Three
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate points
the way to knowing Christ through the example of a
debate between two men over the topic of Creation
versus Evolution. (Print version available on Amazon)
Exposing the REAL Creation-Evolution Debate
The Encyclopedia of Logical Fallacies details over
700 fallacies and logic terms with examples.
Encyclopedia of Logical Fallacies
The Nuts and Bolts of Being Rational goes into the
nitty-gritty of the elements of rational thought and
how to keep yourself from irrational traps in
thinking.
The Nuts and Bolts of Being Rational
You can download FREE Ebooks in Epub, Mobi, and PDF formats
from:
http://RealReality.org/downloads/.
Please help get the word out because people need to know. You can do
something to help others.

Book Club, Small Group Study, or
Homeschool Questions
These questions can be used for the entire book, or you can use these same
questions for each section or chapter, depending on how you want to run your
club, group, or class.

What Did You See?
What new things did you learn in this reading?
What did God seem to be saying directly to you as you read?
What is the most important point in what we read, and why is it important?

Edification, Encouragement, and Comfort
What was most comforting to you in this reading, and why is it comforting?
What did you find most edifying as you read, and why was it edifying?
What part of this reading was most encouraging or strengthening to you, and
why did you find it strengthening or encouraging?

Going Forward
How do feel you’ll be able to apply this reading in your life going forward?
What do you see as the hardest part of applying this reading to your life?
What do you see as the key to applying this reading to your life?
What questions do you still have? What points are still confusing?
What truth can you add to what was in the book?
Where do you think God is leading you based on what you read?

The Foundation of Real Faith &
Reason Library

The six books in this library have a sure Foundation. They aren’t
based on the author’s credentials. They aren’t based on research into
what other supposed experts say. They aren’t based on presuppositions,
assumptions, or axiom. They’re based on what you can easily check and
test on your own.
We can’t lay any other foundation than Christ Jesus. Jesus is real and
knowable. Everyone who seeks Christ finds Him, so anyone can test the
things written in this book. Christ leads, teaches, and corrects everyone
who follows Him. Following Christ isn’t a meaningless euphemism but a
constant practice. Though we may be unfaithful in following Him at
times, Christ is always faithful in leading. He’s always here with us. He
lives in us. In Him, we live and move and have our being. We know He
exists because we know Him.
We’re all well aware those who oppose Christ, those who hate the
Light, will deny Christ leads, teaches, or corrects anyone. These don’t
want a close relationship with Christ. They don’t want Christ directly
guiding their lives. However, their denials don’t affect reality. They
always base their denials on made-up stuff, although those who deny
Christ always have ways of making their made-up stuff appear to be
factual or even Scriptural. Think about it. Based on made-up stuff, they
are denying that millions of people who know Jesus Christ aren’t
experiencing what they’re experiencing. We’ll deal with various forms of
denials in the book Real Faith & Reason Volume Three.
These six books are for born-again people. Everyone who is born
again has come to Christ believing. The Father drew them to Christ, and
they came to hear the voice of Christ. Faith came by hearing the voice of
Christ through Scripture or a means of revelation mentioned in
Scripture. We who follow Christ are on a journey to explore the wonders
of the way God works with us and all who follow Christ.
What follows are some basic truths. We know these truths by divine
revelation. We didn’t have to assume anything. They aren’t self-evident.
They are revealed truths. When God speaks to us, He fixes the truth
within us by His utterance. What He says is the truth. He knows all truth
and cannot lie.
God is a loving God Who wants all people to be saved. And yet,
humans have free will. We can each resist God’s leading. We can each
refuse to respond to His voice. He reveals Himself to every person
without exception through what He created. Some people deny this, but

they have chosen their pathway. If any follower of Christ has ever
witnessed to an unbeliever, that unbeliever has heard the voice of Christ
through the follower of Christ. No follower of Christ can say “Jesus Is
Lord” except by the power of the Third Person of the Trinity, the Holy
Spirit. When an unbeliever rejects the testimony of the follower of Christ,
that unbeliever is rejecting Christ directly. By rejecting Christ, the
unbeliever is rejecting the Father God directly. We are on a journey to
explore the wonders of the authority of Christ within each one who
follows Christ.
God created a perfect world. No pain, suffering, death, unhappiness,
sin, or any such problems existed in the original creation. At the
beginning of creation, God created Adam and Eve, the first man and
woman. Satan came in the form of a serpent and lied to Adam and Eve,
the first people God created. Adam and Eve decided to believe Satan
rather than God. They decided to obey Satan rather than God. A spiritual
law (reality) exists that whoever you yield yourself as a slave to obey is
the one whose slave you are. Adam and Eve became slaves of Satan. All
their children became slaves as well. Since God had set Adam as ruler
over all creation, the entire creation came under the power of Satan.
That’s how pain, misery, suffering, and death started. Only God could
reverse the situation. As in Adam all die, so in Christ shall all be made
alive.
While God is merciful, He is also just. He’ll Judge everything. He’s the
only one who can judge rightly. Hitler will meet his righteous judgment.
However, every person has sinned and fallen short of the glory of God.
Whatever isn’t of faith is sin, and faith comes by hearing God’s voice.
Who hasn’t had thoughts or said words that came from a source other
than God’s leading? No one is innocent. Righteous judgment means the
person who sins will die. The person who sins will die a physical death
and a spiritual death. God has revealed that hell is real. Even a moment
in this spiritual fire would be beyond description. No earthly suffering
could compare. No one goes to hell prepared for what hell is like.
God is love. He loves us. He didn’t want that terrible end for us. From
the start, God promised a Savior. Over time, God revealed He would have
to pay the price of our sin. God was the only one who could pay that
price.
To keep us from hell and restore us to Himself and His love, He took
on the form of a human being as Jesus Christ. He never obeyed Satan
once but only spoke the words of the Father and only did the acts of the

Father. He reversed the sinful deeds of every person from Adam to the
end of time. He was obedient to the point of suffering and dying on the
cross while bearing the weight of the sin of every person who ever lived.
The Father is Holy and had to turn away from His Son on that cross. In
this, every part of the Godhead suffered on that cross. God suffered for
your sin and mine. Christ overcame death. He rose from the dead and
ministered to many after His resurrection. Then, He ascended into
heaven. Later, He sent the Holy Spirit to lead and teach all those who
follow Him. He ordained spiritual gifts, ministries, offices, and orders for
the Church.
Christ doesn’t force Himself on anyone. He gives everyone a chance.
Everyone will have a chance to accept Him or reject Him. Those who
reject Him are choosing hell. They don’t want to serve God. God’s nature
is such that He doesn’t force anyone into submission. Submission must
be voluntary. God can’t force submission or it isn’t submission. Love
must be voluntary. And yet, God tells us every knee will bow and every
tongue will confess to the glory of God.
Therefore, we seek to persuade people to come to Christ. We extend
an invitation for them to know Jesus Christ personally. Since God
doesn’t coerce anyone to come to Him, neither do we. We let people
know about the good news. God reveals those who reject Christ do so
because their deeds are evil. They love darkness rather than light. God’s
judgment will be absolutely just and fair, but He has paid the price. The
good news is that Jesus paid it all. All who will may come. All who come
are born again. They can grow up into the fullness of Christ.
When we’re born again, we’re born as babies in Christ. After we’re
born again, God is looking for maturity. Our focus turns to growing. We
want to grow to the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ. And
yet, many Christians remain as babies in Christ. They never experience
spiritual growth.
Spiritual growth takes place by listening to the voice of Christ and
yielding to Him. It’s not by following a set of laws. It’s not by learning
some doctrines or theologies. It’s by yielding to Christ. It’s in allowing
God to flow through us in love by the Holy Spirit. It’s in discerning the
body of Christ and walking in submission to the Holy Spirit. This growth
is by grace, and the grace is through faith. On the other hand, failure to
listen to God’s voice causes spiritual immaturity. Speculations that go
beyond what God revealed cause divisions in the church. Divisions in the
body of Christ are a sign of spiritual immaturity.

God has a process for spiritual growth, and He reveals that process
through Scripture. It all begins when He speaks to us. He speaks through
Scripture or one of the means of divine revelation mentioned in
Scripture. (John 10:27) Jesus is the good Shepherd, and He’s always
leading, teaching, and correcting those who follow Him and listen to His
voice. (John 18:37) That Word that God speaks is the living Word, the
Christ. (John 1:1) When God speaks, faith comes. (Romans 10:17) And faith
gives us access into His grace. (Romans 5:2) Grace then does His works
through us. (1 Corinthians 15:10) However, He won’t force Himself on us, but
we must yield the members of our bodies to Him. (Romans 6:13) God gives
us the gift of righteousness. (Romans 5:17) The love of God flows through
our hearts by the Holy Ghost. (Romans 5:5) He won’t force us, but we must
willingly submit to Him to the point of obedience as He plants the living
Word into our hearts. (Matthew 13:3) His goal is to fully form Jesus Christ in
us. (Romans 6:13) Our fleshly nature dies a bit with each time we respond in
submission and obedience to the righteousness of Christ. (Mark 8:34-35) In
this way, we are purifying the Lord Jesus Christ in our hearts. (1 Peter 3:15)
The Holy Spirit is transfiguring us into Christ’s image from glory to
glory. (2 Corinthians 3:18)
As followers of Christ, we’re all fully aware Satan will produce
counterfeits of everything real in Christ. It’s always been true. Through
the biblical account, God shows us Satan brings false pastors, apostles,
prophets, Bible teachers, signs, and wonders. We’ve seen false writings,
“revelations,” healings, and miracles. We’re learning how to discern
Christ’s voice from all others. Our minds can deceive us. The fleshly
natures of other people try to control us. Spiritual deceivers in places of
authority oppose us. We’re also learning to yield ourselves to Christ in
willing submission and obedience. He’s revealing who we are in Christ
and how we fit into the body of Christ. As He purifies us, He’s building a
people of power and authority. God says we’ll the church will unite. The
church will have the same faith and knowledge. It will grow to full
maturity in Christ. (Ephesians 4:10-13) We’ll walk in total submission and
obedience to Christ. The church will follow the orders of Scripture. Love
will be complete.
Everyone who sincerely seeks Christ finds Christ. Although He forces
Himself on no one, He rejects no one. Rather, He freely pardons and sets
us free from the sinful nature, peer pressure, and the deceitful power of
the devil as we yield ourselves to His grace and righteousness. And Christ

reveals Himself to every person. He reveals Himself through creation. He
reveals Himself through those who walk in the Spirit. Christ leads,
teaches, and corrects every person who follows Him. He interprets our
observations and experiences and shows us the way. He’s the Source of
every good thing including knowledge, understanding, wisdom,
righteousness, and faith. What He says is the truth. We can’t have
knowledge, understanding, wisdom, righteousness, or faith without
Christ. We can’t have truth or love without Christ.
God is light. In Him is no darkness at all. The Logos, or Utterance, is
the Light that lights every person who comes into the world. Christ is the
Light of the world. When we listen to Christ’s voice, faith comes. Faith
gives us access to His grace. When we yield to His grace so He says His
words and does His works through us, we are also the light of the world.
That is, Christ in us is the Light of the world.
Every person benefits from the Light of Christ. Without that Light, we
would all be in the dark. Without that Light, the human mind has no
rational way to reason. Without the Light of Christ, people can react to
what’s around them but not in a rational way. Without the Light of God,
people can make up stuff, but they can never base reasoning on true
premises. The Light gives them a way to know what’s right and what’s
true. The Light of Christ shows the difference between reality,
preconceptions, and imagination. Even those who haven’t yet accepted
Christ as Savior and Lord benefit from the Light of Christ.
Those who hate the Light and love darkness turn from the Light.
When the children of Light begin to shine, those who love darkness turn
even further from the Light. They try to suppress the Light. When any
person fails to acknowledge Christ or yield to His Light, that person
turns toward darkness. At a certain point, God lets that person go. God
withdraws Himself and His Light from them. This generally happens by
degrees, but it can happen quite suddenly. They then enter darkness in
which they increasingly can’t tell the difference between right and wrong,
good and evil, truth and lie, or reality and make-believe. We’re seeing the
children of Light and the children of darkness coming to maturity on a
massive scale throughout society now. The war is between Christ and the
spirit of antichrist.
The children of Light are learning to hear the voice of Christ and to
yield to His righteousness in willing submission and obedience. They’re
learning to discern the body of Christ, and the love of God is being shed
abroad in their hearts by the Holy Ghost.

The children of darkness are trying to smother the children of Light.
They hate the Light. They seek power and control. They don’t want the
word of the Lord. They seek to distort and twist the utterance of God.
They ridicule. They oppress. They threaten. They love to listen to
ungodly counselors and false teachers in the news media, the
universities, the entertainment venues, and even in some churches. They
willingly allow themselves to be drawn into a downward spiral of slavery
to alcohol, drugs, sexual compromises, perversions, witchcraft, disorder,
and other sins. They gladly enter into the idolatry of focusing on things
other than Christ and His righteousness. Some of them even think they
can destroy the body of Christ.
God will prevail. Though many followers of Christ are suffering from
persecution and some have even given their lives, Christ will be
victorious. Yes, and all who desire to live godly in Christ Jesus will suffer
persecution. God uses our suffering as part of His process to transform
us. Refining gold always requires heat, and the dross must be removed.
In the end, every scar will become a badge of honor.
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