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Chapter One
Reasons for Logic
Is Bill Nye’s Argument Reasonable?
Bill Nye has recently launched himself into the forefront of the
evolution/creation debate with the claims that evolution is
“undeniable.” He has become (or at least attempts to present himself
as) a poster-child for the evolutionists. With all the publicity he
demands, it is fair to ask whether his evolutionary premise is scientific
or even logical. One critic of Nye’s recent publication of Undeniable:
Evolution and the Science of Creation, stated:
First off, I want to make it clear that my dislike of the book
has nothing to do with the topic itself, as I believe in
evolution… even though Nye patronizes and stereotypes
creationists (all of whom apparently reside in the U.S. South)
while disparaging their beliefs…. and “Undeniable” undeniably
1
falls short.
After considering the evidence, both scientific and epistemological, the
conclusion will become abundantly clear the Bill Nye’s evolutionary
paradigm is unreliable.
Wikipedia, the popular online encyclopedia that has an obvious
humanistic slant, reported:
On August 23, 2012, the Internet forum Big Think posted a
video entitled "Creationism is Not Appropriate for Children"
on YouTube. …lamenting that a significant portion of the U.S.
population does not believe in evolution, asserting that this
disbelief has a detrimental impact on science education in the
U.S., and encouraging parents who have doubts about

1

http://www.redeyechicago.com/entertainment/lifestyles/redeye-undeniablebook-review-bill-nye-20141111-story.html
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evolution not to teach them to their children "because we
2
need them”….
According to a 2012 Gallup poll 46% of Americans believe in a recent
creation as described in the Bible, less than 10,000 years ago. The report
stated,
Gallup has asked Americans to choose among these three
explanations for the origin and development of human beings
11 times since 1982. Although the percentages choosing each
view have varied from survey to survey, the 46% who today
choose the creationist explanation is virtually the same as the
45% average over that period -- and very similar to the 44%
who chose that explanation in 1982. The 32% who choose the
"theistic evolution" view that humans evolved under God's
guidance is slightly below the 30-year average of 37%, while
the 15% choosing the secular evolution view is slightly higher
3
(12%).
When one considers the scientific advancements America has made in
the past 30 years, it is bewildering that Bill Nye could somehow
interpret creationism as a hindrance to science. However, that is the
very thesis of his argument in the debate with creationist Ken Ham,
founder and executive director of Answers In Genesis, the world’s
largest Christian apologetic ministry. In the debate between Bill Nye
and Ken Ham that took place February 4, 2014, Bill Nye said in reference
to the view of the earth being 6,000 years old: “That is unique, and
here's my concern: what keeps the United States ahead, what makes
the United States a world leader, is our technology, innovation, our new
ideas. If we continue to eschew science, eschew the process, and try to
divide our science into observational science and historical science, we
won't move forward and embrace natural laws, we will not make
discoveries, we will not invent and innovate and stay ahead. So, if you

2

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Nye%E2%80%93Ken_Ham_debate
http://www.gallup.com/poll/155003/Hold-Creationist-View-HumanOrigins.aspx
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ask me if Ken Ham's creation model is viable, I say no, it’s absolutely not
4
viable.”
One observer of the debate, who was extremely hostile to creationists
view, wrote: “Nye went into the debate, he says, in order to protect and
promote science education in the United States. His most important
argument was that people like Ham are ruining America’s global
competitiveness by weakening science education. It’s a shame that Nye
pushed that point so strongly, because it was the one thing he said all
night for which he did not have any actual evidence. Creationism in
public schools may be a social disaster, but it’s hard to prove that it’s a
financial one, too. And Ham was ready. He had a recorded statement in
which Raymond Damadian, who helped invent MRI, expressed his firm
belief that the world was created in six days, six thousand years ago, as
outlined in Genesis. Ham’s message was clear—and accurate: you can
5
be a creationist and invent economically useful stuff.” Yet, Nye has
made this criticism the major argument as a mantra in his campaign
against creationism. Thus his central argument is guilty of many
informal logical fallacies, such as begging the question (simply assuming
his statement is true without any evidence presented), with an appeal
to fear as a slippery slope fallacy (following the course of teaching
children creationism will destroy the nation’s economy), and many
others.
In his book Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of Creation, he
claims, “Creationism, unlike science, can predict nothing. Along with
6
being obviously wrong, it is obviously not useful.” By stating
creationism is “unlike science,” “obviously wrong,” and “not useful,” he
commits the logical fallacy of a question-begging epithet. Jason Lisle
explains this “is when someone imports biased (and often emotional)
language to support a conclusion that is logically unproved. The idea is

4

Bill Nye's opening statement during the Bill Nye Ken Ham debate, “Is Creation
a Viable Model of Origin In Today’s Modern Scientific Era?” Feb. 4, 2014;
transcript at http://www.youngearth.org/index.php/archives/rmcfarticles/item/21-transcript-of-ken-ham-vs-bill-nye-debate
5
http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2014/02/05/the-bill-nye-ken-hamdebate-was-a-nightmare-for-science.html
6
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 163
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7

to persuade someone using biased language rather than logic.” This is
what he must resort to in his book written after the debate which
already debunked this proposition. What is obvious is that Bill Nye
refuses to consider the evidence that opposes his presupposed
prejudice. Wikipedia reported: “In preparation for the event [of the
debate with Ken Ham], Nye had lunch with scientists who specialize in
evolutionary theory and traveled to Oakland, California, to meet with
the staff of National Center for Science Education (NCSE), an advocacy
8
group for teaching evolution.” This is why Nye’s arguments in the
debate were the same old arguments that have been presented by
evolutionists and have been refuted by creationists for decades now.
Bill Nye is not a scholar specializing in evolution but his arguments do
represent the basic consensus of what evolutionists recognize as
evidence for their ideology.
Anyone who follows the evolution/creation debate will be well aware
of the fact that the published work of creationists abound with citations
from evolutionists and they are thoroughly knowledgeable of the
evolutionist ideology, while the same cannot be said for the other side
of the debate. Bill Nye’s book Undeniable is a perfect example. Bill Nye
revealed in his book, “Watching some of Mr. Ham’s videos in
preparation for the event, I could not help but notice his kvetching
about young people. Specifically that they are leaving his ministry”,
indicating, “After hearing him out for more than an hour of his
9
monologues…” This expresses his ignorance of creationism in that his
exposure to Ham’s position is “more than an hour” of a topic that was
not about science but rather the youth leaving churches, not Ken Ham’s
10
ministry as Nye misrepresents. Had Nye spent any time reading
articles from Answers In Genesis website, he would have found that all
7

Jason Lisle, The Ultimate Proof of Creation, Master Books, 2009, p. 214
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Nye%E2%80%93Ken_Ham_debate
9
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 16
10
Based on Nye’s comments, it appears the video he watched was “Ken Ham Already Gone: Why Your Kids Will Quit Church,” a speech adapted from his
book by the same title. Ken Ham & Britt Beemer with Todd Hillard, Already
Gone: Why your kids will quite church and what you can do to stop it, Master
Books, 2009; video can be seen at
https://search.yahoo.com/yhs/search?p=ken+ham+already+gone&ei=UTF8&hspart=mozilla&hsimp=yhs-004
8
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his arguments presented in the debate had been refuted by the many
PH.D. scientists over many years preceding the debate. For this reason
we will cite many of those articles to prove his lack of research and his
willingness to remain ignorant all the while erroneously pretending to
be studiously studied in the topic.
Nye refers to the Second Law of Thermodynamics and asserts “By the
way, rest assured that there is a First and Third Law of
11
Thermodynamics… they don’t come up in creationist’s diatribe.” At
least not in the “more than an hour” long video of Ken Ham not talking
about science. Henry Morris classic Scientific Creationism (first
published in 1974) exposes Nye’s ignorance of creationist literature:
The First Law (Law of Energy Conservation) states that
nothing is now being either “created” or destroyed. It
therefore teaches quite conclusively that the universe did not
create itself; there is nothing in the present structure of
natural law that could possibly account for its own origin….
The evolutionist prediction of innovation and integration exist
only in the realm of evolutionary philosophy, not in the realm
12
of observable scientific data.
The Third Law of Thermodynamics is relatively unimportant to the
origins debate. Evolutionists do not evoke it as evidence for their view
nor do creationists so neither side would mention it as a rebuttal
against the opposing opinion. On what basis does Bill Nye have to
express such conclusion without any research or evidence? The first two
laws of thermodynamics are consistently and emphatically
acknowledged in the majority of creationist publications. This fallacious
hasty generalization is what we have come to expect from evolutionary
scientists - dogmatic claims without the slightest bit of support.

11

Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 20
12
Henry Morris, Scientific Creationism, Master Books, 1974, twenty fourth
printing 2006, p. 25, 38
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Science: Prediction based on Natural Laws
As we consider some of the arguments made by Bill Nye during the
debate (not specifically in chronological order of his presentation), we
see frequent statements that lack logic and science, essentially
undermining his entire argument. For example, he stated in the debate,
“Now here's the thing: what we want in science, science as practiced on
the outside [of Ken Ham’s Creation Museum], is an ability to predict. We
want to have a natural law that is so obvious and clear, and 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
13
Washington DC.”
His statement is a logical fallacy known as
equivocation. He is here implying that natural laws are equal to the
philosophy of naturalism, hence, since natural laws exist no
14
supernatural being can. This reveals an internal contradiction within
his entire argument. Practiced “science” (engineering innovative
technology) is based on natural laws that were discovered by
creationists. His argument that believing creationism will hinder
advancement of science is illogical. In fact, his analogy of sending a
spacecraft into space is humorous as it was Wernher von Braun, as a
Christian and creationist, who launched America’s space program into
success with the nation’s first satellite –Explorer 1 – on January 31,
1958. He expressed that “more we learn about God’s creation, the more
I am impressed with the orderliness and unerring perfection of the
natural laws that govern it. In this perfection, man—the scientist—
15
catches a glimpse of the Creator and his design for nature.” Bill Nye’s
either needs to recognize and admit the validity of creationists in the
field of science, or he must stop practicing science based on discoveries
13

Bill Nye Presentation (30 minutes) during the Bill Nye Ken Ham debate, “Is
Creation a Viable Model of Origin In Today’s Modern Scientific Era?” Feb. 4,
2014; transcript at http://www.youngearth.org/index.php/archives/rmcfarticles/item/21-transcript-of-ken-ham-vs-bill-nye-debate
14
Because this premise is central to Bill Nye’s argument it will be taken up
again in later portions to be refuted by different points raised respectively.
15
Jerry Bergman, Ph.D., “Wernher von Braun: The Father of Space Flight,” Acts
& Facts, citing Bergaust, Wernher von Braun, 113.
http://www.icr.org/article/8510
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from creationists, or find a logical argument. Science has primarily been
developed by Creationists!
Robert Boyle – father of modern chemist
Michael Faraday - physicist, formulated laws electromagnetic
induction, did groundwork for making dynamos, electric
motors and transformers
James Joule - science of thermodynamics
William Thompson a.k.a. Lord Kelvin - thermodynamics and
the Kelvin temperature scale
Johannes Kepler - laws of planetary motion
Carl Linnaeus - botanist, professor
Matthew Maury - leading scientist in oceanography and
hydrography
James Clerk Maxwell - electromagnetic theory
Samuel F.B. Morse - invented the telegraph, Morse code is
named after him
Isaac Newton - laws of gravity, laws of motion, invented
calculus, developed particle theory of light propagation,
invented reflecting telescope
Blaise Pascal - invented early calculator, helped discover the
theory of probability
Louis Pasteur – father of bacteriology
Sir Henry Rawlinson - archaeologist
16
George Stokes - physicist and mathematician
It is interesting that Bill Nye’s book includes a chapter entitled
17
“MICHAEL FARADAY AND THE JOY OF DISCOVERY” in which Nye
16

This is a very brief list to simplify what could be an exhaustive document
which many authors have collected and can be found in numerous books and
articles. The following are just a few available on the internet:
https://answersingenesis.org/creation-scientists/historical/
http://creation.com/creation-scientists
http://creationsafaris.com/wgcs_toc.htm
http://www.godandscience.org/apologetics/sciencefaith.html
A free eBook can be downloaded here:
http://www.wayoflife.org/free_ebooks/scientists_who_believe_the_bible.php
17
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 188-192

11

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
indicates that Michael Faraday is the first person in history he would like
to meet. Not once does he give the slightest suggestion that Faraday
was a creationist. Furthermore, his inconsistency is obviously that he is
acknowledging the validity of science as was practiced by a creationist
and the beneficial impact that scientist who believed in creation had on
the world. Christian theism is the origin of the scientific method as was
noted by Loren Eiseley in the book Darwin’s Centruy: Evolution and the
Men Who Discovered It.
The philosophy of experimental science… began its
discoveries and made use of its method in the faith, not the
knowledge, that it was dealing with a rational universe
controlled by a Creator who did not act upon whim nor
interfere with the forces He had set in operation. The
experimental method succeeded beyond man’s wildest
dreams, but the faith that brought it into being owes
something to the Christian conception of the nature of God. It
is surely one of the curious paradoxes of history that science,
which professionally has little to do with faith, owes its origin
to an act of faith that the universe can be rationally
interpreted, and that science today is sustained by that
18
assumption.
Without any supporting evidence to prove his claim, Bill Nye
repeatedly makes the argument that creationism cannot make
predictions so it is not science. Reiterating this in his book, he writes,
“Like any useful scientific theory, evolution enables us to make
predictions about what we observe in nature. Since it was developed in
the nineteenth century, the theory itself has also evolved, by which I
mean that it’s been refined and expanded. Some of the most wonderful
aspects and consequences of evolution have been discovered only
recently. This is in stark contrast to creationism, which offers a static
view of the world, one that cannot be challenged or tested with reason.
And because it cannot make predictions, it cannot lead to new

18

Loren Eiseley, Darwin’s Century: Evolution and the Men Who Discovered It
(Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1961), p. 62
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19

discoveries, new medicines, or new ways to feed all of us.” He refers
to testing “with reason” yet commits a logical fallacy in his comment.
Jonathan Sarfati relates, “While it is common to cite verified predictions
as ‘proof’ of a scientific law, this commits a basic logical fallacy called
20
Affirming the Consequent.” This would be expressed in the following
formula:
If theory (T) predicts observation (O)
(O) is observed
Therefore (T) is true
How this formula identifies a loss for logic can be seen when
expressed as:
If it is snowing, then it must be cold outside. (if T then O)
It is cold outside (O)
21
Therefore, it must be snowing. (therefore T)
Perhaps we should question if Nye knows what would be a reasonable
test?
Again, Nye reveals his ignorance of creation scientists and their
discoveries and predictions. When he says that the creation worldview
“cannot lead to new discoveries, new medicines, or new ways to feed all
of us” he is revealing his foolishness as each aspect of this argument can
be refuted by recognizing the accomplishments of creationist Louis
Pasteur. “Almost all historians recognize Pasteur’s great contributions to
22
science, microbiology, and medicine.” He is most memorable for his
experiment that proved the idea of spontaneous generation false, thus
leaving the theory of evolution as something held by faith – not science.
Creationists have also had more accuracy in predictions. As early as
1971, creation scientist Dr. Thomas G. Barnes, noted that between 1835
19

Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 5

20

Jonathan Sarfati, Refuting Compromise, Master books, 2004, p. 149
Adapted from Jason Lisle, The Ultimate Proof of Creation, Master Books,
2009, p. 132
22
Dr. Allen Gillen and Frank Sherwin, “Louis Pasteur’s Views on Creation,
Evolution and the Genesis of Germs,” February 25, 2008;
https://answersingenesis.org/origin-of-life/louis-pasteurs-views-on-creationevolution-germs/
21
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and 1965 geophysics measurements of the Earth’s magnetic field was
decreasing, concluding that the earth’s magnetic field was less than
10,000 years old. In 1984 creationist astrophysicist Dr. Russell
Humphreys accurately predicted the magnetic characteristics of Uranus
and Neptune which were confirmed by Voyager 2 in 1986 and 1990. In
2008, the Messenger spacecraft measured Mercury’s magnetic field
compared to Mariner spacecraft measurement in 1975 also proved
Humphrey’s prediction from 1984 to be accurate. Humphrey applied
natural laws to form his predictions – such as combining creationists
physicist Michael Faraday’s 1831 discovery that a changing magnetic
field induces an electric voltage, creationist physicist James Joule’s 1840
discovery of the process that electric energy doesn’t disappear but is
turned into heat, and creationists physicist Lord Kelvin’s 1851
formulation of the second law of thermodynamics. Thus Humphrey
concluded the decay rate of a planet’s magnetic field can be accurately
23
calculated, and is exponential. The evolutionists that attempted to
predict the magnetic fields of these planets were extremely far off
because they started with a false presupposition that these planets
were millions of years old.
Nye claimed in his book that creationism “cannot make predictions,
it cannot lead to new discoveries, new medicines” even though Ken
Ham refuted this claim months earlier in the debate by showing a video
clip from Raymond Damadian inventor of the MRI scanner and Danny
Faulkner who “designed a double action worm gear set for the robotic
24
arm on the 1.4 billion pounds[-sterling] Envisat satellite.” Did Bill Nye
forget these points made in the debate or has he chosen to lie in the
book he wrote after this information was offered him.
Evolutionary assumptions have actually hindered the advancement of
practiced science. Predictions are based on presumptions. As Arthur
Jones expressed, “there is abundant documentation of the fact that
evolutionary naturalism has often stopped scientific research. To take
just one example, the evolutionary assumption that certain organs or
23

Adapted from Jonathan Sarfati, PH.D., F.M., The Greatest Hoax On Earth?:
Refuting Dawkins On Evolution, Creation Book Publishers, 2010, pp. 208-213
24
Presentation by Ken Ham (30 min.) during the Bill Nye Ken Ham debate, “Is
Creation a Viable Model of Origin In Today’s Modern Scientific Era?” Feb. 4,
2014; transcript at http://www.youngearth.org/index.php/archives/rmcfarticles/item/21-transcript-of-ken-ham-vs-bill-nye-debate
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features are vestigial has often long delayed the (fruitful) research into
25
their function.” Vestigial organs are said to be useless organs leftover
from man’s evolutionary process. School textbooks, as recent as 1960s,
had listed over 200 vestigial organs, including the tonsils, appendix,
coccyx, thyroid gland, pineal gland, and “junk DNA.”
Bill Nye wrote, “Medical treatments have improved drastically, and
26
evolutionary research is a major reason why.” He explains, “As any
biologist will tell you, living things everywhere on our planet have an
27
astonishing number of things in common.” This supposed evidence for
a common ancestor is how he believes medicine is advanced. “For
about two hundred years, humans have used other animals to test the
28
effects of medicines and medical procedures.” However, the thought
of common ancestor has recently caused human rights to be extended
to animals believed to be close kin. On June 26, 2008, Spain became the
first nation to extend human rights to the great apes as they are
29
believed to be “our closest hominid relatives.” This protects them
from being killed, placed in circuses, zoos, and medical testing. A similar
lawsuit has been opened in New York and other nations have opened it
30
for discussion. But Bill Nye claimed, “Every one of us in the developed
world has benefited directly from the medical tests performed with
these animals. It’s yet one more scientific achievement based on
31
evolution.” It actually has nothing to do with evolution as it is the very
philosophy of evolution that is turning the tides on this kind of testing.
Instead it has everything to do with the Biblical understanding of man
being created with dominion over the animals. The first command

God gave to man was to pursue the study of natural science
(Genesis 1:28). As Dr. Henry Morris explained, “In order to subdue
Arthur Jones, In Six Days, (ed.) John F. Ashton, Master Books, 2001, p. 242
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 193
27
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 194
28
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 199
29
http://content.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1824206,00.html
30
http://science.time.com/2013/12/02/chimps-human-rights-lawsuit/
31
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 200
25
26
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the earth, we must first understand its processes. Thus, research is the
foundational occupation for fulfilling the divine mandate. Then this
knowledge must be applied in technology (engineering, medicine,
agriculture, etc.). It must be implemented for use by all (business,
32
commerce) and transmitted to future generations (education).”
The Big Bang: An Expanding Universe
During the debate, Bill Nye brought attention to the big bang theory.
He said:
Edwin Hubble sat there at this very big telescope, night after
night, studying the heavens. And he found that the stars are
moving apart. The 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 of 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 that at one time they were all
together. And there was a place from whence these things
expanded. It was a remarkable insight. But people still
questioned it for decades, conventional scientists, questioned
33
it for decades.
It is interesting how selective Nye chooses to be with the information he
presented. “In his 1950 BBC radio series, The Nature of the Universe,
Hoyle mockingly called this idea the ‘big bang,’ considering it
34
preposterous.” Nye refers to Hoyle’s comment as if he were to leave
us with the impression that Hoyle actually believed the big bang theory
– but he did not. Hoyle wrote, “Big-Bang cosmology refers to an epoch
32

Henry Morris, Dominion Mandate, http://www.icr.org/article/dominionmandate/
33
Bill Nye Presentation (30 minutes) during the Bill Nye Ken Ham debate, “Is
Creation a Viable Model of Origin In Today’s Modern Scientific Era?” Feb. 4,
2014; transcript at http://www.youngearth.org/index.php/archives/rmcfarticles/item/21-transcript-of-ken-ham-vs-bill-nye-debate
34
http://creation.com/big-bang-critic-dies-fred-hoyle#f2
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that cannot be reached by any form of astronomy, and, in more than
35
two decades, it has not produced a single successful prediction.”
Hoyle believed in the Steady State cosmological theory. He also
ridiculed the idea of Darwinian evolution as the man who originated the
now famous analogy of comparing the odds of a simple cell evolving
randomly to how “a tornado sweeping through a junk-yard might
36
assemble a Boeing 747 from the materials therein.” Bill Nye should
appreciate this analogy since he use to work for Boeing on the 747s.
Nye’s statement acknowledged that for decades after the big bang
theory was in development, it was in no wise eagerly accepted by
secular scientists. In fact, Edwin Hubble was well aware that observing
stars expanding apart from each other does not necessarily prove the
big bang theory. “As Hubble admitted, the observed cosmic expansion
could equally well be explained by the fact that we really are near the
center of the universe. In fact, features of the red shift are consistent
37
with this but are a problem if the earth is not unique.” The big bang
theory is still not eagerly accepted by “conventional scientist.” “By the
end of the 1960s the big bang had become almost universally accepted,
and it has now penetrated the popular consciousness so deeply that at
38
times one forgets it is still just a theory.”
This factor came out during a debate between Christian apologist
William Lane Craig and atheist Michael Tooley at the University of
Colorado in November of 1994. When Dr. Craig resorted to identifying
God as the first cause using the big bang to create the universe, Dr.
Tooley exposed the flawed science behind the theory. Dr. Michael
Tooley said:
Dr. Craig also appeals to the Big Bang. Here my remarks are
based in part on a paper, "Should We Believe in the Big Bang,"
by Mark Zangari and Graeme Rhook read at the Philosophy of
Science Association Conference about a month ago. For there
35

Fred Hoyle, Home Is Where the Wind Blows, University Science Books, Mill
Valley, California, 414, 1994, as reported in The Skeptic, 16(1):52
36
Hoyle on evolution, Nature 294(5837):105, November 12, 1981
37
Jonathan Sarfati, Refuting Compromise, Master Books, 2004, p. 156
38

Anthony L. Peratt, “Not With a Big Bang,” The Sciences (January/Februrary
1990), p. 26-27
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are points in their paper which are very relevant to Dr. Craig's
argument.
First, the Big Bang theory has recently been criticized by a
number of physicists who contend that it suffers some critical
anomalies, such as the flatness problem and the horizon
problem.
Secondly, there is evidence against the Big Bang
interpretation of red shift, since there is evidence that nearby
objects have intrinsic red shifts independent of their velocity
relative to the earth.
Thirdly, the Big Bang theory is supported in part by its
prediction of background radiation. That's one of the main
reasons it was adopted. But Zangari and Rhook point out in
their article that the Big Bang theory predicts a background
radiation of five degrees Kelvin, whereas the measured
temperature is not five degrees but two point seven degrees
Kelvin. If you consider Hoyle's theory, which was published in
1946, it also predicted background radiation, and the method
used there turns out to predict background radiation of a
temperature of two point eight degrees Kelvin, almost exactly
the observed temperature. So it's a theory that does a better
job of explaining background radiation than the Big Bang
theory.
Fourthly, in order to avoid serious anomalies-such as the
flatness problem and the horizon problem-the Big Bang
theory had to introduce an additional hypothesis called the
inflation hypothesis. But that hypothesis has recently come
under serious attack.
Fifthly, the Big Bang theory predicts an enormous amount of
matter that hasn’t yet been observed-something of the order
of ninety-eight percent to ninety-nine percent-so-called dark
matter. Physicists have been searching for this dark matter,
and haven't succeeded in finding it.
Finally, there are serious inconsistencies between estimates
of the ages of the stars and the age of the universe. I noticed
that Dr. Craig mentioned that the universe is about fifteen
billion years old. According to the New York Times, October
27th, the best estimate now is that it's between eight billion
and twelve billion years old. And unfortunately, the best
18
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estimate of the age of certain stars is about sixteen billion
years old. So the theory is hopelessly inconsistent at the
39
present.
Tooley presented evidence that successfully diminished Dr. Craig’s
argument which Dr. Craig was only able to recover from because Tooley
identified with the multiverse theory which is even more speculative
fantasy as Dr. Craig pointed out, “That is a postulate of pure faith which
is no more scientific and no more rational than belief in the existence of
God. And it is especially questionable in view of the fact that there is no
independent reason to think that such a metaphysical hyperspace
exists, whereas there are independent arguments for the existence of
40
God.”
Sadly, Dr. Craig refuses to learn from his mistake of compromising the
Bible as if it were compatible with the Big Bang. The second century
Christian author Clement of Alexandria was correct to state, “it has
been shown, that the knowledge of the first cause of the universe is of
41
faith, but not of demonstration.” One must have faith to believe in the
big bang or the biblical account of creation. Neither is scientifically
demonstrable. For Craig to have faith in the big bang would negate his
faith in the Bible’s account of creation since the two are not compatible.
If he can admit there are independent arguments for the existence of
God then he should simply put his faith in God’s word without
synchronizing humanistic faith in the big bang.
The Big Bang simply does not abide within the realm of science.
Jonathan Sarfati mentioned “Creationist cosmologist, Dr. John Rankin,
also showed mathematically in his Ph.D. thesis that galaxies would not
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42

form from the ‘big bang.’” John Rankin wrote “So the question I
tackled was: Would statistical fluctuation in the cosmological models
currently believed to be realistic representations of the cosmological
structure of the universe grow under gravitational laws of general
relativity to the level of becoming statistically significant?... After five
years of heavy mathematical research concentrated on this one
43
question, the answer came back: No.” Rankin’s equation might be too
difficult for most people to grasp, but Isaac Asimov expressed a simply
mathematical problem. “Since matter and antimatter are equivalent in
all respects but that of electromagnetic charge oppositeness, any force
[i.e., the big bang] that would create one should have to create the
other, and the universe should be made of equal quantities of each. This
is a dilemma. Theory tells us there should be antimatter out there, and
44
observation refuses to back it up.”
Bill Nye wrote in his book Undeniable concerning the Big Bang: “In the
1960s, the two of them [Robert Wilson and Arno Penzias] found that
the whole sky is glowing [from cosmic microwave background
radiation], which is exactly what cosmologists who worked on the
45
theory of the Big Bang had predicted.” Once again he is guilty of a
logical fallacy. In formal logic, the fallacy he committed is known as
“Affirming the Consequent.” An example can be seen with the following
formula:
If the big bang was true, we’d expect to see cosmic
microwave background.
We do see cosmic microwave background.
Therefore, the big bang is true.
We have already seen Dr. Tooley refute this argument by expressing
how the prediction and observation simply do not add up.
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None of the predictions of the background temperature based
on the Big Bang were close enough to qualify as successes…
without a realistic quantitative prediction, the Big Bang’s
hypothetical “fireball” becomes indistinguishable from the
natural minimum temperature of all cold matter in space. But
none of the predictions, which ranged between 5°K and 50°K,
matched observations. And the Big Bang offers no explanation
for the kind of intensity variations with wavelength seen in
46
radio galaxies.
When Tooley mentioned this during the 1994 debate, William Lane
Craig’s comeback was “The temperature background for the microwave
radiation is certainly within the margin of error that would normally be
47
allowed for scientific theory prediction.” However, Jonathan Sarfati
commented that “this nice story is undermined by the fact that later in
the 1950s, [Georgi Antonovich] Gamow and his students made a
number of estimates of the background temperature ranging from 3 to
48
50 K.” With such a range, they still got it wrong and Hoyle’s calculated
a closer figure based on his “Steady State theory” which “is a nowobsolete expanding universe model alternative to the Big Bang theory
49
of the universe and its origin.”
Further ramification revolving around the cosmic microwave
background radiation is evidence against the Big Bang theory.
A number of other issues are frequently downplayed when the Big
Bang theory is suggested which a growing number of secular scientists
are willing to identify. For instance, An Open Letter to the Scientific
Community published in New Scientists, May 22, 2004 stated:
The big bang today relies on a growing number of
hypothetical entities, things that we have never observed–
46
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inflation, dark matter and dark energy are the most
prominent examples….
But the big bang can’t survive without these fudge factors….
Today, virtually all financial and experimental resources in
cosmology are devoted to big bang studies. Funding comes
from only a few sources, and all peer-review comities that
control them are dominated by supporters of the big bang. As
a result, the dominance of the big bang within the field has
become self-sustaining, irrespectively of the scientific validity
50
of the theory.
This open letter originally had 33 signers and within the first years it
51
increased to 286
Dr. Tooley referred to the “flatness problem” meaning that if the
universe expanded from a big bang, all matter should be evenly
dispersed throughout space. Richard A. Swenson observed, “The
galaxies are spread across the expanse of the universe, yet not evenly.
In some areas that are Great Voids, regions containing few galaxies. In
other areas, however, there are clusters of galaxies together, and even
superclusters. The Great Wall, discovered in 1989, is the largest
structure in the universe, with a huge concentration of galaxies. No one
knows how or why it could have formed in the way that it did. Another
area of note is called the Great Attractor. This mysterious region, only
recently discovered, is so massive that it is pulling other regions rapidly
52
toward it…” Eric J. Lerner wrote:
In the past five years astronomers have discovered still larger
clumps: huge aggregates of matter that span a billion lightyears or more, stretching across a substantial fraction of the
observable universe.
These observations conflict with all current versions of the Big
Bang theory, which do not explain how a smooth explosion
50
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could have produced clumps of such size. Moreover, if such
clumps exist, Einstein’s equation do not require the universe
53
to have once been confined to the head of a pin.
If the universe was once confined to one central point of which it
expanded from; physics would demand that all objects that share a
common source should rotate in the same direction. Observation
54
reveals (1) entire galaxies are known to spin backwards, (2) 27 planets
55
orbit backwards outside our solar system, (3) Jupiter has 52 out of 67
56
57
moons that orbit backwards, and (4) Venus rotates backwards. Such
anomalies baffle Big Bang evolutionists. Also noteworthy is the fact that
the inner center of spiral galaxies spin faster than the outside arms
which prove young ages since they remain orderly, not twisted beyond
recognition.
Entropy
During the question and answer portion of the debate, the question
was asked “How do you balance the theory of evolution with the
Second Law of Thermodynamics? (What is the Second Law of
Thermodynamics?)” of which Bill Nye answered first with a basic
definition: “The Second Law of Thermodynamics basically is where you
58
lose energy to heat.” In his book he expanded this definition, stating,
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“The key idea of the Second Law of Thermodynamics mathematically
59
describes any system’s loss of energy to its surroundings.”
Beyond that definition, Nye’s answer during the debate consisted of
much irrelevant rambling with the brief statement, “this word entropy,
referring to order of molecules. But the fundamental thing the
questioner has missed, is the Earth is not a closed system. So there's
60
energy pouring in here from the sun…” The viewing audience that was
unaware of this argument was probably confused about what any of
that had to do with the question or how it affected his evolutionary
thinking. He neglected to explain that entropy occurs in a closed system,
meaning no energy is being added to reverse the natural effects of
entropy. For example, if a car is left sitting in the drive way, it will rust,
decay, fall apart, etc., but if energy is exerted to fix it, the entropy of the
vehicle can be reversed. Bill Nye’s answer is expressing that Earth is
receiving this energy from the sun to reverse entropy, allowing
evolution to occur. His statement “the Earth is not a closed system” is to
say we are open to receiving energy from another source. However, the
energy needs to be purposed, not random as it would be from the sun.
Imagine exposing the hypothetical car in the driveway to random
energy—perhaps a grenade. Obviously, any energy exerted on the car
would need to be intentionally directed for the purpose of correcting
the harm caused by entropy. The Sun making Earth an “open system” at
best would argue for theistic evolution or intelligent design.
Expressing this thought further in his book, he indicates, “There are
three main sources of energy for life on Earth: the sun, the heat from
fissioning atoms deep inside the Earth, and the primordial spin of Earth
61
itself” A few pages latter he elaborates, “The fundamental energy
needed for the beneficial mutation to evolve comes primarily from the
sun and the molten insides of Earth. Decaying organic matter consumed
by living beings provides the chemical energy for each beneficial
59
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mutation. And each successive generation can carry all of the beneficial
mutations. The mechanism for adding complexity is in having offspring.
Each generation leading up to any given organism’s existence used
62
energy from the Sun to provide its nutrition and warmth.” Let us
break this statement down phrase by phrase to reveal how foolish it
truly is.
1. “The fundamental energy needed for the beneficial mutation to
evolve comes primarily from the sun and the molten insides of
Earth.” This is saying that the energy that is causing beneficial
mutations is essentially heat, as it is derived mostly from the Sun
and inside the Earth. However, heat increases entropy. Dr. Andrew
Mcintosh who holds his Ph.D. in the theory of combustion from
Canfield Institute of Technology, has contributed to 10 different
textbooks dealing with the subject and has published over 80
research papers, wrote, “For living systems, this law [of entropy]
still applies. That which is dead (such as a stick or leaf from a tree)
has no information or teleonomy within it to convert the sun’s
energy to useful work. Indeed, it will simply heat up and entropy
63
will increase.” Getting to the point of life in the evolutionary idea
cannot be achieved by the Sun’s or Earth’s heat. The energy from
the sun would actually cause the complex molecules of the alleged
early forms of life in primordial soup to break down faster than they
could form.
2. “Decaying organic matter consumed by living beings provides the
chemical energy for each beneficial mutation.” This claims that food
being eaten and digested causes the beneficial mutations. This goes
against the common evolutionary claim of fruit flies being subjected
to radiation over many generations causing mutations as evidence
for evolution. It is not the digestion of food that causes mutations
but rather the harmful effect of radiation, which we also receive
from the sun. Jonathan Sarfati stated, “The open systems argument
does not help evolution. Raw energy cannot generate the specified
complex information in living things. Undirected energy just
speeds up destruction. Just standing out in the sun won’t make you
62
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more complex—the human body lacks the mechanisms to harness
raw solar energy. If you stood in the sun too long, you would get
skin cancer, because the sun’s undirected energy will cause
mutations. (Mutations are copying errors in the genes that nearly
64
always lose information).”
3. “The mechanism for adding complexity is in having offspring.” This
is simply wrong (or a lie). Having offspring does not add complexity
as was observed with the fruit fly experiment. There was no new
information added to any of the successive generations, just a
jumbling of or loss of preexisting information. In reality, what is well
known is genetic entropy; that is the genome has an ongoing rate of
entropy throughout successive generations. Recently two research
65
studies performed by secular scientists based on single-nucleotide
variation observed in the protein-coding regions observed over 80%
of this variation was associated with genetic entropy. Dr. Sarfati
summed up the research conducted in another studies by
creationist Dr. J. C. Sanford and his colleagues working on
supercomputer modeling “have shown that our genome would
already be fatally compromised if it had been around from many
thousands of generations. But the actual deterioration times match
66
the shortening of the lifespans of the biblical patriarchs…” Dr.
Jeffery Tompkins explained “In a 2012 Science report, geneticists
analyzed DNA sequences of 15,585 protein-coding gene regions in
the human genome for 1,351 European Americans and 1,088
African Americans for rare DNA variation. This new study accessed
rare coding variation in 15,336 genes from over 6,500 humans—
almost three times the amount of data compared to the first study.
A separate group of researchers performed the new study. The
64
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Nature results convey a second spectacular confirmation of the
amazingly biblical conclusions from the first study. These scientists
confirmed that the human genome began to rapidly diversify not
more than 5,000 years ago. In addition, they found significant levels
of variation to be associated with degradation of the human
genome, not forward evolutionary progress. This fits closely with
research performed by Cornell University geneticist John Sanford
who demonstrated through biologically realistic population genetic
modeling that genomes actually devolve over time in a process
67
called genetic entropy.”
4. “Each generation leading up to any given organism’s existence used
energy from the Sun to provide its nutrition and warmth.” Nye
concludes that the warm energy from the sun cause plants to grow
which animals can eat and by digesting this food they mutate. After
reproducing, their offspring somehow received new complex
genetic information to drive the evolution to higher forms of life. Of
course, each proposition of the premise is wrong thus rendering the
conclusion and the entire argument flawed logically and
scientifically.
Bill Nye pushes his reasoning further, claiming, “Incoming energy (from
food or sunlight) can drive and create a beneficial change, which can
68
lead to increased complexity in the offspring of those living things.”
Not only is there scientific errors presented in this statement as we have
seen, there lacks logic as well as taking one large leap by starting with
life that can receive energy from food and the sun to change by
increasing complexity. Yet his argument is the classic evolutionist’s
argument to circumvent entropy. One website declares, “It’s energy
from the sun that ultimately powers evolution. The Second Law of
Thermodynamics in no way prevents evolution. Anyone telling you
69
differently doesn’t know what they are talking about.” However, true
science reveals, “Being a generalized experience, the second law could
67
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only be invalid by an actual engine. In other words, the question, ‘Can
the second law of thermodynamics be circumvented?’ is not wellworded and could be answered only if the model incorporated every
feature of the real world. But an answer can readily be given to the
question ‘Has the second law of thermodynamics been circumvented?’
70
Not yet.”
Vance Farrell answered this argument with science and logic, saying:
"OPEN SYSTEMS" ARGUMENT— The evolutionist argument
goes this way: Energy from the sun flows to our world and
makes it an open system. As long as the sun sends this energy,
it will fuel evolutionary development here. In contrast, a
closed system is one that neither gains nor gives up energy to
its surroundings. Therefore, sunshine negates the Second
Law,—in spite of what Einstein and all the other physicists
say!
It is obvious that their neat denial denies too much. Their
argument effectively nullifies Second Law everywhere in the
universe…
ERROR IN "OPEN SYSTEM"— Here is the answer to this naive
argument: An influx of heat energy into a so-called "open
system" (in this case, solar heat entering our planet) would
not decrease entropy. The entropy continues apace, just as
the scientists said it would.
Reputable scientists discovered the working of the Second
Law, yet sunshine was bathing the earth when they found it!
If sunlight abrogated the Second Law, scientists could not
have discovered the law.
But there is more: Heat energy flowing into our world does
not decrease entropy—it increases it! The greater the outside
heat energy that enters the system, the more will its entropy
and disorder increase. Energy by itself increases entropy;
therefore random energy or heat will increase entropy.
Opening a system to random external heat energy will
increase the entropy in that system even more rapidly than if
70

Frank A. Greco, “On the Second Law of Thermodynamics,” American
Laboratory (October 1982) p. 88

28

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
it remained closed. Oxidation is increased, chemical actions
71
speed up, and other patterns of degeneration quicken.
Hence, it is obvious that the sun is not driving evolution by
circumventing entropy otherwise we would never have had observe this
important scientific law.
This brings us to one more point to make. Nye stressed the
importance of the Second law of thermodynamics by paraphrasing Sir
Arthur Eddington who said, “if you're theory disagrees with the second
72
law of thermodynamics, I can offer you no hope. I can't help you.” To
project Edington’s name into his argument as if he would be accepting
his atheistic views is a deceptive and dishonoring misrepresentations. As
Dave Hunt wrote in 2010, “This theory [of evolution] is a radical
departure from the conclusion that had been reached by the theistic
founders of modern science. The undeniable order that they had
observed caused them to look for laws that must govern the
phenomena. Having discovered these laws, they concluded that the
73
universe had been created by a ‘God of order.’” Natural laws, such as
thermodynamics, are the very essence of science and why we expect a
Creator. “Eddington's work was a first step in demonstrating the
74
credibility of the Bible account of creation.” Eddington would in
nowise endorse Bill Nye’s atheistic sentiments. Edington wrote:
We all know that there are regions of the human spirit
untrammeled by the world of physics. In the mystic sense of
the creation around us, in the expression of art, in a yearning
71
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towards God, the soul grows upward and finds fulfillment of
something implanted in its nature. The sanction for this
development is within us, a striving born with our
consciousness or an Inner Light proceeding from a greater
power than ours. Science can scarcely question this sanction,
for the pursuit of science springs from a striving which the
mind is impelled to follow, a questioning that will not be
suppressed. Whether in the intellectual pursuits of science or
in the mystical pursuits of the spirit, the light beckons ahead
75
and the purpose surging in our nature responds.
The Earth’s reception of the Sun’s energy is further evidence of God.
Richard Swenson M.D. relates, “Every second it [the sun] converts five
million tons of mass to energy and then dole out these rays freely to the
universe. We intercept only one-billionth of this total solar energy
output and yet that suffices for virtually all our needs…. A change in
distance from the sun by a mere 2 percent would void our planet of
76
life.” Furthermore, “The ideal distance is considered to be the distance
from the sun where the water in the ocean neither permanently freezes
nor boils away… With the earth at a distance from the sun of 1.0 AU (1.0
AU equals 93 million miles), the width of the sun’s habitable zone is
from 0.93 to 1.15 AU. Thus, the habitable zone for the sun is very
77
narrow.” Gary Bates expressed, “All the planets in our system orbit
the sun in the same direction. Their speed is such that they are held in
their orbit by the force of gravity. Without orbital motion, they would
be pulled in toward the sun. Too fast the planets move farther awaytoo slow and they are pulled in closer. The stability and shape of their
orbit also means that they do not get so close as to overt gravitational
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78

influences on one another.” This gravitational force is fine-tuned as all
aspects of our solar system are to allow life to exist. “If the gravitational
force were altered by 0.00000000000000000000000000000000000001
79
percent, our sun would not exist, and neither would we.” These
scientific facts are just a small sampling of why scientists who founded
these scientific laws believed in the God of creation.
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Chapter Two
Natural Selection
Kinds and Species
Bill Nye reveals his ignorance of the creationists view and essentially
his inability to debate on the topic when he is utterly negligent on one
of the most important aspects expressed by creationists. During the
debate he said:
…he [Ken Ham] said many times, there are 7000 “kinds” [of
animals]. Today, the very, very lowest estimate is that there
are about 8.7 million species. But a much more reasonable
estimate is 50 million. Or even 100 million, if you include
viruses and bacteria and all the beetles that must be extant in
the tropical rain forest, that we haven't yet found; so we will
take a number that we think is pretty reasonable, 16 million
species today.
OK, If these came from 7000 kinds… we would expect to find
11 new species every day. So you go out to your yard, you
wouldn’t just find 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 organism you can't see, I mean this
80
would be enormous news.
This citation is not in its entirety for the purpose of dissecting it from a
specific perspective (we will later identify it within its full context to
refute its implication against deep time).
First, note how he jumps from 8.7 million species to 100 million by
counting “extant” species “that we haven’t found yet.” This argument
from silence presents enough ambiguity for him to sound “reasonable”
80
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to select the arbitrary number of 16 million for whatever obscure cause.
Then he not so subtly exchanges words – “kinds” and “species” – as if he
is unaware of the distinction drawn between the two words. This is a
misrepresentation as a straw man argument. For example, in 1935
Harry Rimmer (who was not a young earth creationist, but refuted
evolution) wrote, “All the variations of the chicken kind have come from
81
a common ancestral pair.” The Bible teaches that God created living
things to reproduce after their own kind (Genesis 1:11, 12, 21, 24, 25)
which allows variations known today as speciation. Biologist Georgia
Purdom from Answers In Genesis has recently explained:
Creation researchers have found that “kind” is often at the
level of “family” in our modern classification scheme. For
example, zebras, horses, and donkeys all belong to the family
Equidae and can mate with each other to form hybrid animals
such as mules (from a horse and donkey) and zonkeys (from a
82
zebra and donkey).
This statement comes from a series of articles considered the “10 Basics
Every Creationist Must Know”, which indicates this concept of “kinds”
and “species” is elementary to the creationists perspective. It is thus a
great ignorance revealed from Bill Nye to argue from a
misrepresentation.
What the King James Bible called “kinds” (Genesis 1:24-25) Jerome’s
Latin Vulgate called “genres” and “species” interchangeably. The
creationist founder of modern classifications, Carl Linnaeus (1707-1778)
wanted to name and classify created kind following the example of
Adam (Genesis 2:19-20). His work was written in Latin so when the Bible
speaks of fixity of “kinds,” Linnaeus wrote of fixity of “species.” Through
the Latin language, an unwarranted switch was made to the fixity of
Linnaean species. Botanist Dr. Nancy M. Darrall, a creationist reminisced
of the studies in the university, saying, “We have learned to classify
plants by traditional methods and modern techniques. The professor
81
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who lectured this last course commented that evolutionary theory had
provided no new techniques or procedures for constructing
classifications and the speculative attempts to produce phylogenetic
trees and systems without much valid evidence actually retarded the
83
progress of taxonomy (Heywood, 1967).”
When the facts are
understood, Bill Nye’s misrepresentation reveals that classifications of
species within God created kind is an advancement of science from
creationism which evolutionists cannot improve upon exposing the
weakness of evolution to advance science. That is the exact opposite of
the major thrust of Nye’s argument that creationism will hinder the
advancement of science and America’s economy.
Nye actually relies on the ignorance of the audience to propagate his
argument. He writes in his book, “If [sex] enables a species to select
within its own kind, and individuals within that species to compete in
84
the open world…” No creationist would deny species can select within
its own “kind” to reproduce, the problem is Nye uses the terms
interchangeably. Again, he states, “…dogs are dogs…. If a male and a
female can hook up and produce offspring then by the simplest and
85
most meaningful definition they belong to the same species.” That is
incorrect. Donkeys and zebras are not the same species by definition,
even in evolutionary texts. Yet, a donkey and zebra can reproduce
successfully because they are of the same “kind” according to the
biblical definition. Henry Morris wrote in 1966:
Another very fundamental fact of biologic science revealed in
Scripture is that of biogenesis and stability. This fact is
generally denied in evolutionary theory, of course, but is
nevertheless borne out by the actual data of science. That is,
there is no real evidence that the present clear-cut “gaps”
between the basic “kinds” of living creatures have ever been
crossed or narrowed. Obviously there are many types of
biologic differences…. There is tremendous potential for
83
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variations around the fixed locus of each basic kind of animal,
leading to different varieties and often to different species
and genera, depending upon how these are defined. But
never is there any actual evidence that these variations, in
either the present or the past, have resulted in changes
86
beyond the limits of the Genesis “kinds.”
Bill Nye is confused, writing, “Note that just as dogs are still dogs… A
quarter Horse is still as horse, and spring wheat is still wheat. Artificial
selection provides clues about how populations diverge enough to truly
87
become separate species.” This would be agreeable if it weren’t for
what he writes elsewhere – “The opening of relatively unpopulated
environments and the isolation of small populations encourage the
emergence of new species. With more different kinds of living things
88
coming into existence…” But he also writes, “Biodiversity is a result of
the process of evolution, and it is also a safety net that helps keep that
progress going. …we must reverse the current trend and preserve as
much biodiversity as possible. If we don’t, we will sooner or late join the
89
fossil record of extinction.” So he admits the fossil record reveals
extinction not “more different kinds of living things coming into
existence.”
Again, his argument revolves around confounding “species” with
“kinds.” Exactly what is his definition for “species” and “kinds”?
Evolutionists have never nailed down an answer for that question which
is universally agreed on. Charles Darwin wrote, “Nor shall I discuss the
various definitions which have been given of the term species. No one
definition has as yet satisfied all naturalists; yet every naturalist knows
90
vaguely what he means when he speaks of species.” Somehow he was
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attempting to explain the Origin of Species without ever defining the
word “species.” More recent writings have not offered clarification.
What are biological species? At first glance, this seems like an
easy question. Homo sapiens is a species, and so is Canis
familiaris (dog). Many species can be easily distinguished.
When we turn to the technical literature on species, the
nature of species becomes much less clear. Biologists offer a
dozen different definitions of the term “species” (Hey 2001).
These definitions are not fringe accounts of species but
prominent definitions in the current biological literature….
This encyclopedia entry started with the observation that at
an intuitive level the nature of species seems fairly obvious.
But a review of the technical literature reveals that our
91
theoretical understanding of species is far from settled.
The fundamental topic of this portion of Nye argument is built upon
the logical fallacy of equivocation – using one word (evolution) in the
immediate context with two different meanings. In his case “evolution”
is being used in the sense of “microevolution” and “macroevolution.”
Answers In Genesis defined these terms as following:
macroevolution: term used by evolutionists to describe the
alleged, unobservable change of one kind of organism to
another by natural selection acting on the accumulation of
92
mutations over vast periods of time
That is to say a single cell evolved into humans.
microevolution: term used by evolutionists to describe
relatively small changes in genetic variation that can be
93
observed in populations
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That is to say dogs can be bred to produce variations of dogs, but they
remain dogs. Bill Nye has a chapter entitled “MICRO OR MACRO” – IT’S
94
ALL EVOLUTION. The title alone implies the equivocation fallacy. In it
he writes, “They [creationists] accept the micro but reject the macro,
because micro is all that their faith can accept. It’s sad, and it’s not
science…. And in this case, you can’t understand one kind of evolution
95
without the other.” He later explains the scientific method as
practiced: “Observe. Hypothesize. Predict. Experiment. Compare what
96
you expect with what really happened.” According to his own
definition of science, macroevolution - which is unobservable - is not
science and evolutionists accept it by faith. Here he is applying a double
standard of special pleading while arguing by begging the question.
There is no evidence for macroevolution yet accuses creationists of
rejecting it by faith. He then drops this punch line: “None of the micro
ideas make any sense except in the context of the macro, and vise
97
versa.” I don’t get it?! Scientifically established observable facts make
perfect sense without accepting the faith of an evolutionary theory that
necessitates multitudes of logical fallacies to argue for.
Tiktaalik
During the debate, Bill Nye commented on Tiktaalik as a missing link
for fish crawling out of the water. “People over the years have found
that in Canada there was clearly a fossil marsh, a place that used to be a
swamp that dried out, and they found all kinds of happy swamp fossils
there: ferns, organisms, animals, fish that were recognized, and people
realized that this age of the rocks there, as computed by traditional
scientists, the age of the rocks, this would be a reasonable place to look
for a fossil animal that lived there. And indeed scientists found itTiktaalik. This fish-lizard guy. (Slide: artist conception of fossil) And
94
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they found several specimens. It wasn't just one individual. They made
98
a prediction that this animal would be found, and it was found.” He
called Tiktaalik a “fish-lizard guy,” but it is supposedly an intermediate
link between a fish and amphibian.
In his book he describes Tiktaalik as “a fish with transitional features
between fins and legs…. Tiktaalik had half limbs…. What it had was
99
something that enabled it to crawl onto land.” Richard Dawkins
concurs with Nye’s opinion. “Tiktaalik is the perfect missing link –
perfect, because it almost exactly splits the difference between fish and
100
amphibian, and perfect because it is missing no longer.”
Nye and
Dawkins are both apparently unfamiliar with this discovery or the facts.
A secular scientist who is familiar with the discovery noted “…in some
respects Tiktaalik and Panderichthys are straightforward fishes: they
have small pelvic fins, retain fin rays in their paired appendages and
have well-developed gill arches, suggesting that both animals remained
101
mostly aquatic.”
Creationists have identified excellent reasons why this “perfect
missing link” cannot suitably linked to any transitional form. Dr. David
Menton noted, “The structural differences between the tetrapod leg
and the fish fin is easily understood when we consider that the fish has
no need to support its weight in water where it is essentially
102
weightless.” Jonathan Sarfati stated, “Indeed, Tiktaalik’s fins that are
supposed to have become legs were not connected to the main
skeleton, so could not have supported its weight on land. The
discoverers claim that they could have helped to prop up the body as
the fish moved along the sea bottom, but evolutionists had similar high
98
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hopes for the coelacanth fin. However, when a living coelacanth
(Latimeria chalumnae) was discovered in 1938, the fins later turned out
not to be used for walking but for deft maneuvering when
103
swimming.” Dr. Menton mentioned a factor to further confirm that
Tiktaalik was truly a fish. “Finally, no fish (including Tiktaalik) has true
finger or toe bones. Instead, fish have slender bony fin rays, which even
evolutionists concede are not homologous or related in any way to
104
digits.”
However, there is one other essential issue that must irritate Bill Nye
– Tiktaalik is not in the proper order according to the evolutionary
timescale. Wikipedia claims under the subtitle “Classification and
Evolution,” “Tiktaalik lived approximately 375 million years ago….
105
Tiktaalik is a transitional fossil…”
There is evidence of a walking
creature that predates the alleged date for Tiktaalik and Wikipedia
recognizes this fact as well under the subtitle “Phylogenic Position…
2010-now” wherein it directly contradicts the above statement of
Tiktaalik being a transitional fossil. Jonathan Sarfati reported in his 2010
book: “Tracks of footprints on the surface of large limestone slabs from
Zachelmie Quarry in the Holy Mountain of Poland… of a 2-meter-long
four-limbed walking creature ‘dated’ at 397 million years old. This
predates all the alleged fish-to-tetrapod transitional forms, including the
106
now-famous Tiktaalik…” Wikipedia admitted:
A tetrapod origin of those tracks was established based on:
distinct digits and limb morphology;
trackways reflecting quadrupedal gait and diagonal walk;
no body or tail drag marks;
very wide stride in relation to body length (much beyond that
of Tiktaalik or any other fish);
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various size footprints with some unusually big (up to 26 cm
107
wide) indicating body lengths of over 2.5 m.
So obvious footprints with distinct digits instead of fins, that supposedly
predate Tiktaalik by 22 million years was well known of by evolutionists
4 years before the debate in which Bill Nye attempted to prove
evolution by citing Tiktaalik as a transitional fossil.

We are again forced to raise the question of whether Bill Nye is
ignorant of these facts or was he acting deceptive? Consider another
“transitional fossil” he mentioned in his book-Archaeopteryx. He writes,
“However you cut it, Archaeopteryx basically had half a wing….
Archaeopteryx was, in our modern evolutionary way of thinking a
transitional animal. Its fossils are transitions from feathered dinosaurs
108
to birds.”
Yet throughout the entire chapter he describes
Archaeopteryx as a fully functional bird only differing in “The way their
bones are arranged makes most scientists think these animals could not
109
raise their wings above their heads.” Being limited in the extent of
raising its wing can hardly be reason enough to consider this creature as
having “half a wing.” Most evolutionists today will acknowledge
archaeopteryx was a warm-blooded fully formed bird with a fully
107
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formed wing, perfectly formed feather, and a completely functional
avian lung system.
Skull Fossils
During the debate, Bill Nye showed a slide that contained over 50
skulls and said:
Now here is an interesting thing. These are fossil skulls that
people have found all around the world; 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 not any of them is a gorilla. Right? If,
as Mr. Ham and his associates claim, there was just man, and
then everybody else; there were 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 such
an extraordinary fashion? Where would you put us? I can tell
you, we are on there and, and I encourage you when you go
110
home to look it up.
On this topic there is (sorry to say) absolutely no reasoning with a man
as Bill Nye. He is willing to except anything as evidence while admitting
there is no evidence and claim the lack of evidence is evidence. For
example, he writes, “a giraffe has seven vertebrae, just as you and I
111
do…. This is evidence of common ancestry.”
This is the classic
argument from homology, or similarity either functional or structural.
Nye said, “This business of homology is one of the most absolutely most
112
compelling indicators of the process of evolution.” Intelligent design
and creation advocates have said the same similarity of structure is
110
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evidence for a common designer or common creator. Intelligent design
author Jonathan Wells, wrote, “Modern Darwinists continue to use
homology as evidence for their theory. In fact, next to the Darwinian
tree of life, homology in vertebrate limbs is probably the most common
icon of evolution in biology textbooks. But the icon conceals two serious
problems: First, if homology is defined as similarity due to common
descent, then it is circular reasoning to use it as evidence for common
descent. Secondly, biologists have known for decades that homologous
features are not due to similar genes, so the mechanism that produces
113
them remains unknown.” Seven vertebrae is the rule for mammalian
classification. Yet evolution cannot explain why the giraffe has vertebrae
11 inches long. “Scientists are divided as to the reason why Giraffes
evolved with such an extraordinary skeletal feature. It has been
observed that Giraffes feed from the tops of Acacia trees as well as
savannah grasses so such an easy ‘tree-tops’ theory has come under
scrutiny. Another theory is that males with longer/stronger necks win
the frequent ‘Neck Battles’ for mating rights so passing on the long neck
114
genes fails to explain why females are similarly endowed.”
Every
guess attempted by evolutionary presuppositions has been riddled with
Lamarckianism which has been rejected by evolutionist. Thus Nye is
willing to except anything as evidence.
Yet he will admit there is no evidence and claim that is proof in itself
for evolution. He scorns creationist by saying, “By insisting, quite falsely,
that there was no known transitional form between apes and humans,
115
they introduce doubt into an enormous number of minds.” However,
a couple pages later he informs us the evolution “is both fast and
116
slow”
indicating gradualism, slow uniformitarian changes; and
punctuated, rapid sudden leaps into new kinds. He writes, “Punctuated
equilibrium explains why we are missing a great many transitional forms
113
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117

in the collections of fossils kept in institutions around the world.” So
he is admitting the transitional fossils do not exist. He then says, “When
we look at the fossils of the new separate big bunch [of species], we
don’t see the intermediate linking individuals, because there were so
few of them. Once you understand genetic island formation or
punctuated equilibrium, it would be weird if things were any other way.
118
The missing links is actually further proof of evolution.”
To
paraphrase him in light of all this, he is saying – “there is no evidence
and that lack of evidence is our evidence, but how dare the creationist
tell people that we have no evidence.” And he considers this argument
“undeniable,” but it seems to be circular reasoning.
Some may be asking what this “punctuated equilibrium” is?
Evolutionist Steven M. Stanley explains, “there has been renewed
expression of support for the importance in macroevolution of what
Goldschmidt terms the hopeful monster. Goldschmidt’s monster was a
single animal that served as the progenitor of a new higher taxon. At
least in principle, Goldschimdt accepted Schindewolf’s extreme example
119
of the first bird hatching from a reptile egg.”
So instead of small
gradual changes in the evolutionary progress, there is presumed sudden
leaps into a hopeful monster. Other evolutionists have stated:
Gould and Eldredge content that: ‘Phyletic gradualism was an
a priori assertion from the start—it was never “seen” in the
rocks; it expressed the culture and political bias of 19th
century liberalism.’ By the same token, while many feel that
punctuated equilibrium postulates how speciation occurs, its
occurrence is not based on empirical evidence but on the
apparent lack of evidence—gaps in the fossil record….
Bodnar, Jones and Ellis suggested that one would not see
intermediate forms in simple eukaryotes in the fossil record
because there are no intermediate forms. A single mutation in
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a regulatory gene caused the change in one leap of
120
evolutionary development.
Stephen Jay Gould who popularized the idea was considered the world’s
leading paleontologist before his death. He wrote:
The history of most fossil species includes two features
particularly inconsistent with gradualism:
1. Stasis: Most species exhibit no directional change during
their tenure on earth. They appear in the fossil record looking
much the same as when they disappear; morphological
change is usually limited and directionless.
2. Sudden appearances: In any local area, a species does not
arise gradually by the steady transformation of its ancestors;
121
it appears all at once and ‘fully formed.’
122

Nye writes, “but stasis is a major characteristic of evolution as well.”
So he claims there is stasis as well as gradual changes. But the lack of
evidence for gradual changes is why the punctuated equilibrium theory
was postulated. Both opinions have no evidence! To put it bluntly
Evolution has no evidence from the fossil record!
Back to the skulls he claims as evidence for apes evolving into
humans. Consider the word of evolutionist Steven Stanley: “The known
fossil record fails to document a single example of phyletic evolution
accomplishing a major morphologic transition and hence offers no
123
evidence that the gradualistic model can be valid.” This would include
skulls. What have the scientists who actually discover these skulls have
to say about them?
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Skulls of the Oldest modern humans have been uncovered
in Herto, Ethiopoa, showing that people looking remarkably
like us were roaming the African plains 160,000 years ago….
Professor [Tim] White [co-leader of the excavation team]
said the early humans at Herto lived on a shallow lake
alongside hippos, crocodiles, catfish, and buffalo. Over 600
stone artifacts, including axes, were also found….
Australian anthropologists expressed surprise at how
modern the skulls looked. “It’s quite extraordinarily modernlooking really,” says Stephen Collier, a lecturer in archaeology
at the University of New England. “You wouldn’t have
expected this 10 years ago, anything this modern.”
Geologist Jim Bowler, who discovered Australia’s oldest
human remains, the allegedly 40,000-year-old Mungo man in
1974, said the skull looked remarkably like modern people. “If
you put this fellow in a grey charcoal suit, they wouldn’t look
out of place on Collins Street.”
“Homo sapiens sapiens is a very slippery concept,” said
Collin Groves, of the Australian National University’s
anthropology department. “The new specimen is exactly what
we predicted for Homo sapiens before it starts to branch out
124
of diversify, before it started to develop racial features.”
Bill Nye make similar comments, stating, “As we examine our recent
humanlike ancestors like Neanderthals, or Cro-Magnon, or others
humanlike ancestors, it becomes clear: If these guys and gals were
dressed like us, you’d hardly notice them on a busy sidewalk. It just
seems as though they were almost like us. Their brains were almost like
ours. They almost embraced the same worldview that we have with the
125
same suspicions or beliefs about a life after death.” They were indeed
anatomically human with posable thumbs, used tools, art, developed
elaborate rituals, and signs, built “sophisticated burial chambers with a
126
preplanned geometric interment of remains,” and as Nye remarked,
124
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they were religious. “Detailed comparisons of Neandertal skeletal
remains with those of modern humans have shown that there is nothing
in Neandertal anatomy that conclusively indicates locomotor,
manipulative, intellectual, or linguistic abilities inferior to those of
127
modern humans.”
So if there is no real difference, what is the
difference?
Nye also admitted, “Humans and Neanderthals were carrying on
together as recently as thirty thousand years ago. Appearently, we have
enough genes in common to have pulled this off. We were close enough
128
to have had babies.”
If we could walk and talk and procreated
together, we were of the same Biblical kind. The human kind.
The distinction between human and ape fossils is not as difficult as he
attempts to make it. There couldn’t be small subtle changes in the skulls
as he attempt to express it at the debate since in his book he claims
evolution happened in sudden leaps and professionals who examine
these skulls say the same. Dr. David Menton describes, “The human
skull is easily distinguished from all living apes, though there are, of
course, similarities. The vault of the skull is large in humans because of
their relatively large brain compared to apes. From this perspective, the
face of the human is nearly vertical, while that of the ape slopes
forward from its upper face to its chin. From a side view, the bony
socket of the eye (the orbit) of an ape is obscured by its broad, flat
upper face. Humans, on the other hand, have a more curved upper face
and forehead, clearly revealing the orbit of the eye from a side view.
Another distinctive feature of the human skull is the nose bone that our
glasses rest on. Apes do not have protruding nasal bones and would
129
have great difficulty wearing glasses.” One aspect which Nye’s power
point did not point out was the size of the skulls represented in his
presentation. He challenged the audience to identify where they would
put modern humans among the skulls. Had they been to scale size, a
comparison in that alone would have revealed what he attempted to
played down - that is the obvious differences.
127
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Let us not fall into a hasty generalization though, as Dr. David Dewitt
defined the creationist perspective. “A better conclusion may be that
the fossil hominid is an extinct kind of ape and is related neither to
humans nor living apes…. Creationists understand the diversity of life to
represent numerous created kinds with variation within the kind….
Therefore, the various Australopithecines (afarensis, anamensis,
africanus, gahri, and sediba) give us a picture of what this kind of extinct
ape was like and the range of variation that existed. Since there is such a
range of variation, it should not surprise us that one type would appear
to be more human like than others. Creationists make a mistake when
they try to make a fossil hominid into a chimpanzee or into a human
130
when it may really be in its own separate group.”
Natural Selection: Scientism or Paganism
Scientism as defined by Wikipedia means – “is belief in the universal
applicability of the scientific method and approach, and the view that
empirical science constitutes the most authoritative worldview or most
valuable part of human learning to the exclusion of other
131
viewpoints.” Also citing Allan Bullock and Stephen Trombley who
stated, "the view that the characteristic inductive methods of the
natural sciences are the only source of genuine factual knowledge and,
in particular, that they alone can yield true knowledge about man and
132
society."
Bill Nye expresses this view and attempts to force the
theory of evolution within the scientific laws as if all thoughts must be in
light of the opinion. He writes, “What I find compelling about evolution,
convergent evolution especially, is that it is clearly a fundamental law of
nature, like the laws of gravity, electromagnetism, and heat transfer [i.e.
133
entropy] that shape our world.” If evolution was so fundamental to
science, it would be to the disposal of logic – hence scientism.
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To assert such an argument, of course, Bill Nye has rejected logic
which is self-evident in his frequent fallacies of logic. Imbedded in this
statement is the logical fallacy of equivocation: expressing “natural law”
as synonymous with “naturalism.” Also the logical fallacy of bifurcation
(either or) – implying “either the universe operates by naturalistic law
like fashions or God is constantly performing miracles.” But there is a
third option: the universe usually operates with natural laws because
God miraculously created it to do so.
If naturalism (i.e. evolution) were true, thoughts of the brain would
be merely chemical reactions, thus brain chemistry would predetermine
one’s thoughts by accident. There could be no rational thinking. This is
exactly what Francis Crick expressed: “‘You,’ your joys and your sorrows,
your memories and your ambitions, your sense of personal identity and
free will, are in fact no more than the behavior of a vast assembly of
134
nerve cells and their associated molecules.” According to scientism,
only material objects can be subjected to the scientific method, thus
evolution/naturalism is synonymous with materialism. During a famous
debate on the existence of God, atheist Gordon Stein cross examined
Greg Bahnsen with the following excerpt that reveals the essential
failures of materialism.
Stein: Dr. Bahnsen, would you call God material or
immaterial?
Bahnsen: Immaterial.
Stein:What is something that's immaterial?
Bahnsen: Something not extended in space.
Stein: Can you give me any other example, other than God,
that's immaterial?
135
Bahnsen: The laws of logic.
This thought was expressed by Norman Geisler and Frank Turek, in I
Don’t Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist.
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Finally, if materialism is true, then reason itself is impossible.
For if mental processes are nothing but chemical reactions in
the brain, then there is no reason to believe that anything is
true (including the theory of materialism). Chemicals can’t
evaluate whether or not a theory is true. Chemicals don’t
reason, they react.
This is supremely ironic because Darwinists – who claim to
champion truth and reason – have made truth and reason
136
impossible by their theory of materialism.
This unreasonable materialism as was just described is exactly what Bill
Nye believes. He stated, “our minds are [not] anything more than a
product of an exquisitely complex system of chemical structures and
137
chemical reactions.” If this were true then our thoughts are nothing
more than random blurts of chemical-electro impulses responding to
physical stimulations; in which case it would be unreasonable to think
that our thoughts are reasonable, rational, logical, or could be in any
way considered scientific. Thus the theory of evolution would be as
unreasonable and unscientific as our thoughts that are mere accidental
and erratic ideas flashing in and out of our minds as randomly as the
theory would uphold. Our very ability to perform scientific inquiries and
deduce logical explanations from what we observe refutes evolution
and proves we are created in the image of God (Genesis 1:26-27).
Neither are laws of logic the product of man’s scientific observation
as Jason Lisle explains:
If laws of logic are a reflection of the world we live in, then
they actually become contingent on the world. And this leads
to consequences that you probably won’t want to accept. We
wouldn’t be able to say anything about universality or
invariance of the laws of logic if they were contingent on the
universe. For example, we couldn’t argue that laws of logic
apply in the core of Alpha Centauri, because no one has
136
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experienced that part of the universe. Nor could we argue
that laws of logic will work tomorrow, since no one has
experienced the future. We take for granted that the laws of
logic are invariant and universal, yet that assumption
wouldn’t make sense if the laws of logic were contingent
upon the physical world.
Different areas of the universe are just that: different. Why
then do they adhere to the same laws of logic? If laws of logic
were a reflection of the physical world, then we’d expect that
different regions of the physical universe that are physically
different would have different laws of logic. Moreover, the
physical world is constantly changing, yet the laws of logic do
not. So, clearly laws of logic cannot be simply a reflection of
138
the world.
Bill Nye implied creationist believe “natural laws and the natural
139
history of Earth could not be uniform.” Where he got this opinion of
creationists is not known since he never cites any sources, nor could he
since no creationists have ever indicated this but rather the exact
opposite. Jason Lisle said, “The problem with evolutionism is that such
regularity [i.e. uniformity of the universe] only makes sense in a biblical
140
creation worldview.” Consider the scientific law of abiogenesis – life
cannot come from nonliving matter. Creationism understands a living
God created life while evolution believes life evolved from nonliving
chemicals. Thus at some point in the past, this scientific law was not
uniformly applicable. It is an inconsistency for an evolutionist to make
an argument from uniformity. Richard Dawkins wrote, “Nobody knows
how it happened but, somehow, without violating the laws of physics
and chemistry, a molecule arose that just happened to have the
141
property of self-copying –a self replicator.” We have never observed
new planets popping into existence, new stars being formed, new kinds
of animals evolving, or life ascending from non-living matter; none of
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these are uniform to our observations in this universe. Evolution is
simply not logical or scientific.
Lactantius, an ancient Christian author wrote, “For there is no one so
uncivilized, and of such an uncultivated disposition, who, when he raises
his eyes to heaven, although he knows not by the providence of what
God all this visible universe is governed, does not understand from the
very magnitude of the objects, from their motion, arrangement,
constancy, usefulness, beauty, and temperament, that there is some
providence, and that that which exists with wonderful method must
142
have been prepared by some greater intelligence.”
Lactantius
frequently argued the theme that God created man to use logic, thus
God created man with his eyes to raise towards the heavens and ponder
God’s creation while animals were earthy, faced downward, and not
created to ponder the deep things of God. This is deduced from the
Bible as Nebuchadnezzar lost his sanity, temporarily acting as an animal,
to have his sanity restored by God’s grace after seven years. At the end
of seven years Nebuchadnezzar relates, “at the end of the days I

Nebuchadnezzar lifted up mine eyes unto heaven, and mine
understanding returned unto me” (Daniel 4:34). When one
believes his origin is from the animal kingdom, he reverts to the
downward facing position of the alleged animal ancestry that lack
rational capabilities.
Nye is surely intelligent enough to “understand from the very
magnitude of the objects, from their motion, arrangement, constancy,
usefulness, beauty, and temperament, that there is some providence…
by some greater intelligence” as Lactantius put it. In fact, Nye
repeatedly applied teleological evidence in observation, but with utter
confusing inconsistency. He says evolution is “the opposite of
143
144
random”
but “evolution is not guided by a mind or a plan.”
He
says, “Looking at nature with a human’s top-down perspective can
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145

create a mistaken sense of intentional design.” Is there such a thing
as unintentional design that is neither random nor planned? He offers
146
an analogy of “organizations like corporations”, that design products
like airplanes contrast with nature producing owls without randomness.
His evidence for natural selection climaxes with: “Airplane designs have
been tried and discarded, just like bottom-up evolution, and the end
solution looks (not surprisingly) similar to the one that emerged from
evolution [referring to the owl]…. We are the results of evolution, and
therefore so are our creations [referring to engineered products such as
147
airplanes]…” So is the owl a product of intelligent engineers and the
plane was created by not-so-random natural processes? Evolutionists
simply invoke natural selection as some intelligent agent within nature
itself with the capability to perform creative works in place of God. This
is paganism.
Bill Nye recognized, “evolution can be traced to the Greek
148
philosopher Anaximander.” An early 20th century evolutionist director
of the American Museum of Natural History, Henry Fairfield Osborn
wrote a book entitled From the Greeks to Darwin (1894) expressing the
idea of continuity of the evolutionary thesis throughout history as a line
of evidence for validating it as truth. Osborn wrote, “Evolution has
reached its present fullness by slow additions in twenty-four centuries.
When the truths and absurdities of Greek, mediaeval, and sixteenth to
nineteenth century speculation and observation are brought together, it
becomes clear that they form a continuous whole, that the influences of
early upon later thought are greater than has been believed, that
Darwin owes more even to the Greeks than we have ever
149
recognized.” He identified, “Evolution, as a natural explanation of the
145
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origin of the higher forms of life, succeeded the old mythology and
autochthony in Greece, and developed from the teachings of Thales and
150
Anaximander into those of Aristotle.”
However, this very idea of
continuity as a line for evidence is in fact counterintuitive. If man is a
product of evolution, should we have evolved out of the archaic
superstitions of an evolutionary myth? Is that not the argument
modernists have railed against the Bible? The continuity of evolutionary
thinking from ancient Greece does not prove the modern thought is
valid science, but rather a revival of ancient paganism. The mechanism
of “natural selection” is guilty of the logical fallacy of reification –
applying personal attributes (selective intelligence) to an abstract
concept (nature). Osborn wrote that Anaxagoras “was the first to
attribute adaptation in Nature to Intelligent Design, and was thus the
151
founder of Teleology.”
Early Church Father wrote about the pagans in the days and refuted
them frequently arguing against evolution. Tertullian wrote of a heretic
named “Saturninus… [who]affirmed that man was made by angels. A
futile, imperfect creation at first, weak and unable to stand, he crawled
upon the ground like a worm, because he wanted the strength to
maintain an erect posture; but afterwards having, by the compassion of
the Supreme Power (in whose image, which had not been fully
understood, he was clumsily formed), obtained a slender spark of life,
this roused and righted his imperfect form, and animated it with a
higher vitality, and provided for its return, on its relinquishment of life,
152
to its original principle.” Minucius Felix stated, “Now if, on entering
any house, you should behold everything refined, well arranged, and
adorned, assuredly you would believe that a master presided over it,
and that he himself was much better than all those excellent things. So
in this house of the world, when you look upon the heaven and the
150
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earth, its providence, its ordering, its law, believe that there is a Lord
and Parent of the universe far more glorious than the stars themselves,
153
and the parts of the whole world.”
More recently, evangelist Mark
Cahill similarly said,
Every time we look at something built by man – a house, for
example – we know it had a builder, someone who assembled
it. When we see something that has design, like a watch, we
know it had a designer who planned it. When we see artwork,
like a painting, we know there is an artist who painted it.
When we observe order – say twenty Coke cups lined up in a
row – we know there was an “orderer” who set them up that
way.
When we look around the universe at things not made by
man, what do we see? We see creation, design, art, and
order. So if everything man-made has a creator, designer,
artist, or orderer behind it, why would we not think that there
is a Creator, Designer, Artist, and Orderer behind the
154
universe?
Another early Christian author Dionysius inquired, “And if, even in
these, representations and models cannot be made without the aid of
wisdom, how can the genuine and original patterns of these copies have
come into existence spontaneously? And whence have come the soul,
and the intelligence, and the reason, which are born with the
155
philosopher?”
The answer, as Mark Cahill indicated, “Logically, we
know that there cannot be an unpainted painting, an unsculpted
156
sculpture, an undesigned design. That just doesn’t make sense.”
153
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We find logic is denied by atheism, as Bill Nye frequently refers to
design in his book Undeniable it is not surprising to anyone familiar with
the attacks from other authors. Take for example, Richard Dawkins, who
ignores what his scientific observation obviously indicates.
Biology is the study of complicated things that give the
157
appearance of having been designed for a purpose.
The purpose of this book is to resolve this paradox to the
satisfaction of the reader to impress the reader with the
158
power of the illusion of design.
If Richard Dawkins ignores his observation which reveals the
“appearance of design” as if it is just an “illusion of design,” we must
question, “how can he practice science?” In his introduction to the book
The Blind Watchmaker he said, “It is almost as if the human brain were
specifically designed to misunderstand Darwinism, and to find it hard to
159
believe.” Perhaps God designed the brain to respond logically to what
is obviously observed, and disbelieve foolish pagan mythologies. This is
why we find Bill Nye UNRELIABLE!
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Chapter Three
Deep Time
How Long is Long Enough?
Bill Nye wrote “But once you embrace such depth [of time], the
160
mechanisms of evolution begin to make sense.” This is his method to
attack the creationist model was by attempting to refute the idea of a
young age of creation. Of course, his arrogance in this method left him
relying on uniformitarian presuppositions while contradicting himself by
claiming uniformitarianism was wrong. The big problem for evolution
with the deep time suggested is that the time just does not go deep
enough for the theory.
Consider Dr. Kurt Wise, who commented:
Even if natural process could indefinitely generate new
species at the rate suggested by macroevolutionary theory
(the view that all of life evolved from a single organism, in
contrast to the Bible’s teaching that God separately created
every kind of creature in just six days), and even if this has
been happening for billions of years (though it also cannot be
true because it contradicts the Bible), there would still not be
enough time to generate the display of life we observe on this
161
planet.
How could he say billions of years is not enough time?
Now let us return to Bill Nye’s skeptical comments which we
considered earlier for the topic of his fallaciously equivocating “species”
and “kinds.” This time we will address his comment from the implication
he was pressing on the time issue. At the debate he stated:
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So let’s see, if there were 4000 years since Ken Ham’s flood,
and let’s say, as he said many times, there are 7000 “kinds”
[of animals]. Today, the very, very lowest estimate is that
there are about 8.7 million species. But a much more
reasonable estimate is 50 million. Or even 100 million, if you
include viruses and bacteria and all the beetles that must be
extant in the tropical rain forest, that we haven’t yet found;
so we will take a number that we think is pretty reasonable,
16 million species today.
OK, If these came from 7000 kinds, let’s say this is subtracted
from 16 million, that’s 15,993,000. In 4000 years we have 365
and a quarter days per year, we would expect to find 11 new
species every day. So you go out to your yard, you wouldn’t
just find 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 organism you can’t see, I mean this would be
162
enormous news.
When Nye reiterated this argument in his book he said that this math
163
was “Not difficult, but very difficult to refute.”
Interestingly, the
young age of the creationist worldview provides enough time as we
have observed rapid speciation. Surprisingly, the evolutionary opinions
of deep time do not have enough time provided within their own
framework.
First we should note what he did not. The 7,000 kinds of animals on
the ark are obviously not going to include fishes. That fact alone would
drastically affect the numbers he is using. It was previously identified
how he pulls large arbitrary numbers and that he is referencing this
number to species instead of kinds. What creationists understand as a
kind does not perfectly correlate with the evolutionist’s classification of
species, genus, or family. For example, a wholphin is a fertile hybrid
born from mating a male false killer whale with a female bottlenose
162
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dolphin. These would be classified as two different genera, though of
the same family and in the toothed whale suborder. Creationists deduce
that if two creatures can hybridize and produce fertility, they have
descended from the same biblical kind.
Rapid speciation is well understood and has been observed as a
natural phenomenon. Jonathan Sarfati explains: “For one species to
split into two, some differences must arise, e.g. losing different amounts
of information such that they are no longer capable of interbreeding.
This is most likely to happen in small, isolated populations. There is a
bigger chance of a mutation being fixed in a small population simply by
chance and a greater chance of losing certain genes (genetic drift)….
Biologists have identified several instances of rapid speciation, including
guppies on Trinidad, lizards in the Bahamas, daisies on the island of
British Columbia, and house mice on Madeira… The rapid change has
164
‘astonished’ evolutionists, but should delight informed creationists.”
Bill Nye also wrote about speciation, explaining it as: “A huge successful
population gets established, one with much less diversity, but still
165
carrying your genes, and so on and on and on.”
This expression
reveals his ignorance of evolution. He notes this new “successful
population” is established as a new species with “much less diversity” in
its genes. Sarfati said the same thing when he mentioned what causes
the split into a new species – that is the loss of information. Evolution
theoretically demands an increase of information for the upward move
from microbe to man. The increase of species is because of the
decrease of genetic information which is exactly what the creation
model expects and is opposite to evolution. God created diversity of
animal kinds in the beginning with the complexity of genetic
information enabling variations to arise and as information is lost within
the variations, species become separated.
But evolutionism cannot provide enough time for the diversity of
animals we observe today. Bill Nye wrote, “For seven eighths of Earth’s
history – basically, for most of it – living things were just revving up.
Most life was single celled organisms or relatively simple, soft-bodied
animals. The last 500 million years are when almost all of the interesting
164
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stuff happened. Pretty much every creature you ever heard of, from
166
trilobites to dinosaurs to Neanderthals, appeared during that time.”
In this case, all life forms had to evolve by increasing information within
500 million years.
In the recent past, evolutionists would never have thought speciation
could have occurred rapidly. For example, Isaac Asimov wrote in 1988
quoting physicist and mathematician Freeman Dyson: “It takes a million
years to evolve a new species, ten million for a new genus, one hundred
million for a class, a billion for a phylum-and that’s usually as far as your
167
imagination goes.” According to Bill Nye’s alleged 500 million years of
evolutionary history, there is not enough time for a phylum to arise.
“The kingdom Animalia contains approximately 35 phyla; the kingdom
168
Plantae contains 12 phyla.”
That is 47 phyla would have to evolve
within 500 million years at the rate of a billion years each.
To his credit, Bill Nye recognizes rapid speciation as an established
scientific fact. He writes:
Just think what could happen if every living species could
beget a new species every one hundred years!
Given that nature produces new species so readily, it’s no
wonder that we now have at least 16 million species on Earth,
with many biologists speculating the true number is far
greater. There might be 100 million species extant right
169
now.
Let us do the math. Every 100 years a new species evolves for the last
500 million years. That would only give us 5 million species.
Evolutionists do not have enough time provided in their theory that
claims 16 to 100 million species. Even worst is the facts of mass
extinction which Nye identified.
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Even if we acknowledge multiple phyla (phyla is plural for phylum) to
evolve simultaneously, we find problems with the time scale. Bill Nye
wrote: “For my debate with creationist Ken Ham in Kentucky, I
estimated that there are about 16 million species of life on Earth. What
if 14 million of them suddenly disappeared? Sounds hard to believe, like
some dystopian Hollywood summer blockbuster? But that is exactly
what seems to have happened at least five times over the past half
billion years. In each instance, a catastrophic event (or combination of
events) killed up to 90 percent of the world’s sea and land creatures,
and it happened in the blink of an eye – geologically speaking at least.
Other than the origin of life itself, mass extinctions are the most
170
dramatic and mysterious events in the history of life on Earth.”
He
171
identifies the alleged ages of these mass extinctions:
Ordovician Silurian 444 million years ago – 85% ocean life
extinct (allegedly before land animal evolved)
Late Devonian extinction 364 million years ago – 50% animals
and plants extinct
Phanerozoic, Permian-Triassic extinction 251 million years ago
– 75% of all life extinct
End-of-the-Triassic extinction 200 million years ago – 50% of
earth’s life extinct
Cretaceous-Tertiary extinction 66 million years ago
The diversity of life that we now observe (which Nye alleges 16-100
million species) needs to have evolved in the last 66 million years.
Accordingly, that would allow Nye 660,000 species. If we were generous
and allowed him one million, he would still be off by 15-99 million. Nye
comments, “For me, the idea that there used to be more diversity than
we see today is reasonable, but not likely. There have been mass
extinction events along the way…, but they don’t seem to be, if I may
172
say, massive enough to drive us to this conclusion.” So in the last 66
170
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million year, the majority of life that has existed on earth has evolved to
a greater diversity than that which has ever existed in the previous 434
million years. Obviously we see that the evolutionary timescale – no
matter how deep – is not deep enough, according to their system of
thought. Furthermore, the inconsistency of thought flows in that the
deep time is established by uniformitarian thinking while these mass
extinctions recognized catastrophic events. The creationist perspective
upholds a consistency of one catastrophic event –Noah’s flood – which
is a mass extinction event that caused the burial of animals forming
fossil filled rock layers all over the earth.
Geological Columns: Layers of Ancient Life in Limestone
During the debate with Ken Ham, Bill Nye held up a rock before the
audience and stated, “We are here in Kentucky on layer upon layer of
limestone. I stopped at the side of the road today and just picked up a
piece of limestone that has a fossil, right there. Now in these many,
many layers, in this the vicinity of Kentucky, there are coral animals….
They live typically 20 years, sometimes more than that if the water
conditions are correct, and so we’re standing on millions of layers of
ancient life. How could those animals have lived their entire lives and
formed these layers in just 4000 years? There isn’t enough time since
Mr. Ham’s flood for this limestone that we are standing on to have
173
come into existence.”
There are a number of errors evident in Bill
Nye’s statement that betrays his ignorance of what the creation model
teaches and that of basic geology (including that which is established by
the current consensus of evolutionists).
First, his query exposes his view of geology is uniformitarianism.
Uniformitarianism is the philosophy that natural processes throughout
all of earth’s history have been acting at similar rates as observed today.
However, we will find this as another inconsistency for Bill Nye’s
thinking as he frequently presents argument imbedded with
uniformitarianism in the premise but he claims that he rejects the
philosophy altogether. For example, he wrote, “Once you let go of that
173
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old uniformitarian way of looking at things, the situation becomes a
174
whole lot clearer.” The comment at the debate as cited above implies
these layers had to take millions of years to form through uniformitarian
processes. Evolutionists as a consensus have rejected the idea but still
inconsistently hold to the conclusion of millions of years based on the
teaching of uniformitarianism.
The major difference between evolution and creation science is how
evidence is interpreted –whether by uniformitarianism or
catastrophism. Creationist Gary Parker expressed: “…because of the
overwhelming weight of scientific evidence, many evolutionists are now
calling themselves neo-catastrophists. They want nothing to do with
old-fashion catastrophism (Noah’s flood!), but they agree that most
layers of fossil-bearing rock were produced rapidly and broadly by
flooding on a catastrophic scale… It’s these short periods of terror, it
seems, that caught plants and animals off guard, buried them too
deeply and quickly for them to escape or to be obliterated by
scavengers, and turned them into fossils. Clams and snails, for example,
are not normally knocked dead and fossilized by a few sand grains or
even by huge shifts of sand induced by hurricanes, but zillions were
buried and fossilized, it seems, in the first overwhelming deposit of
175
‘Flood mud.’” Evolutionist Robert H. Dott is an example of one who
attempted to avoid the “old-fashion catastrophism” when he wrote
about what he called “episodic sedimentation.” He says: “What do I
mean by ‘episodic sedimentation?’ Episodic was chosen carefully over
other possible terms. ‘Catastrophic’ has become popular recently
because of its dramatic effect, but it should be purged from our
vocabulary because it feeds the neo-catastrophist-creation cause…. I
hope I have convinced you that the sedimentary record is largely a
record of episodic events rather than uniformly continuous. My
176
message is that episodicity is the rule, not the exception.” Indeed, the
sedimentary record is caused by a catastrophe – Noah’s Flood!
Secondly, contrary to what Bill Nye indicated at the debate, the
Creation model does not claim that layers of limestone formed after the
174
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flood by an uniformitarian process. One wonders whether he is truly
ignorant of the elementary basics of the creationists’ model or if he is
using deceptive methods during the debate such as setting up strawman arguments. We will see many of such odd misrepresentations
presented in his arguments which seem to prove the later to be true.
Nye could have easily viewed the Answers In Genesis website to see
what creationism teaches. “Evolutionists argue that although some
sedimentary layers may have been deposited relatively quickly, the
deposition of the entire column required hundreds of millions of years.
Creationists suggest that the bulk of the fossil– bearing sedimentary
rocks were deposited during the one– year period of Noah’s Flood and
its associated geologic events. The uppermost surface of each layer
177
should allow us to determine which explanation fits the evidence.”
Nye’s straw-man arguments implied that the layers formed after the
flood but it has been consistently explained that the layers would have
been formed during the flood.
Thirdly, the fact that limestone is found in abundance in Kentucky
bearing marine life is clear evidence that yields to the creationist/flood
model. An evolutionary website states: “Limestone is a sedimentary
rock composed primarily of calcium carbonate (CaCO ) in the form of
3

the mineral calcite. It most commonly forms in clear, warm, shallow
marine waters. It is usually an organic sedimentary rock that forms from
the accumulation of shell, coral, algal and fecal debris. It can also be a
chemical sedimentary rock formed by the precipitation of calcium
178
carbonate from lake or ocean water.” This fact tells us the limestone
so prevalent in Kentucky is evidence that the entire region was under
water. Henry Morris wrote, “On the other hand, there are in the
geological column many massive limestones which are of such a
uniformity as to defy explanation in terms of any modern parallel.
Nothing less than massive precipitation from solution in chemical-rich
waters, when conditions of pH, temperature, etc., changed suddenly,
seems adequate to account for them. The phenomenon is explicable in
the context of a hydraulic cataclysm, but difficult to explain
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otherwise.”
So how does Bill Nye supposed to explain it without
evoke the flood model? While the burden of proof lays on his lap for
such an explanation he in turn attempts to accuse Ken Ham with
believing uniformitarianism.
Dating Rock: Radiometric Dating Methods
Any time an evolutionist discusses the age of the earth it is expected
that they will mention radiometric dating methods. Bill Nye did not fail
us in his 30 minute presentation during the debate with Ken Ham. Nye
stated: “The one that interested me especially is our good friends
rubidium and strontium. Rubidium becomes strontium, spontaneously.
It's an interesting thing to me – – a neutron becomes [decays] a proton,
and it goes up the periodic table. When Lava comes out of the ground,
molten lava, and it freezes and turns to rock, when the melt solidifies, or
crystallizes, it locks the rubidium and strontium in place. And so by
careful assay, by careful [examination] and 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, to Ash Fall State Park, and see the
astonishing fossils; it looks like a Hollywood movie. There are
rhinoceroses, and there are three-toed horses, In Nebraska. None of
those animals are extant today. They were buried catastrophically by a
180
volcano in what is now Idaho; it is now Yellowstone National Park…”
As we dissect a number of comments made by Bill Nye in the brief
statement, we will identify multitudes of logical and scientific errors.
First, note that he mentioned, “when that stuff [i.e. lava] falls on
fossils” as if the creatures are fossilized somehow just sitting on the
surface of the ground waiting to be covered by “that stuff.” The cause of
fossilization will be commented on in the later section. Suffice it to be
said that a catastrophic burial in necessary which fits within the
creationists model.
179
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Second, he ignores the fact that radio decay dating methods are
based on assumptions that invalidate them completely. When an atom
is unstable (radioactive) it will decay, emitting radiation, whereby a
neutron is converted into a proton, causing the atom to stabilize.
Measuring this decay rate is assumed to date objects. Some of the
universal assumptions of radiometric dating are as follows (though
some specific methods have more – Vance Farrell list up to 13 possible
181
assumptions ):
Clock was zeroed out to begin with
Decay Rates are constant
No Contamination
No Seepage
Andrew Snelling remarks identify with #1 on the above list: “…many
geologists claim that radiometric ‘clocks’ show rocks to be millions
of years old. However, to read any clock accurately we must know
where the clock was set at the beginning. It’s like making sure that
an hourglass clock was set with all the sand in the top of the bowl
182
at the beginning.”
Or consider what secular scientists have said
identifying #2 on the above list: “There has been in recent years the
horrible realization that radiodecay rates are not as constant as
previously thought, nor are they immune to environmental
influences. And this could mean that the atomic clocks are reset
during some global disaster, events which brought the Mesozeric to
a close may not be 65 million years ago but, rather, within the age
183
and memory of man.”
If we don’t know when the clock started,
or whether it has been ticking away at a constant pace since it
started, how could we ever assume to get an accurate reading for a
date?
We have scientific facts that prove this particular method
consistently yields many errors. “A popular and supposedly foolproof
method was used on two lava flows in the Grand Canyon that should be
181
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ideal for radioactive age estimation. The results were similarly bad.
Young basalt rock at the Canyon's top produced an age estimate 270
184
million years older than ancient basalt rock at the Canyon's bottom.”
Steve Austin explains: “The observation that obviously recent lava flows
from the north rim of Grand Canyon give ages even older than the
deeply buried lava flows, challenges the basic assumptions upon which
185
the [rubidium-strontium] isochron dating method is based.”

Referring to #3 from the list of assumptions above, Dr. Cupps writes:
“basic assumption, that the rock suite remains a truly closed system
over millions of years, is simply not reasonable since both Rb and Sr are
mobile and easily transported via diffusion or hydrothermal action in a
rock suite. In addition, 86Sr has a high neutron capture cross-section of
190 barns for thermal neutrons and thus can produce 87Sr independent
of the presence of 87Rb; it would not take much 87Sr produced in this
manner to seriously skew the age calculated by this method. The
closed-system assumption probably does not hold for this dating
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method”
Dr. Cupps concluded his article on Rubidium-Strontium,
saying “So what does the observable evidence say about the Rb-Sr
isochron dating method? New Zealand’s Mt. Ngauruhoe example gave a
Rb-Sr isochron date of over 133 million years to rock known to be less
187
than 60 years old.”
Thirdly, Bill Nye refers to the fossils are to be dated by the “stuff” that
falls on them. Derek Ager claims, “No paleontologist worthy of the
name would ever date his fossils by the strata in which they are found.
It is almost the first thing I teach my first-year students. Ever since
William Smith at the beginning of the 19th century, fossils have been and
still are the best and most accurate method of dating and correlating
188
the rocks in which they occur.” In direct contradiction, Nile Eldredge
asserts, “Paleontologists cannot operate this way. There is no way
simply to look at a fossil and say how old it is unless you know the age of
189
the rocks it comes from.” However, Paul Samuel Welles, writing for
World Book Encyclopedia claims both contradicting views for himself.
Paleontology (the study of fossils) is important in the study of
geology. The age of rocks may be determined by the fossils
190
found in them.
Scientists determine when fossils were formed by finding out
191
the age of the rocks in which they lie.
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Another contributor to World Book Encyclopedia informs us “Fossils
help geologists figure out the ages of rock strata and the times at which
192
animals and plants lived.”
We can appreciate the honesty from
Encyclopedia Britannica in which R. H. Rastall wrote, “It cannot be
denied that from a strictly philosophical standpoint geologists are here
arguing in circle. The succession of organisms has been determined by a
study of their remains embedded in the rocks, and the relative ages of
the rocks are determined by the remains of organisms that they
193
contain.”
Ice Cores: Assumptions in Dating Methods
In the debate Bill Nye said, “My scientific colleagues go to places like
Greenland, the Arctic, they go to Antarctica and they drill into the ice
with hollow drill bits… And we pull out long cylinders of ice, long ice
rods. And these are made of snow and ice. It’s called snow ice. Snow ice
forms over the winter, and snow flakes fall, and are crushed down by
subsequent layers. They’re crushed together, and are entrapping little
bubbles. The bubbles must needs be [from] ancient atmospheres;
there’s nobody running around with a hypodermic needle squirting
ancient atmosphere into the bubbles. And we find certain of the
cylinders to have 680,000 layers. 680,000 snow winter/summer cycles.
194
How could it be that just 4000 years ago, all of this ice formed?” Once
again we find uniformitarian thinking in his assumption that the layers
in these ice cores represent annual winter/summer cycles. Once again
we find that Bill Nye could have found this assumption refuted if he had
spent some time perusing Answers In Genesis articles online. “Adding to
the problems of making accurate measurements is the fact that cold or
warm weather patterns can run in cycles, anywhere from a week to
even a season. These cold or warm spells are typical today at any one
place in the mid and high latitudes.... So, there are any number of
192
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possible explanations for oscillations in the variables at smaller scales
than the annual cycle. These are what the uniformitarian scientists are
measuring as supposed annual cycles the deeper they go in the ice
195
core.”
During Ken Ham’s counter rebuttal at the debate, he referenced an
event that creationists have been mentioning for many decades but
continues to fall upon deaf ears. He said, “Now, In 1942 for instance
there were some planes that landed on the ice field in Greenland,
and they found them 46 years later, I think it was, 3 miles away from
the original location with 250 feet of ice buried on top of them, so ice
can build up catastrophically. If you assume one layer per year or
something like that, it’s like the dating methods, you are assuming
196
things in regard to the past that are not necessarily true.” The P-38
Lightening was actually buried by 263 feet of ice and was recovered 48
years later. This would indicate approximately 5.4 feet of ice forming
each year, thus each layer would be approximately 5 feet large which is
obviously not the case, as it can be seen in the pictures below.
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The process of retrieving the aircrafts from
its icy grave was accomplished by
disassembling it piece by piece to bring it to
the surface and reassemble it. Notice the
multitudes of layers that have formed in as
little as 48 years.

Furthermore, Bill Nye is either unaware of the problems with
counting the layers of these ice cores or is oversimplifying it for the sake
of his argument to sound justifiable. Brian Thomas responded:
Counting layers sounds straightforward, but circular reasoning
even shows up here. For example, secular scientists dated the
Greenland GISP2 ice core by counting what they presumed
were annual patterns of, among other features, dust,
volcanics, isotopes, and ions in the ice. They assigned an “age”
of about 85,000 years to the 2,800-meter depth back in
1994….
Ironically, the hundreds of thousands of supposedly annual
layers are far too few for old-earth expectations. For instance,
secular scientists expected the bottom of the GISP2 core to be
more than 200,000 years old. Yet, even after their convenient
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re-count of the bottom part of the core, they could only find
197
about 110,000 supposed “annual” layers.
The fact is that the lower layers of the ice cores are under extreme
amounts of pressure and are crushed so flat that they are not visibly
capable of being counted. This fact is frequently ignored by evolutionists
using this argument because it is not simply counting visible layers but
relying on many uniformitarian assumptions while depending on
complex calculations to give their desirable numbers. When visual
inspection becomes impossible, various techniques are utilized such as
electrical conductivity measurements (EMC), and laser light scattering
(LLS). These methods are established by circular reasoning with a
foundation of assumptions which cause there validity to be highly
198
questionable.
Bill Nye’s reference to air bubbles with “ancient atmosphere” seems
to indicate he is well aware of the very thing he does not mention while
over simplifying the issue which is controversial at best. This is based on
oxygen isotope ratios, which again, are forced into long age
interpretations by uniformitarian assumptions. If evolutionists reject
uniformitarianism, it becomes brazenly evident that it is so embedded
in their education that they have never forsaken the philosophy as their
major thesis to interpret everything. Consider an alternative view based
on the effects from the catastrophic flood of Noah’s day.
Numerous quantities have been measured in ice cores to
make inferences about earth history, such as oxygen isotope
ratios, carbon dioxide concentration, methane concentration,
electrical conductivity, and dust particle concentration....
Variations in oxygen isotope ratios from sea-floor sediment
cores have extended climate studies to greater ages in the
197
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past, and have been interpreted to support multiple ice ages
with intervening interglacials over at least the past one million
years….
[Larry] Vardiman has reinterpreted the time model suggesting
that high precipitation rates likely occurred following the
Genesis Flood shortening this time period greatly….
We can tentatively conclude that a major portion of the slow
18

decrease in δ O [oxygen isotope ratios] with time during the
early portions of the latest ice age, followed by a rapid
18

increase in δ O during the deglaciation, could be due to the
slow growth and subsequent rapid melting of an ice shelf on
the upwind ocean rather than slow cooling and rewarming of
199
the ocean itself.
This again fits the evidence observe when set within the flood model.
Dr. Jack Hebert offered a memorable acronym to explain how Noah’s
flood caused the ice age.
200

H.E.A.T.
Hot oceans –volcanos and friction from tectonic plates would
raise the ocean temperatures.
Evaporation – warmer oceans would increase moisture in the
atmosphere.
Aerosol – particles from volcanic eruptions would reflect
sunlight cooling the atmosphere.
Time – these factors condensed into a short timescale during
the flood and following shortly after would produce an ice
age.
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The Biblical Flood model is the only model that can offer a mechanism
that caused the Ice Age. In fact, Bill Nye unintentionally elaborates this
very thing in his book. He writes:
We know that mass volcanic eruptions occurred because we
can still see the giant lava flows as a result…. The lava flows
are so expansive the geologists call them flood basalts. Some
of these enormous flows could have erupted even under the
sea surface – such as the giant Kerguelen Plateau in the south
Indian Ocean – radically changing the oceanic atmospheric
201
chemistry.
The powerful volcanos that built the Deccan Traps must have
spewed toxic gasses and created enormous layers of
atmospheric dust; those emissions reflected sunlight into
space cooling Earth somewhat. During other episodes,
volcanoes shot out tons of greenhouse gasses, heating the
202
world up in a hurry.
…the shifting of the continents and shorelines could have sent
203
the global climate into an inhospitable new state.
By admitting this, there remains no reason for him to maintain his
argument that the bubbles “must needs be ancient atmosphere.”
Tree Rings: Assumptions in Dating Methods
Bill Nye informs us that “there are bristlecone pine trees in the
204
western United States that are significantly older than 6,000 years,”
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and during the debate he dated them as “6800 years old.” He also
ambiguously mentioned that “There is a famous tree in Sweden is 9550
206
years old.”
How does he know the age of these trees? Again he is
assuming that trees form rings annually through an uniformitarian
process. However, evolutionists are well aware that this commonly
believed idea of counting tree rings is totally erroneous.
P.J. Kramer and T.T. Kozlowski explained back in 1979 that,
“Sometimes more than one growth ring is produced in the same
207
year.”
They describe, “Sometimes tropical trees that show cambial
increment [woody growth] during each month of the year produce
multiple growth rings, emphasizing the uneven utilization of
208
carbohydrates.” The University of Arizona answered the question:
Question: If one tree ring is grown each year ("annual rings"),
why
not
just
count
the
rings?
Answer: Ring growth is not always annual:
Occasionally, a ring isn't grown during a year – called "locally
absent" or "missing" for that year
Occasionally, more than one ring is grown during a year –
209
called "false" for that year
Furthermore, his dates for the bristlecone pine trees seem subjective
as other evolutionists have dated the oldest known individual living tree
- a bristlecone pine tree in Inyo National Forest, California, nicknamed
205

Bill Nye Presentation (30 minutes) during the Bill Nye Ken Ham debate, “Is
Creation a Viable Model of Origin In Today’s Modern Scientific Era?” Feb. 4,
2014; transcript at http://www.youngearth.org/index.php/archives/rmcfarticles/item/21-transcript-of-ken-ham-vs-bill-nye-debate
206
Bill Nye Presentation (30 minutes) during the Bill Nye Ken Ham debate, “Is
Creation a Viable Model of Origin In Today’s Modern Scientific Era?” Feb. 4,
2014; transcript at http://www.youngearth.org/index.php/archives/rmcfarticles/item/21-transcript-of-ken-ham-vs-bill-nye-debate
207
Kramer, P. J. and T. T. Kozlowski, Physiology of Woody Plants. New York:
Academic Press, 1979, 91
208
Kramer, P. J. and T. T. Kozlowski, Physiology of Woody Plants. New York:
Academic Press, 1979, 384
209
Paul R. Sheppard, “Ring-Growth Anomalies,” Laboratory of Tree-Ring
Research, The University of Arizona, Revised – September, 2014;
http://www.ltrr.arizona.edu/skeletonplot/ringanomalies.htm

74

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
210

Methuselah - at 4,765 years old, while another source only one year
211
later offered the bristlecone pine age as 4,844. So where does Nye
get his date of 6,000 to 6,800? He ignores the etiquette of citing his
sources throughout his book so one can only wonder if he is presenting
arbitrary arguments.
Boulders at Lake Missoula
During the debate, Bill Nye referred to “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 there used to be a lake in what is now Montana which
we charmingly refer to as Lake Missoula. It's not there now, but the
evidence for it, if I may, is overwhelming. And so, an ice dam would
form at Lake Missoula, and once in a while it would break. You would
build up and then break; there were multiple floods in my old state of
Washington…. If, as is asserted here at this facility [i.e. the Creation
Museum], that the heavier rocks would sink to the bottom, during a
flood event… you would expect them to sink to the bottom. But here
are these enormous rocks right on the surface. And there is no shortage
of them--if you go driving through the state of Oregon, they are readily
available. So how could those be there? If the Earth is just 4000 years
212
old? How could they be there if this one flood caused that?”
He
repeats this point in his book, saying, “If there had been a worldwide
flood, and the heavier rocks sank to the bottom as Mr. Ham et al. assert,
what are these boulders doing there on top of the ground and not
213
under the soil?”
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The question is so unreasonable as if he could not perceive the event
of the lake overflowing when the ice dam broke occurred after Noah’s
flood. One reason he never thought of the obvious answer is because he
assumes there were multiple occasions of the ice dam forming breaking
and repeating such a process. Many secular geologists that have studied
Lake Missoula believe that there was only one event of this occurring
which Nye conveniently neglects to mention as well as the history of the
discovery of this long gone lake. An online encyclopedia of Washington
State history reports:
J Harlen Bretz was a geologist who launched one of the great
controversies of modern science by arguing, in the 1920s, that
the deep canyons and pockmarked buttes of the arid
"scablands" of Eastern Washington had been created by a
sudden, catastrophic flood -- not, as most of his peers
believed, by eons of gradual erosion. It was a bold challenge
to the prevailing principle of "uniformitarianism," which held
that the earth was shaped by processes that can be observed
in the present. Since a flood of the almost Biblical proportions
envisioned by Bretz had never been seen, the idea was
dismissed as a throwback to the pre-scientific doctrine of
"catastrophism." Not until the 1940s did other geologists
begin to present new evidence supporting the flood theory.
Satellite imagery in the 1970s provided the final
214
vindication.
Bretz endured persecution for 40 years because he postulated a flood
that seemed to validate biblical catastrophism. The anti-catastrophism
bias of his day is another example of evolutionary presuppositions
slowing progress and advancements of science. Bretz has been
considered the father of “neo-catastrophism” (as opposed to the old
biblical-catastrophist position) which understands how rapid geology
can be altered during a large catastrophe, yet rejects the young earth
creationist’s model of the worldwide flood. In 1959, Bretz adjusted his
interpretation to fit several floods of the Lake due to observations of
214
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fifteen giant “ripple fields,” while today some have suggested the
possibility of one hundred or more, yet it is still debated whether there
was only one.
This reference shows that the creationist model continues to carry
validity while Bill Nye repeatedly reveals inconsistency in his argument
flipping back and forth between uniformitarianism and neocatastrophism. Large hydrological catastrophes cause major effects on
the geological formations of the region in a very short time period.
[T]he flood eroded, in several days, 50 cubic miles of basalt
and silt that resulted in deep vertical-walled coulees with flat
bottoms. Grand Coulee, up to 50 miles long and 900 feet
deep, likely was excavated very quickly by receding
waterfalls….
The flood overtopped a ridge north of the Snake River, rapidly
cutting a narrow canyon 500 feet deep. The modern Palouse
River that used to flow west into the Columbia River before
the flood now takes a 90 degree left-hand turn south and
215
flows through the canyon carved by the flood.
If this flood could admittedly cause a Canyon and other land features on
a greater scale, why was Nye negligent to mention anything but big
rocks? It show obvious evidence for the Creationist’s flood model.
The Grand Canyon
Bill Nye exclaimed, “Now when we go to 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, bubbling and
roiling. How would these things have settled out? Your claim that they
settle out in an extraordinary short amount of time is for me not
satisfactory. You can look at these rocks, and you can look at rocks that
are younger, and you can look at seashores where there is sand, which
is what geologists on the outside do: study the rate at which soil is
215
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deposited at the ends of rivers and deltas, and we can see that it takes a
216
long, long time for the sediments to turn to stone.” Now he switches
his argument to an uniformitarian position.
First, we will note that, contrary to what Nye claims, “River delta
growth rate is consistent with thousands of years since the biblical
217
Flood, not vast periods of time.”
Recent discoveries of underwater
landslides that can created massive amounts of sediment in a matter of
hours has changed what formerly was perceived to have taken eons of
218
time. Furthermore, evolutionary timeframes cannot explain the soft219
sediment deformation anomaly as pictured below.
These immense
rock bent at such angels without fractures indicates that they were
deposited by flood waters and remained pliable for the short time
before lithifying. The alternative view is that they either stayed soft and
pliable for millions of year or they were bent slowly over millions of
years and in a brittle state and amazingly never cracked.
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Similar formations exist in the Grand Canyon, indicating it was also
depostid by flood waters and was able to be bent during the unlithified
220
state.
Many of the former views of the Grand Canyon that were estabished
upon uniformitarianism have been challenged and revived, even in the
secular oppinions. Geologist John Morris PhD. wrote an article entitled,
“Grand Canyon: Is It Really 'Exhibit A' For Evolution And The Old Earth?”
in which he gave a number of reasons why the Grand Canyon has
become a losing argument for evolutionists.
Well, there is room to doubt, and even many old-earth
advocates are revising their views. Now many geologists who
study the Canyon are talking about catastrophic deposition.
They are postulating runaway erosion within the last one
million years. They are not talking about Noah's flood, but
they might as well be!...
Catastrophic deposition:…Evidence of underwater turbidity
currents is found…
Widespread strata: Each stratum covers large areas of the
western U.S. Depositional processes of the past covered the
entire region, not local areas
Fossils:…No evolutionary sequence here!

220
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Lack of erosion on the plateau:…a flat, featureless plain,
hardly touched by erosion.
Erosion of Grand Canyon:…the main erosional features are
typically those of soft sediments, not hard rock.
Soft sediment deformation:…the Tapeats Sandstone was
clearly bent while it was still soft…
Radioisotope dating:…volcanic basalts on the rim date as
221
older than the deeply buried Cardenas Basalts.
Dr. Andrew Snelling offered six “Geologic Evidences for the Genesis
Flood,” citing:
Evidence #1. Fossils of sea creatures high above sea level
Evidence #2. Rapid burial of plants and animals
Evidence #3. Rapidly deposited sediment layers spread across
vast areas
Evidence #4. Sediment transported long distances
Evidence #5. Rapid or no erosion between strata
222
Evidence #6. Many strata laid down in rapid succession
Bill Nye needs to recognize that the layers upon layers of the Grand
Canyon had to be laid down within a short time, or we would find
millions of years’ worth of erosion between each layer. Obviously, with
marine fossils and evidence of underwater turbidity currents reveal that
these layers were laid down by water. The water that laid these layers
down must have been an enormous amount to cover such vast regions.
This reveals a worldwide flood, not slow uniformitarian processes.
Observation in nature and experiments in laboratories provide
further validation of the Biblical flood model. Consider the Mount St.
Helens eruption which occurred May 18, 1980:

221

John D. Morris, Ph.D. 1994. Grand Canyon: Is It Really 'Exhibit A' For
Evolution And The Old Earth?. Acts & Facts. 23 (6).
http://www.icr.org/article/grand-canyon-it-really-exhibit-a-for-evolutionold/
222
Dr. Andrew Snelling, “Geological Evidences for the Genesis Flood,” Sept. 18,
2007; https://answersingenesis.org/the-flood/geologic-evidences-for-thegenesis-flood/

81

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
When the eruption calmed, up to 600 feet of sediments had
been deposited, full of plant and animal remains. Now the
sediments have hardened into sedimentary rock and the dead
things have fossilized. Furthermore, wood is petrifying. Peat
(the precursor to coal) has formed. A deep canyon has been
gouged out. Many features which geologists are taught take
long ages to form, were seen to happen rapidly. Igneous rocks
which formed since 1980 yield radioisotope dates of millions
223
of years, but are obviously much younger in age.
Guy Berthault performed experiments that have successfully showed
how the sedimentary layers were the result of flood waters. His
experiments can be read about in the many articles he wrote in the
224
1980s.
Distant Starlight
The most valid argument presented by Bill Nye was that of distant
starlight. He said, “There are billions of stars, billions of stars, more than
6000 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 can there be billions of
stars, more distant than 6000 [light] years, if the world is only 6000
225
years old? It is an extraordinary claim.” This is the primary reasoning
for the many Christians who reject the biblical chronology of creation as
understood from a straight forward, literal interpretation of Genesis.
The leading Christian voice that uses the distant starlight argument as
evidence for an old universe is astrophysicist Hugh Ross.
223
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First we should be honest with ourselves about our ignorance when it
comes to the universe at large. Stephen Hawkins willingly admitted this
when he wrote, “Stars are so far away that they appear to us to be just
pinpoints of light. We cannot see their size or shape. So how can we tell
different types of stars apart? For the vast majority of stars, there is
only one characteristic feature that we can observe-the color of their
226
light.”
This ignorance of the universe is due to vast immeasurable
size. Distant stars of millions of lightyears do seem hard to fit within the
relatively short time allotted by the Bible. However, “The argument that
distant starlight proves billions of years has a fatal flaw—the big
bangers have their own light-travel-time difficulty, called the horizon
problem. If both sides have an unsolved problem in one area, this area
227
cannot be used as evidence against only one of the models.” For Bill
Nye, or any evolutionist or old earth creationist to utilize this line of
reasoning against a young earth creation position is due to either their
own ignorance of their own issue, or a deceptive method hoping the
audience is ignorant of the issues that exist, or it is a logical fallacy of
special pleading.
Jonathan Sarfati explaining the distant starlight issues with the big
bang theory, stating:
The universe as a whole also has a uniformity of temperature
throughout, as shown by the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) radiation, to within 1 part in 100,000. This is a problem
for evolutionists, because for the temperature to be so even
after the extreme unevenness of the alleged big bang, energy
must have been transferred from hot parts to cold parts. The
fastest this can occur naturally is at the speed of light, but
even given the evolutionary age of the universe, light could
only have traversed about a tenth of the distance needed to
equilibrate the temperature. Incidentally, this is a light-travel
time problem for believers in the big bang.
Cosmologist call this the horizon problem, and they have
invented a number of mathematical fudges like ‘inflation’ and
claims that light travelled faster in the past to try to solve it.
226
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But the observations of uniformity in the entire cosmos are
consistent with a single Creator of space and time Who holds
228
the universe together (Colossians 1:17).
So how do the creationists propose to answer this quandary? There
have been a number of models offered over the years.
One theory that has been held by a few in the past but has been
completely disregarded is known as the Light in transit theory. It stated
that God created the universe with the appearance of age. Norman
Geisler, an old earth creationist, accurately criticized this idea but at the
same time revealed his own lack of logic in holding to an old age. Geisler
says, “One of the biggest problems for the young earth view is in
astronomy. We can see light from stars that took 15 billion years to get
here. To say that God created them with the appearance of age does
not satisfy the question of how their light reached us. We have watched
star explosions that happened billions of years ago, but if the universe is
not billions of years old, then we are seeing light from stars that never
existed—because they would have died before Creation. Why would
229
God deceive us with the evidence?” But if he is concerned with God
deceiving us, than we would return the question as to why God would
tell us that He created male and female in the beginning (Matthew 19:4)
if He really created them billions of years after the beginning? For God
to say such a thing out right would seem as a more deliberate deception
on God’s behalf instead of creating the universe with the illusion of age
which may be interpreted inaccurately by an observer. Furthermore,
the “light in transit” view had been discarded long before Geisler wrote
his book with that comment so he is presenting a strawman argument.
In 1988, Gerald A. Aarsma wrote: “In a recently published technical
report entitled, The Atomic Constants, Light, and Time, Trevor Norman
and Barry Setterfield put forward their most recent evidence in favor of
the hypothesis that the speed of light, c, has been decreasing in the
230
past.” Most creationists have rejected this opinion today because if
228
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the speed of light were to change, other constants would have changed
also and those constants that would be affected govern the very
structure of matter.
In recent times, secularists such as John Moffat, Andreas
Albrecht, and Joao Magueijo have appealed to the speed of
light decay (VSL or Variable Speed of Light) as a possible
solution to the secular starlight problem. Perhaps as secular
scientists do further research, they will see that there are some
problems with this model. Either way, creationist scientists are
231
“light years” ahead of them in the research (pun intended).
This is the secular idea submitted within the “Inflation theory”
commented above by Jonathan Sarfati.
[it] is called “inflation” because it suggests that the universe
briefly underwent a period of accelerated expansion (the
inflation phase) shortly after the moment of the Big Bang.
Then the inflation turned off and the universe went back to its
normal expansion rate—at least for our region of the
universe. But inflation amounts to nothing more than
additional assumptions, and it has problems of it own. What
would cause the inflation? What would stop it? How could it
be stopped everywhere at the same time (the “gracefull exit
232
problem”)?
Other models proposed include the “White Hole” cosmology model of
233
Dr. Russell Humphrey
or Dr. John Hartnett who developed
Humphrey’s model further by utilizing Carnelian physics. Perhaps the
most promising is Dr. Jason Lisle who presented “the Lisle-Einstein
Synchrony Convention, otherwise known as the Anisotropic Synchrony
Convention (ASC), which is based on an alternative convention that is
positional-based physics as opposed to velocity-based physics. Einstein
231
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left open both options but did most of his work on velocity based, and
234
so have most physicians since him.” Dr. Lisle explains:
Albert Einstein discovered that the rate at which time passes
is affected by motion and by gravity. For example, when an
object moves very fast, close to the speed of light, its time is
slowed down. This is called ‘time dilation.’ So, if we were able
to accelerate a clock to nearly the speed of light, that clock
would tick very slowly. If we could somehow reach the speed
of light, the clock would stop completely. This isn’t a problem
with the clock; the effect would happen regardless of the
clock’s particular construction because it is time itself that is
slowed. Likewise, gravity slows the passage of time. A clock at
sea-level would tick slower than one on a mountain, since the
235
clock at sea-level is closer to the source of gravity.
Richard A. Swenson M.D. expresses how Einstein’s equations affect time
dilation. “In physics we know that the elasticity of time is related to
both velocity and gravity. The faster the velocity or the greater the
gravity, the slower time passes. This effect is not simply an
observational phenomenon. It really happens. It is called time dilation.
The time dilation effect maximizes at the speed of light, when the
236
passage of time stops altogether.”
Lisle comments, “However,
physicists have been able to accelerate particles (smaller than an atom)
to nearly the speed of light. And these particles behave exactly as
Einstein predicted. Since lengths and time-durations are not absolute
but are relative to velocity, Einstein’s physics is often referred to as
237
‘relativity.’” With the calculations of physics being complicated, Lisle
offers a simple analogy:
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If the plane left Kentucky at 4:00 p.m. local time, it would
arrive in Colorado at 4:00 p.m. local time. Of course, an
observer on the plane would experience two hours of travel.
So, the trip takes two hours as measured by universal time.
However, as long as the plane is traveling west (and providing
it travels fast enough), it will always naturally arrive at the
same time it left as measured in local time.
There is a cosmic equivalent to local and universal time. Light
traveling toward earth is like the plane traveling west; it always
remains at the same cosmic local time….
Since God created the stars on Day 4, their light would leave
the star on Day 4 and reach earth on Day 4 cosmic local time.
Light from all galaxies would reach earth on Day 4 if we
measure it according to cosmic local time. Someone might
object that the light itself would experience billions of years (as
the passengers on the plane experiences the two hour trip).
However, according to Einstein’s relativity, light does not
experience the passage of time, so the trip would be
238
instantaneous.
Though the calculations’ may seems suitable to solve the distant
starlight issue, the answer will never be established by empirical
experiments and will always remain in the realm of theoretical physics.
“Another well- established (though not commonly known) implication
of relativity is that the speed of light in a vacuum can be objectively
measured only on a round trip. It cannot be measured on a one-way trip
239
without first assuming this speed.”
So imbedded in any theory
involving distant starlight (whether developed by creationists of
secularists) is circular reasoning. It may be concluded that “there is a
solution based on standard physics that shows starlight can indeed
240
reach Earth from the farthest galaxies in virtually no time at all.” With
this instantaneous arrival of starlight we can watch stars dying as they
238
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occur, and not millions of years after the events. This answers the
arguments of long age creationists claiming that if God’s creation is
young it is deceptive to the observer who sees long ages from distant
starlight. The observer is such a case is simply not believing God’s word
but rather their own understanding (Proverb 3:5) and their own
deceptive heart (Jeremiah 17:9).
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Chapter 4
Outright Lies
Can We Trust Bill Nye?
Throughout the debate and his book Bill Nye used the terms “species”
and “kinds” as if they meant the same thing. However, he was obviously
utilizing deceptive methods in his arguments since he would not know
to identify the term “kinds” in reference to the creationists view if he
was ignorant of what it meant within creationist literature. That was his
strawman argument which was reproduced in his “micro or macro
evolution” discussion. Thus he was clearly purposefully equivocating the
two words dishonestly. His equivocation is noted on an online dictionary
which states, “verb (used without object), equivocated, equivocating. 1.
to use ambiguous or unclear expressions, usually to avoid commitment
241
or in order to mislead…”
It is not to be doubted that Bill Nye is intelligent enough to avoid the
many logical fallacies he used but was hoping to make an impression on
an audience that was ignorant of his deceptive methods. This is a
common tactic within debates with evolutionists or the educational
material produced by them for the sole purpose of propagating their
false ideology. An example to prove this point is identified by an
experience of Dr. Dave Menton.
Artistic reconstructions typically depict Lucy with human
hands, walking uprightly in a purely human manner on human
feet, and typically with human –proportioned arms and legs….
Dr. Dave Menton complained to the St. Louis Zoo about their
Lucy exhibit, but his protests were rebuffed. Menton, who has
a Ph.D. in cell biology from Brown University, said “I think the
zoo owes it to all the people who helped pay for that exhibit
to give (Lucy) an honest presentation.” But Bruce Carr, the
zoo’s director of education, said that he had no plans to
change the exhibit. “What we look at is the overall exhibit and
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the impression it creates. We think that the overall
242
impression this exhibit created is correct.”
This is the common mentality of evolutionary educators. It is
pragmatism, whatever works to make people believe what they want
them too. The St. Louis zoo director of education says that making the
exhibit accurate is not going to give the impression they desire but the
falsified exhibit he thinks creates an overall impression that is correct.
So he is unconcerned with correcting the exhibit, as long as it gives the
impression that evolution is correct he is satisfied. What kind of
education is that? Furthermore, he does not deny that the exhibit is
wrong, nor does he care. These are the lies that are bombarding the
evolutionary propaganda and flows heavily from Bill Nye. Why should
we be surprised about that?
Without the foundation of biblical values, and people who are
committed to upholding them, it is fair to say that there is no
recognition of “absolute” or “universal” laws. Rather laws are
subject to change, just as everything else in the evolutionary
243
scheme is subject to change.
Another example of Nye’s lies was his concluding remarks at the
debate in which he stated:
Now one last thing. You may not know that in the U.S.
Constitution from the founding fathers, here's the sentence
244
“to promote the progress of science and useful arts.”
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His reference of the U.S. Constitution is deeply distressing as it reveals
his blatant disrespect to how he is willing to handle documents. The
constitution’s promotion of science and useful arts is a copyright and
patent clause and in no way implies (or can be read to imply) the
propagation of Darwinian evolution through the education system. It
states, “To promote the progress of science and useful arts by securing
for limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive right to their
245
writings and discoveries.”
Adapted on September 17, 1787 – it
obviously cannot pertain to promotion of Darwinianism, since Origin of
Species was published in 1859. Prior to the publication of Darwin’s
Origin of Species, the idea of evolution had existed only within
philosophical quarters of pagan mythology246 and was not equated with
science.
Consider, also, George Washington (a signer of the Constitution), who
stated in his thanksgiving proclamation October 3, 1789: “And also that
we may then unite in most humbly offering our prayers and
supplications to the great Lord and Ruler of Nations, and beseech Him
to pardon our national and other trangressions; to enable us all,
whether in public or private stations, to perform our several and
relative duties properly and punctually; to render our National
Government a blessing to all the people by constantly being a
Government of wise, just, and constitutional laws, discreetly and
faithfully executed and obeyed… to promote the knowledge and
practice of true religion and virtue, and the increase of science among
them and us; and, generally, to grant unto all mankind such a degree of
247
temporal prosperity as He alone knows to be best.” Clearly, there is
no justifiable way to transpose Darwinian evolution into the era of the
Founding Fathers and the adoption of the U. S. Constitution. As
indicated in Washington’s proclamation, true religion was not opposed
to science as Nye deceitfully attempts to impress upon the Constitution.
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Beyond being a blatant lie, the argument remains within his main
body of thought, that is that kids need more science education to be
convinced that evolution is true. We would ask simply why? Why does it
take advanced education costing tens of thousands of dollars and
multitudes of years to become convinced that evolution is true? If it was
true it should be simple to prove, evidence should be obvious and
logical to believe—but it is not. Those students who go for advanced
degrees in fields of science are force-fed propaganda that they need to
regurgitate on a test to pass and earn credentials; otherwise their
money and time was wasted. Without earning their degree they will not
be able to begin their career to pay off their school debts and they
become trapped in a system of affirming evolution whether or not they
believe it just to keep their job. Common people grow up and begin
using logic which is why large percentage of America’s population today
rejects evolution, and those with advanced degrees in science are more
comfortable denying evolution in recent years.
This is also why evolutionists have bumped up their campaign of
attacking creationists. Bill Nye utilizes ad hominem arguments equating
248
“many creationists” with “science deniers”
all the while constantly
using design language to prove evolution. Design is emphatically
observable and undeniable which is why such terminology is
unavoidable for evolutionists. For example, he writes:
You don’t have to dig into the past to see examples of goodenough-design…. This is another consequence of being
shaped by natural selection…. There’s no evolutionary
pressure to produce designs that are better than they need to
be…
No entity at the top of the Human Being Design Shop is
anticipating what feature we will need in the future….
Nature’s good designs outcompete her not-so-good
249
designs.
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He is either a pagan by saying Nature is designing and shaping living
organisms or he just cannot avoid acknowledging what he observes in
nature—design. However, he makes reason to raise a particular point in
the design argument here. The design argument known as “overdesign” refutes evolution according to what Nye here affirms—that
evolution should only be able to produce “good-enough” for survival
and never “designs that are better than they need to be.” Dr. Stuart
Burgess explains:
Over-design is another hallmark of design and a big challenge
to evolution. Over-design involves design features that are
above and beyond what is needed for survival. Human
designers often carry our over-design, especially in luxury
products like expensive cars where the aim is to greatly
exceed the basic requirements. Over-design should not be
produced by evolution because, with evolution, every aspect
of design must be capable of being explained in terms of what
is needed to survive.
One area where we clearly see over-design in creation is in
the design of the human being. Humans are over-designed
with skills and creativity that are far beyond what is needed to
survive. The survival abilities of apes include the ability to find
food and water, climb trees, build a den, defend territory, find
a mate and reproduce. The fact that humans have abilities
that are vastly beyond these basic survival tasks provides
great evidence that humans have not evolved from an apelike creature but have been specially created to be beings of
250
great skill and intelligence.
Indeed, the design arguments—specific complexity, irreducible
complexity, common design, over-design and added beauty—all reveal
the fatal flaws of Bill Nye’s evolutionary argument of natural selection
producing “good-enough-design.”
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Rock Layers and Order of Fossils
In his book, Bill Nye boasted about the debate, “I made the significant
paleontological point that in each of these strata, there exist certain
fossils that are specific to that time…. There is no place, not one single
example, of a fossil from one layer trying to swim its way up into a more
recent deposit…. There is not one instance of this in any stratum
251
anywhere on Earth.” This argument is essentially self-defeating. Even
the secular view of fossilization is that it is caused predominately by
rapid burials from local floods. So if there is not one single example of a
fossil trying to swim upwards to a higher rock strata that only proves
that a flash flood buried the creature very quickly. This fact would not
oppose the creationist flood model but inherently causes problems for
evolutionism. The evolutionists will have to explain multitudes of
humungous flash floods around the world that occur so quickly to take
large numbers of massive animals off guard to become buried rapidly
and leave behind such evidences as dinosaur graveyards. Evolutionist
Edwin Colbert describes such a graveyard, “As the layer was exposed it
revealed a most remarkable dinosaurian graveyard in which there were
literally scores of skeletons one on top of another and interlaced with
one another. It would appear that some local catastrophe had
overtaken these dinosaurs, so that they all died together and were
252
buried together”
Bill Nye described a similar discovery known as the Burgess Shale
formation in the Walcott Quarry of British Columbia. He wrote, “By
looking things over carefully, paleontologists have surmised that an
ancient huge wall of mud gave way all at once. It slumped or slid
downhill extremely quickly and buried countless sea creatures in a
slurry of fine silt and seawater in just a few moments. There is no
evidence in the Burgess Shale Formation of any of the creatures
struggling to get free or burrow their way out. They must have been
253
immobilized and suffocated in a snap.” This is exactly what we would
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expect to find in the world-wide flood, rapid burial of countless animals.
Yet he applies a double standard as if the creatures should be struggling
to get out if the burial occurs 4,000 years ago instead of his alleged 500
254
million years ago.
As we consider the comment made at the debate that he boasted
255
about , we will pick it apart phrase by phrase. He said, “When you
look at the layers [of the Grand Canyon] carefully, you find these
beautiful fossils. When I say beautiful, I am inspired by them, they are
remarkable, because we are looking at the past.” No, you are not
looking at the past. The creature lived in the past and you would not be
looking at the living creature but rather the present fossil of the dead
creature. Thus you are looking at the present.
He said, “You find down low what you might consider as
rudimentary sea animals.” To consider any sea animal “rudimentary” is
misleading or as scientifically ignorant as Charles Darwin’s opinion of
cells being simple. Modern science has long since advanced beyond that
stage. We now know that a “simple cell” is so complex that Dr. Richard
Swenson M.D. can rightfully call it “a shrine to God’s efficiency and
256
precision.”
The current Intelligent Design movement (not to be
equated with creationist) arose from molecular biologists that
recognized the complexity could not come about by natural processes
and blind pitiless chance.
Bill Nye continued, “Up above, you’ll find the famous trilobites; above
that you might find some clams or oysters, and above that you'll find
some mammals. You never, ever find a higher animal mixed in with the
lower one.” This first sentence identifies a higher animal lower then
what he would assume to be simpler. We find a trilobite underneath the
254
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layer with clams and oysters? The trilobite was described by
evolutionists in Science News as having “the most sophisticated eye
257
lenses ever produced by nature.”
Evolutionists have stumbled for
year over the fact that these complex creatures are in the bottom strata
without any hint of transitional forms. The second sentence is either a
lie or (given the benefit of the doubt) due to the suppression of
evidence that collides with the evolutionary dominated field of science.
Perhaps Nye never heard of the Antelope Springs Tracks located at
Antelope Springs 43 miles northwest of Delta, Utah. On June 1, 1968,
William J. Meister Sr. discovered trilobite fossils along with human
footprints wearing sandals. Mr. Meister wrote:
The first week in August, Dr. Clifford Burdick, well-traveled
consulting geologist of Tucson, Arizona, visited the site of the
discovery at Antelope Springs with Mr. Carlisle [a graduate
geologist at the University of Colorado]. On this visit Dr.
Burdick found a footprint of a barefoot child in the same
location as my discovery. He showed me this footprint August
18.
The day before, my family and I had met Dr. Burdick at
Antelope Springs. While there we found another sandal print.
Dr. Burdick continued, and on Monday, August 19, he
informed me by letter that he had found a second child’s
footprint.
In addition to my discovery and that of Dr. Burdick, a friend of
mine, George Silver, digging alone in this location, discovered
more footprints of a human or human beings, also shod in
sandals. His specimen, which he showed to me (I also showed
this specimen to Dr. Melvin Clark), had two footprints, one
about a half inch [2.54 cm] above and on top of the other.
Finally Dean Bitter, teacher in the public schools of Salt Lake
City, discovered other footprints of human beings wearing
sandals much like those found by George Silver and me. Both
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Dr. Cook and I have seen his specimens found at Antelope
258
Springs, some distance from the site of my discovery
After this discovery was verified, William Miester became a Christian
being formerly an avid evolutionist.
Continuing Bill Nye’s statement in the debate: “You never find a lower
one trying to swim its way to a higher one. If it all happened in such an
extraordinarily 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 anywhere in the
world, the scientists of the world challenge you, would embrace you,
you'd be a hero. You would change the world. If you could find one
example of that anywhere. People have looked and looked and have not
found a single one.” There are hundreds of such discoveries but people
are not heroes, instead they are vilified and lose their jobs or credibility
in the scientific field they work in. At the debate questions and answer
segment and in his book he indicated he would change his worldview if
“any single piece of evidence” could be presented to contradict this
premises of fossils in rock layer among others arguments of his we have
259
examined. He is likely to ignore the evidences that are to follow since
he has made his mind to suppress that which does not fit into his
worldview.
For example, near the end of the debate, the rebuttal portion, Ken
Ham mentioned,
In Australia there were engineers that were trying to search
out about a coal mine, so they drilled down and they found a
basalt layer, or lava flow that had woody material in it,
branches and twigs and so on, and when Dr. Andrew Snelling,
258
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our PhD geologist sent that to a lab in Massachusetts in 1994,
they used the potassium-argon dating method and dated it at
45 million years old. Well, we also sent the wood to the
radiocarbon section of the same lab, and they dated it at
45,000 years old. 45,000 year old wood in 45 million year old
260
rock. The point is, there is a problem.
In which Bill Nye immediately denied such evidence saying, “If you find
45 million-year-old rock on top of 45,000 year old trees maybe the rocks
slid on top. Maybe that's it. That seems a much more reasonable
261
explanation than it's impossible.”
Nye is here referring to the
overthrust theory. Consider an example of secular scientist describing
an alleged overthrust in Montana: “Over thrust Theory . . . As a result of
this discovery, geologists proposed that this is an area where a huge
slab (layers of older rock 3 miles thick and over 60 miles from north to
south) had somehow slid onto the younger layers to the east. Geologists
estimate that the slab slid some 35 miles to the east over a period of
about 15 million years in response to uplift to the west of the region
caused by plate tectonics. The slab has been dubbed the ‘Lewis
262
Overthrust’.” Ken Ham responded to correct him, “Bill, just so-- I just
don't want any misunderstanding here, that is, the 45,000 year old
263
wood was inside the basalt. So, It was encased in the basalt.” But Bill
Nye rejected this (though he indicated only one single piece of evidence
would be sufficient) and with his hardened heart he wrote a book
claiming evolution was Undeniable.
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In fact, “young” objects encased within supposed ancient material
and similar types of findings are not uncommon. A discovery in Russia
was reported January 19, 2013, with the article entitled “300-millionyear-old UFO tooth-wheel found in Russian city of Vladivostok.” The
author writes:
Nowadays, finding a strange artifact in coal is a relatively
frequent occurrence. The first discovery of this sort was made
in 1851 when the workers in one of the Massachusetts mines
extracted a zinc silver-incrusted vase from a block of unmined
coal which dated all the way back to the Cambrian era which
was approximately 500 million years ago. Sixty one years later,
American scientists from Oklahoma discovered an iron pot
which was pressed into a piece of coal aged 312 million years
old. Then, in 1974, an aluminum assembly part of unknown
origin was found in a sandstone quarry in Romania.
Reminiscent of a hammer or a support leg of a spacecraft
“Apollo”, the piece dated back to the Jurassic era and could not
have been manufactured by a human. All of these discoveries
not only puzzled the experts but also undermined the most
264
fundamental doctrines of modern science.
The author, an obvious atheist, implies the discovery of a man-made
object must have originated from aliens that visited our planet 300million years ago. This is the illogical conclusions one will naturally jump
to when they unbashfully accept evolutionary ages of geology.
Bill Nye would perhaps concur with such opinions. He expresses his
265
own “arcane musings” about discovering alien life on other planets.
He states:
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Evolution goes a long way toward answering the universal
question that ran through my brain as a kid, and still does:
“Where did we come from?” It also leads right into the
companion question we all ask: “Are we alone in the
universe?” Today, astronomers are finding planets rotating
around distant stars, planets that might have the right
condition for supporting life…. When we go seeking life
elsewhere, the whole idea of what to look for, and where to
look for it, will be guided by our understanding of
266
evolution.
He mentions “an entire field of science known as astrobiology – the
267
study of life among the stars.”
Science being based on observation
and experiments is hardly a proper word to express “astrobiology” since
life has not been observed among the stars. He claims finding life on
another planet “sure would be a powerful test of our ideas about
268
convergent evolution.” Actually, discovering life existing on another
planet would not be a test of any kind for evolution, but rather its origin
would be just as speculative as life on this planet. An article by Seth
Shostak, Senior Astronomer and Director of the Center for SETI [Search
humans). “A new species is arising on the planet. It is arising now, and you are
it!” (Eckhart Tolle, A New Earth: Awakening to Your Life’s Purpose, p. 309)
Since the days of Erasmus Darwin’s Zoonomia, later popularized by Helen
Blavatsky’s Theosophical Society, evolution has been link with the spiritual
evolution of man becoming gods.(see Heath Henning, “Evolution is Paganism,”
at http://truthwatchers.com/evolution-is-paganism/) More recently punctuated
equilibrium, which Nye believes in, has produced New Age speculation of a
quantum leap in man’s evolution into a deified species. Marilyn Ferguson’s New
Age classic The Aquarian Conspiracy addresses the topic of punctuated
equilibrium (p. 158-159) and asks her readers, “Is it possible that we too are
expressing a collective need, preparing for an evolutionary leap?”(Marylyn
Feguson, Aquarian Conspiracy, p. 162) Secular humanism has never been far
separated from New Age occultism.
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for Extraterrestrial Intelligence] Research entitled “Are You a Martian”
expressed the idea of panspermia as the origin of life on Earth.
The mechanism by which biology can spread through space
without the benefit of expensive space-agency hardware is
known as panspermia. Life hitches a ride on sunlight or inside
rocks -- not rockets…. Consider the panspermia prospects
between Mars and Earth. Scientists estimate that in the early
days of the solar system, billions of rocks between an inch and
a yard in size were involuntarily shuttled from the Red Planet
to ours. Their travel time might have been as short as a year,
but most would have taken much longer, more like a million
years…. Astrobiologists have identified terrestrial bacteria
269
able to zone out in spore form for a million years.
This is the exact lack of science we are discussing. How did they identify
bacteria could live on a rock traveling in space for a million years? Was
this observed? How could it be? It is the logical fallacy of begging the
question. The real question begging to be answered is: “why is it
assumed that life could travel from Mars to Earth but the thought that
life could travel from Earth to any other planet never gets entertained?”
When that question is considered we would again raise the question of
why finding life on another planet could be “a powerful test” for the
evolutionary theory?
More Evidence That Bill Nye Will Deny
Laetoli Footprints
From 1976 to 1978, the uncovering of footprints in Laetoli, Tanzania
was hailed as great evidence for human ancestors. Mary Leakey spoke
of it as “perhaps the most remarkable find I have made in my whole
270
career.”
Because of the strata and other fossils found in the area,
these footprints were labeled 3.6 million years old. “The prints, say
experts on hominid body structure, are strikingly different from those of
269
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a chimpanzee, and in fact are hardly distinguishable from those of
modern humans. The only known hominid fossils of that age in that
location are those of Lucy and her kind, the small-brained but upright271
walking hominids classified as Australopithecus afarensis.”
So it is
claimed that the footprints belong to the “Lucy” kind – Australopithecus
afarensis – which means “southern ape.” Donald Johanson, the
discoverer of the famous Lucy fossil considered Australopithecus
272
afarensis as a side branch not leading to man.
Dr. Charles Oxnard
explained that the big toe of Australopithecus afarensis was
273
“divergent.”
Dr. Louise Robbins described the Laetoli footprints:
274
“They looked so human, so modern…”
and Mary Leakey explained,
“The best preserved print shows the rounded heel, pronounced ball,
and forward-pointing big toe necessary for walking erect…. The form of
275
his foot was exactly as same as ours. Jonathan Sarfati concluded: “A
good example of reworking is the famous footprints at Laetoli, Africa, of
an upright walking biped – the University of Chicago’s Dr. Russell Tuttle
has shown that these are the same sorts of prints as made by habitually
barefoot humans. But since they are dated at millions of years prior to
when evolutionists believe modern humans arrived, they are regarded
as australopithecine prints, by definition, even though australopithecine
276
foot bones are substantially different from human ones.” Here is one
more piece of evidence that should cause Bill Nye to reject evolution,
but he will instead reject the facts.
Living Fossils
A living fossil is a plant of animal that was only known from the fossil
record and believed to have gone extinct until they were discovered to
be presently living. This would indicate that for millions of year
271

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/evolution/library/07/1/l_071_03.html
D.C. Johanson and T.D. White, A Systematic Assessment of Early African
Hominids, Science 203:321-330, 1979
273
Dr. Charles Oxnard cited by John D. Morris, Ph.D. 1997. Who Or What Made
The Laetoli Footprints?. Acts & Facts. 26 (2).
274
Dr. Louise Robbins, cited by Mary Leakey, :footprints in the Ashes of Time,”
National Geographic, April 1979, p. 452
275
Mary Leakey, “Footprints in the Ashes of Time,” National Geographic, April
1979, p. 452, 453
272

276

Jonathan Sarfati, Ph.D., Refuting Evolution 2, Master Books, 2002, p. 129

102

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
(according to evolutionary thinking) the creature disappeared from the
fossil record altogether to reemerge alive and well today. This obviously
causes logical questions on the viability of dating rock layers. Gary
Parker expresses other issues for evolutionists.
Evolutionists have always been perplexed by “living fossils.”
These creatures are clearly well-fit to survive; they were
complete and complex from their first appearance, and they
have remained unchanged throughout vast stretches of
277
presumed evolutionary time.
Many such “living fossils” exist such as the Wollemi Pine which
disappeared from the fossil record allegedly 150 million years ago; the
Ginko Tree – 240 million years ago; Tuatara – 135 million years ago;
Neopilina – 500 million years ago; Lingula – 500 million years ago.
Bill Nye recognized this issue of “living fossils” needed to be address
in his book, stated, “For animals like Nautiluses and coelacanths to live
unchanged from generation to generation, they have to live in
environments that don’t change too much over long spans of time. They
keep accumulating mutations in their genes, yes, but the environment’s
stability does not give major changes an advantage. It’s not a
coincidence that these animals live in the ocean. There, you have a
much better chance of swimming around in an unchanging
278
environment.” He excuses ocean life for not evolving because of the
stability of the ocean as an environment, but the creatures above cited
are not in the ocean. Furthermore, there appears to be a greater
problem with his answer – according to evolutionists, evolution began
in the ocean. To keep a consistent thought for evolution, would they not
need evidence for rapid changes to lifeforms in the ocean? Bill Nye
himself reveals inconsistences as he referred to “the deep-ocean vents
279
because it provides further insight into how evolution works.”
He
later states, “When we examine the ancestors of whales, on the other
277
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280

hand, we know they left the land and began to swim in the shallow.”
So the evolution process is conveniently shifted into the water. How
was the stability of the environment bypassed for the whales’ alleged
ancestor?
Describing one of these supposed ancestors of the whale, the
Ambulocetus, he writes:
It is an animal that has whalelike flippers, and feet with toes….
These animals evolved into our modern whales. They had half
281
a flipper and half a hoof.

How can “whalelike flippers, and feet and toes” be described as “half a
flipper and half a hoof”? This is a bold lie. Evolutionary “Dinosaur
expert” Bob Strauss describes the same creature with “webbed feet”
and “long, slender, otter-like mammal was built for an amphibious
lifestyle, with webbed, padded feet and a narrow, crocodile-like
282
snout.” Strauss also claims that “paleontologists know” the ancestral
link of Ambulocetus to the modern whale because similarities of
Pekicetus which used to be illustrated as an aquatic creature until the
rest of its skeleton was found revealing it as a fast running “Small size;
dog-like appearance,” as Strauss says, “you'd never have guessed that
its descendants would one day include giant sperm whales and gray
283
whales.”
Ambulocetus was supposedly 10 feet long, 500 pounds;
while Pekicetus was about 3 foot long, 50 pounds. Richard Dawkins
referring to a diagram he duplicates offers the common view of whale
evolution which exposes the inconsistency.
Note the careful way this picture is drawn. It is tempting-and
older books used to do this-to draw sequences of fossils with
arrows from older to younger ones. But nobody can say, for
example, that Ambulocetus was descended from Pekicetus. Or
Basilosaurus was descended from Rodhocetus. Instead, the
280
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diagram follows the more cautious policy of suggesting that,
for example, whales are descended from a contemporary
cousin of Ambulocetus which was probably rather like
Ambulocetus (and might even have been Ambulocetus). The
fossils shown are representatives of the stages of whale
284
evolution.
So Ambulocetus is presumably the earlier whale ancestor followed by
a much smaller Pekicetus. “Experts” usually place Rodhocetus next in
line with a size closer to Ambulocetus.
Consider Rodhocetus, which has been proposed as a missing
link between the land mammal and the whales. It is depicted
in museums and textbooks as a creature that has some whalelike features such as a long whalish snout, a whalish tail or
fluke, and flippers, but with four legs—short ones in the back
and longer ones in the front.
The scientists responsible for the reconstruction of
Rodhocetus is Dr. Philip Gingerich of the university of
Michigan. He oversaw the drawing of Rodhocetus for the
university’s museum of natural history. It depicts a slim
aquatic creature with a long toothy snout, a fluke tail, and
flipper-like hands on its legs and feet.
While filming for the video documentary Evolution: The Grand
Experiment, Dr. Carl Werner, noticed a discrepancy at the
university’s fossil display between drawings of Rodhocetus
and the actual fossils. In particular, there are no fossils for the
fluke or the flippers, the very things that are used as evidence
that this creature is a missing link in the evolution of the
whale.
In an interview, Dr. Gingerich confirmed that the drawings
are mere speculation. He said, “We don’t have the tail in
Rodhocetus. We don’t know for certain whether it had a ball
vertebrate indicating a fluke or not. So I speculated that it
might have had a fluke.” Gingerich also acknowledged that
the flippers were drawn without fossil evidence and
284
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subsequent findings have confirmed that the Rodhocetus
does not have flippers. He said:
“Since then, we have found the forelimbs, the hands, and the
front arms or Rodhocetus, and we understand that it doesn’t
have the kind of arms that can be spread out like flippers are
on a whale. If you don’t have flippers, I don’t think you have a
fluke tail and really powered swimming. So I now doubt the
Rodhocetus would have had a fluke tail.”(Evolution: The
Grand Experiment, Vol.1, p. 143).
Gingerich’s answer on camera were a bombshell, since even
the museum’s own drawings still had flippers on the creature.
After showing the amazing interview with Dr. Gingerich,
Evolution: The Grand Experiment concludes:
“Many experts consider whales to be the best fossil evidence
for evolution but are unaware of these discrepancies.
Opponents of evolution contend that whale evolution is
nothing more than hopeful supposition. If museums diagrams
are redrawn and corrected for various discrepancies
285
opponents argue that whale evolution is nonexistent.”
The point to the discussion on whale evolution is that it all allegedly
happened in water where Bill Nye claims is an environment of stability
and will allow creatures such as coelacanth unchanged for millions of
years. However, the evolution theory is dependent on evidence that
would suggest the exact opposite, even if their evidence for it is
unreliable.
Soft Tissues in Fossils
One of the most intriguing turn of events in the recent past has been
the discovery of soft tissues in fossils that are allegedly millions of years
old. Science a secular magazine reported this discovery:
Mary Schweitzer, a biology graduate student at Montana
State University's Museum of the Rockies, was examining a
thin section of Tyrranosaurus rex bone…when she noticed a
series of peculiar structures. Round and tiny and nucleated,
285
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they were threaded through the bone like red blood cells in
blood vessels. But blood cells in a dinosaur bone should have
disappeared eons ago. "I got goose bumps," recalls
Schweitzer. "It was exactly like looking at a slice of modern
bone. But, of course, I couldn't believe it. I said to the lab
technician: 'The bones, after all, are 65 million years old. How
286
could blood cells survive that long?’”
The Smithonian quoted Mary Schweitzer as saying, "I looked at this and
I looked at this and I thought, this can't be. Red blood cells don't
287
preserve.”
60 Minutes reported: "It looked like the soft tissue she
would have expected to find if it had been modern bone. This was
288
impossible. This bone was 68 million years old.” National Geographic
quotes Mary Schweitzer as saying “Finding these tissues in dinosaurs
change the way we think about fossilization, because theories of how
289
fossils are preserved don’t allow for this [soft tissue preservation]”
Why should this discovery change long held beliefs about fossil
preservation? Brian Thomas facetiously spoke of “allowing 100,000
290
years for collagen longevity,” implied, obviously millions of years for
preservation of soft tissues is out of the question. He later coauthored
an article assuring “DNA should not survive at all, even if the creature
291
only lived 50,000 years ago.”
In another later article Brian Thomas
referred to a study that shortened the possible age of this DNA.
286
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Scientists examined 158 ancient leg bones from the extinct
giant moa bird that lived on New Zealand’s South Island. The
study authors generated a DNA decay rate with
unprecedented rigor.
The moa research team measured the half-life of DNA to be
521 years under average local temperatures. After this time,
only half of the amount of DNA present when the animal died
should remain. And after another 521 years, only half of that
remains, and so on until none is left. At this rate, DNA
molecules in bone break down after only 10,000 years into
tiny chemical segments too short for modern technology to
sequence. And this result assumes preservation factors that
292
optimize biochemical longevity.
Considering less than 10,000 years for fossils allegedly millions of year
extinct should cause Bill Nye to consider this evidence enough to
question his presuppositions. Yet, anyone can spend time on the
internet to determine a plethora of examples for ancient fossils with
soft tissues remaining within with the appearance (observational
science) of a young age.
Soft tissue and red blood cells in Tyrannosaurus-rex fossil –
supposedly 68 million year old
Soft tissues, remnant of retina and red patches identified as
hemoglobin decomposition products in places of blood-rich
organs in Mosasaur fossil – supposedly 80 million years old
Iron and Heme (blood pigments) in abdomen of Mosquito
293
fossil – supposedly 46 million years old
Burmite (Burmese amber) containing modern feather dated
294
35 million year before birds supposedly evolved
292

Brian Thomas M.S., “DNA In Dinosaur Bones?” Acts & Facts, 2013, p. 15
See. Blake D. Pastino, “First Fossil of Blood-Filled Misquito
Discovered,”October 14, 2013; http://westerndigs.org/first-fossil-of-bloodengorged-mosquito-discovered/ ; Dr. Elizabeth Mitchell, “First Fossil Mosquito
Found Filled with Blood,” Oct. 19, 2013;
https://answersingenesis.org/fossils/how-are-fossils-formed/first-fossilmosquito-found-filled-with-blood/ ; Brian Thomas, “Bloody Misquito Fossil
Suports Recent Creation,” October 25:2013; http://www.icr.org/article/7735/

293

108

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
Growing bacterial spore in Dominican stingless bee –
295
supposedly 25-40 million years old
Various proteins like collagen and hemoglobin, and even DNA,
from various Mesozoic creatures (supposedly 252-66 million
years old) including hadrosaur, titanosaur, mosasaur,
296
triceratops, T. rex, and Archaeopteryx.
Polystrate Fossils
Fossils crossing two or more sedimentary layers (strata) are called
poly (many)-strate (strata) fossils. This one piece of evidence annihilates
any reason for Bill Nye to reasonably argue that nobody has ever found
“a lower one trying to swim its way to a higher one. … if you can find
one example of that anywhere in the world, the scientists of the world
challenge you, would embrace you, you'd be a hero. You would change
the world. If you could find one example of that anywhere. People have
looked and looked and have not found a single one.” In fact people have
found entire forests of trees that run through multiple layers of rock
supposedly divided by millions of years. Petrified trees extending
vertically through these layers could not have stood while slow
uniformitarian processes encased the trunks with sediment before the
tree decayed away. They are obvious examples of the rapid burial of
large objects in a catastrophic event and defy the evolutionary geology
of long ages. Logically, the multiple layers engulfing the tree were
deposited within a short time.
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Historical Science – Evidence for Noah’s Ark
Bill Nye’s ad hominem attack towards Ken Ham was evident
throughout his book Undeniable, particularly in the earliest pages where
he discussed the debate. He wrote:
Mr. Ham holds to a fascinating pair of doublespeak phrases:
“observational science” and “historical science.” He says that
there’s a difference between things that happen while your
alive and watching and things that happened before you were
born…. Using the word science in these Orwellian ways is
297
unsettling.
Bill Nye revealed his deceptive techniques immediately in the debate
with Ken Ham in his opening statement when he said, “we can compare
Mr. Ham’s story to the story from the outside, what I call mainstream
science. The question here tonight is, does Ken Ham’s creation model
hold up? Is it viable? So let me ask you, what would you be doing if you
weren't here tonight? You'd be home watching CSI – – (Crime Scene
Investigation) TV show... And 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
298
in the world except here.”
Is there a legitimate distinction between observational and historical
science? The answer is presented in Nye’s analogy of CSI. The whole
premise of the show is to reconstruct the probable scenario of a crime
scene based on the forensic evidence discovered. The idea is to
reconstruct a historical event (the crime) because no one was there to
witness it (observational). This is clearly a false analogy for Bill Nye to
identify his argument as it actually proves Ken Ham’s point that there is
297
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a difference. In the court of law eye witnesses carry stronger testimony
than the forensic evidence that may be presented because the forensic
evidence (being historical science) has a probability of being
misinterpreted.
So there are logical fallacies from Bill Nye embedded in this argument
–false analogy, ad hominem, etc. - but we question whether he is
absolutely ignorant of science or is he acting deceptively. During the
debate, Nye expressed an opportunity to perform a “scientific test,”
however; this test would fall into the realm of historical science which
he denies.
And we can then run a test. Scientific tests. People in the early
1900s built an extraordinarily large wooden ship, the
Wyoming. It was a six-masted schooner, the largest one ever
built, and it had a motor on it, for winching and 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 [acting out the first torsional
mode], this way [first vertical bending mode], and this way
[first horizontal bending mode]. With all that twisting, it
leaked, and it leaked like crazy. The crew could not keep the
ship dry. And indeed, it eventually foundered and sank, and
the loss of all 14 hands. So there were 14 crewmen aboard a
ship built by very skilled shipwrights in New England. These
guys were the best in the world at wooden shipbuilding, and
they could not build a boat as big as the Ark is claimed to be
299
to have been. Is that reasonable?
If Nye denies historical science, how can this be a scientific test when
either the Wyoming or Noah’s ark cannot be observed today to
experiment with as a test?
This argument falls apart when we identify a number of assumptions
made and when history is evaluated. At the debate, Nye asserted: “That
the best shipbuilders in the world could not do what eight unskilled
299
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people, men and their wives, were able to do?” with the assumption
stated as: “these people were unskilled; as far as everybody knows they
300
had never built a wooden ship before.”
Why does he assume only
eight unskilled people built Noah’s ark? Nowhere does the Bible say
only eight people built it. Nor does the Bible say Noah was unskilled in
building ships. We are only told that eight people boarded the ark
(Genesis 7:7; 8:18; 2 Peter 2:5) and that Noah eventually “began to be a
husbandman, and he planted a vineyard” (Gen. 9:20), implying he was
not a husbandman before. There is no reason to not consider Noah
having hired skilled labors to build this ship. Jonathan Edwards preached
a sermon in September of 1740, entitled The Manner in which the
Salvation of the Soul is to be Sought, wherein he implied Noah hired
help to build the ark.
Not only was Noah himself continually employed, but it
required a great number of workmen to be constantly
employed, during all that time, in procuring, and collecting,
and fitting the materials, and in putting them together in due
form. How great a thing was it for Noah to undertake such a
work! For beside the continual care and labor, it was a work
of vast expense. It is not probable that any of that wicked
generation would put to a finger to help forward such a work,
which doubtless they believed was merely the fruit of Noah's
folly, without full wages. Noah must needs have been very
rich, to be able to bear the expense of such a work, and to pay
so many workmen for so long a time. It would have been a
very great expense for a prince; and doubtless Noah was very
rich, as Abraham and Job were afterwards. But it is probable
that Noah spent all his worldly substance in this work, thus
manifesting his faith in the word of God, by selling all he had,
as believing there would surely come a flood, which would
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destroy all; so that if he should keep what he had, it would be
301
of no service to him.
Because of Bill Nye’s evolutionary ideology, he simply assumes ancient
man was primitive and lacked technology. If modern men is so highly
evolved and intellectually advanced, why don’t we know how the great
pyramid was built or duplicate it?
Contrary to Bill Nye’s claim, the Wyoming is not a scientific test to
consider valid for many reasons. First, the Wyoming was a single level
carvel construction with sails. The ark is described as having three levels
– “with lower, second and third stories” (Genesis 6:16) – that would
have enforced its structure so that it would not bend the way Bill Nye
described the Wyoming. Second, the Wyoming lasted 15 years on sea
before it sank (1909-1924), the ark only needed to float for 1 year. An
actual scientific test would have to accurately reproduce the
specifications to attempt to duplicate it as an experiment. His test fails
the criteria for observational science in this case.
If we look for historical science, we would be forced to search
historical records to discover whether or not ancient man has been
capable of building large ships comparable to Noah’s Ark. Larry Peirce
has done just that in an article originally published in Creation magazine
of June 2000, and posted on Answer In Genesis website which Bill Nye
could have accessed prior to the debate. Pierce cites the following from
Ussher’s description of a naval battle in the Aegean Sea in B.C. 280:
When Antigonus, surnamed Gonatas, the son of Demetrius
Poliorcetes, heard how Seleucus was murdered, he made an
expedition into Macedonia. He planned to get there before
Ceraunus could, with his army and naval forces. However,
Ceraunus had all Lysimachus’ fleet in readiness, and set out
and met him in a good battle formation at sea. In his navy,
ships were sent from Heraclea in Pontus, some of six, some of
five tiers of oars. These kinds of ships were called “Aphracta”.
The largest ship of all had eight tiers of oars and was called
the Leontifera. She was admired by all for her large size and
exquisite construction. In her were a hundred oars per tier, so
301
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that on each side there were eight hundred rowers which
made 1600 in all. On the upper deck or hatches there were
1200 fighting men who were under two special commanders.
When the battle began, Ceraunus won and Antigonus was
forced to flee with all his navy. In this fight, the ships from
Heraclea performed the best and among them the Leontifera
302
did the best of all.
Following this description, Pierce explains “We are not given the
dimensions of this ship. However, the oarsmen on each tier would have
to be at least three feet apart, the approximate distance between airline
seats. (Has anyone ever complained of having too much space between
airline seats?!) For 100 rowers per tier, allowing for a bow and a stern,
this ship could easily have been 120–150 metres (400–500 feet)
303
long.” The article follows with other ships of antiquity
Pierce also refers to “the grand-daddy of ancient warships” (his
words) as described by Athenaeus.
But since we have mentioned the subject of the building of
ships, let us speak (for it is worth hearing of) of the ships
which were built also by Ptolemaeus Philopator, which are
mentioned by the same Callixeinus in the first book of his
Account of Alexandria, where he speaks as follows:"Philopator built a ship with forty ranks of rowers, being two
hundred and eighty cubits long and thirty-eight cubits from
one side to the other; and in height up to the gunwale it was
forty-eight cubits; and from the highest part of the stern to
the water-line was fifty-three cubits; and it had four rudders,
each thirty cubits long; and oars for the thranitae, the largest
302
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thirty-eight cubits in length, which, from having lead in their
handles, and because they were very heavy in the part inside
the ship, being accurately balanced, were, in spite of their
bulk, very handy to use. And the ship had two heads and two
sterns, and seven beaks, one of which was longer than all the
rest, and the others were of smaller size; and some of them
were fixed to the ears of the ship; and it had twelve
undergirths to support the keel, and each was six hundred
cubits in length. And it was well proportioned to a most
extraordinary degree; and all the appointments of the vessel
were admirable, for it had figures of animals on it not less
than twelve cubits in size, both at the head and at the stern,
and every part of it was inlaid and ornamented with figures in
wax; and the space between the oars down to the very keel
had a running pattern of ivy-leaves and thyrsi; and there was
great store of every kind of equipment to supply all parts of
the ship that might require any. And when it put to sea it held
more than four thousand rowers, and four hundred
supernumeraries; and on the deck were three thousand
marines, or at least two thousand eight hundred and fifty.
And besides all these there was another large body of men
under the decks, and a vast quantity of provisions and
304
supplies.
Pierce did not cite the passage but only expressed the significance of
measurements in modern vernacular as follows:
Athenaeus gives us a detailed description of a very large
warship, built by Ptolemy Philopator (c. 244–205 bc). It was
130m (420 feet) long, 18m (57 feet) wide, and 22m (72 feet)
high to the top of her gunwale. From the top of its sternpost
to the water line was 24 metres (79.5 feet). It had four
steering oars 14m (45 feet) long. It had 40 tiers of oars. The
oars on the uppermost tier were 18m (57 feet) long. The oars
were counter-balanced with lead to make them easier to
304
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handle. It had a double bow and a double stern and carried
seven rams, of which one was the leader and the others were
of gradually reducing size. It had 12 under-girders 275m (900
feet) long. The ship was manned by 400 sailors to handle the
rigging and the sails, 4,000 rowers and 2,850 men in arms for
305
a total of 7,250 men.
Athenaeus’ description of this ship is not the only mention of
antiquity. Pliny the Elder, who died in 79 A.D., wrote The Natural
History, also comments with agreement that this ship of “Ptolemy
Philopater, who was surnamed Tryphon, with forty [banks of oars].”306
Plutarch also recorded:
At a later time, it is true, Ptolemy Philopator built one of forty
banks of oars, which had a length of two hundred and eighty
cubits, and a height, to the top of her stern, of forty-eight; she
was manned by four hundred sailors, who did no rowing, and
by four thousand rowers, and besides these she had room, on
her gang-ways and decks, for nearly three thousand men-atarms. [5] But this ship was merely for show; and since she
differed little from a stationary edifice on land, being meant
for exhibition and not for use, she was moved only with
difficulty and danger. However, in the ships of Demetrius their
beauty did not mar their fighting qualities, nor did the
magnificence of their equipment rob them of their usefulness,
but they had a speed and effectiveness which was more
remarkable than their great size.307
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Ptolemy Philopater reigned from 221-204 B.C. and is testified to have
built this large ship by three separate ancient authors. James Smith
(1782-1867) was an accomplished yachtsman who devoted his life to
studying ancient ships and nautical matters, stated in his classic The
Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul concerning the size of this ship, “I see
no impossibility in the size…. There is certainly nothing improbable in
the supposition that a despotic prince could construct such a vessel.”308
If a scholarly and experienced shipman could believe these historical
records in 1848 when his first edition was published, prior to the
Wyoming’s faulty construction and the modern technology that Bill Nye
thinks is so much more superior, it certainly sets validity to Noah’s Ark.
Tim Lovett acknowledged, “The largest wooden ships in recent history
(1800s and early 1900s) tended to flex in rough seas, making them
prone to leakage. These ships were carvel-built, a plank-on-frame
construction method that lacks inherent resistance to racking. The
stiffness of the hull depended almost entirely on the rightness of
caulking between the planks.”309 He later identified, “A spectacular
(almost unbelievable) solution to sheering between planks includes
mortise and tenon attachments. Characteristic of Greek and Roman
ships, this method was in use well before the 14th century before Christ,
then faded away around A.D. 500 to be forgotten until recently
rediscovered through underwater archaeology. This lends credence to
the records of ark sized wooden ships or antiquity.”310
It should be clear that had Bill Nye brought his case against Noah’s ark
before a court of law, his forensics evidence of a supposed scientific test
(the Wyoming) would be deemed unsatisfactory, and in light of
eyewitness accounts of historians, Bill Nye’s case would be found
unreliable.
The Bible Stands
308
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Bill Nye wrote, “about my recent debate with a creationist… I
emphasize that I did not disparage anyone’s religion. I did not mention
311
anything about The Bible.” This statement is the easiest comment he
makes that can be tested since the debate was recorded. Did he make
mention about the Bible? In fact, what he said about the Bible was
recoded:
Your assertion that all the animals were vegetarians before
they got on the Ark, that's really remarkable. I have not spent
a lot of time with lions, but I can tell they have teeth that
really aren’t set up for broccoli. That these animals were
vegetarians until the Flood, is something that I would ask you
to provide a little more proof for. I give you the lions’ teeth,
you give me verses as translated in the English over 30
centuries, so that's not enough evidence for me. If you've ever
played telephone –I did, I remember very well in kindergarten
where you have a secret, and you whisper it to the next
person, to the next person, to the next person, things often
go wrong. So it’s very reasonable to me that instead of lions
being vegetarians on the Ark, lions are lions, and the
information that you use to create your world view is not
consistent with what I, as a reasonable man, would expect.
So, I want everybody to consider the implications of this. 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
312
consider what that means.
By comparing the Bible to the game telephone he says “things often go
wrong” by which he is implying there can be found errors often in the
Bible.
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It is almost humorous that Mr. Nye refers to himself as “a reasonable
man,” yet in this short comment he commits no less than seven logical
fallacies and reveals his ignorance of a number of things.
1. When he refers to himself as a reasonable man he is guilty of
bifurcation – that is a false dilemma as if you are either reasonable
or you live by faith. He is emphatically implying you either accept
evolution or you are unreasonable which is why his book is titled
Undeniable. As we have seen, the scientific method was developed
by men of faith who expected God’s creation to be understood by
rational minds. We have also identified that the evolution process
could not produce minds that are reasonable.
2. When he says “I give you the lions’ teeth, you give me verses,” he is
again guilty of bifurcation expressing his opinion that science and
scriptures are incompatible and a reasonable person would have to
choose one or the other. This is the repeated proposition
underlining his entire thought process during the debate and in his
book, and it was the easiest argument Ken Ham demolished by
showing videos of scientist who believed the literal creation account
of the Bible. Even other evolutionists that criticized the debate were
embarrassed for Bill Nye’s reasoning on this point.
3. Bifurcation appears again with his claim that lions are either
carnivorous or vegetarians, which is also a hasty generalization.
Obviously Bill Nye is unaware of “Little Tyke” the famous vegetarian
lioness, Paramahansa Yogananda wrote of another vegetarian
lioness in India in 1936 and there was also Lea who was vegetarian
for her first seven years of life until being transported to a preserve
in South Africa where it took months to become acclimated to
313
eating meat. Bill Nye is not being reasonable or scientific with his
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4.

5.

6.

7.

argument about the lions’ teeth. Consider a bear which has teeth
that can shred meat but most of its diet is not meat, especially the
panda bear which sole source of food is bamboo yet has the same
teeth as other bears.
His statement “Lions are lions” tells us nothing about the nature of
lions. This fallacy -expressing ambiguity, redundancy, and circular
reasoning- is called tautology.
He makes an appeal to novelty, saying “you give me verses as
translated into English over thirty centuries” (implying evolution is
modern science and the Bible is old outdated and erroneous). An
inconsistency to this is found in his book when he appeals to
314
antiquity for evolution mentioning Anaximander.
He offers a straw man argument by misrepresenting Ken Ham,
asserting he claims the Bible to be a “science text.” Any nominal
perusal through creationist literature will reveal that the claim is
false and frequently denied by creationists. It has never been
considered a scientific text but rather that it is completely
compatible with and cannot contradict science.
The false analogy of the telephone game shows Bill Nye is utterly
ignorant of biblical manuscripts exist to prove it has been preserved
since the earliest ages. The Bible is not words passed down by oral
tradition.

This last point deserves an expanded explanation as in it lays at the
heart of Bill Nye’s deception. He claims to have not said anything about
the Bible but his word cut to the very heart of the faith – the Bible. His
agenda is exposed at this point as he is deliberately attacking the word
of God. He is recorded saying, "I am by no means an expert on most of
this," but later admitted, "In this situation, our skeptical arguments are
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315

not the stuff of Ph.Ds. It's elementary science and common sense.”
Yet common sense needs to be consistent with logic which he has not
expressed, nor an adequate knowledge of evidence to reject the
creationist position or to even confirm evolutionist views. The whole
debate started over his comments, "If we raise a generation of students
who don't believe in the process of science, who think everything that
we've come to know about nature and the universe can be dismissed by
a few sentences translated into English from some ancient text, you're
316
not going to continue to innovate.”
This is a slippery slope fallacy
appealing to emotions, not logic or reality. However, that ancient text is
exactly what caused the innovation to begin and has kept it continuing,
though he refuses to see what most other evolutionist will be
reasonable enough to admit.
His false analogy of the telephone game crumbles under the shear
mass of manuscript evidence. Henry Morris wrote of the New
Testament manuscripts, explaining “Although there are probably
available today over 5,000 handwritten manuscript copies in Greek and
at least 15,000 more in other languages. Nothing remotely comparably
317
to this abundance exists for any ancient writing.” The New Testament
confirms the creation account of the book of Genesis and we know the
Jewish nation painstakingly preserved the scriptures for thousands of
years. “For thousands of years, God had preserved the accuracy of His
Holy Scriptures through the careful reproduction of the manuscripts by
these extraordinarily dedicated Jewish Masoretic scribes. When the
scribe copied the manuscript of Genesis (which contain 76,064 Hebrew
letters), he would literally count out the precise number of times each
of the twenty-two letters in the Hebrew alphabet occurred in the text.
He would also make notations on the margin of the page to assure that
no letters were added or taken away. If even one letter was missed or
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added improperly, the master scribe would destroy the imperfect copy,
318
lest an error creep into the holy text of the Word of God.”
There are two points of Nye argument that are valid to address Ken
Ham. First, in attempting to appeal to a new evangelical constituency,
Ham has in the last decade or two reject the Authorized King James
Version for a modern “Bible as translated into American English,” as Nye
puts it. Nye is essentially ignorant of the point he made here (and so are
most Christians) but these modern Bible versions are not even
translations (most are dynamic equivalents and paraphrases) of a
319
revised text produced in 1881 by textual critics.
Secondly, Ken Ham’s
major error was perpetuating the “science versus religion” myth by
arguing the doctrine of inerrancy at a science debate with an atheist.
Another way Bill Nye indirectly attacked the Bible was by identifying
it as a synonym for “Mr. Ham’s worldview.” Consider the method of
scorning the Bible by doubting the migration of kangaroos to Australia
after exited Noah’s ark. He argues, “one of the extraordinary claims
associated with Mr. Ham's worldview, is that this giant boat, a 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 whose [ancestors] somehow managed to get from the Middle
East all the way to Australia, in the last 4000 years. 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;
sometime during the last 4000 years, somebody would've been hopping
320
along there and died along the way, and we would find them.” Paul F.
Taylor points to the error of this argument as it is embedded with
uniformitarian thinking. “But the expectation of such fossils is a
presuppositional error. Such an expectation is predicated on the
318
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assumption that fossils form gradually and inevitably from animal
populations. In fact, fossilization is by no means inevitable. It usually
requires sudden, rapid burial. Otherwise the bones would decompose
before permineralization. One ought likewise to ask why it is that,
despite the fact that millions of bison used to roam the prairies of North
America, hardly any bison fossils are found there. Similarly, lion fossils
are not found in Israel even though we know that lions once lived
321
there.”
The deception of Mr. Nye is obvious that while he makes this
argument against “Mr. Ham’s worldview,” he is well aware of the
answer and he utilizes the facts when it is suitable to defend his own
worldview. He wrote, “Most living things never get fossilized, and most
322
end up in places where they are impossible to discover.”
As an
evolutionist he knows his opinion is riddled with gaps from the fossil
record. The lack of finding the evidence for evolution is defended by
saying it is impossible and we should not to expect to find evidence in
the fossil record because most things never get fossilized. We see here
the logical fallacy of special pleading; he is holding a double standard
when he argued “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…” Why should we?
He, again, is guilty of special pleading as he explains in his book how
fossils are formed. “Let’s step back for a moment and consider what it
takes to become a fossil. First of all, you have to get buried. …getting
your specimens buried alive is the best thing for a paleontologist. The
resting place generally has to be wet in order for the organism to get
buried effectively. Then that wet sand or soil has to dry out completely…
Then it has to sit there for years…generally millions of years, while
minerals slowly trickle through and turn once-living structures to
323
stone.”
The very conditions he offers to make fossils (minus the
321
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“millions of years”) are best met by the world-wide flood of Noah’s day
which he rejects. He also writes, “In general, the difficulty of making
fossils guarantees that the fossil record will be full of gaps… It could not
324
be any other way.” Unless of course, you are debating a creationist,
then it would be expected to find fossils of kangaroos hopping along.
He scoffed at kangaroo migration in the creation model, saying, “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 [since] disappeared in the last 4000 years. No
navigator, no diver, no U.S. Navy submarine, no one's ever detected any
325
evidence of this, let alone any fossils of kangaroos.” Can he confirm
that statement? Has he spoken with every navigator, diver, and
submarine crew member to validate his opinion? We wonder if it should
be called special pleading again or just hypocrisy. Evolutionists generally
accept non-existing land bridges as ways of migration, even when they
were not necessary (as in the case of humans who can build boats). Nye
wrote, “people moved from northeast Asia (low ultraviolet) across the
ice-age land bridge that is now the Bering Strait into North
326
America…” Of Course, an “ice-age land bridge” is now melted and has
left no evidence other than the fact that man is living on north American
continent. This is coupled with the presupposition that man was
primitive and could not build a boat. But the only reasonable
mechanism for the ice-age is offered by the creationist’s flood model
and would have followed immediately after the flood so there is no
reason to reject land bridges allowing migration. Paul F. Taylor explains,
“Many of them [animals] could have floated on vast floating logs, leftovers from the massive pre-Flood forests that were ripped up during the
Flood and likely remained afloat for many decades on the world’s
oceans, transported by world currents. Others could later have been
taken by people.... A third explanation of possible later migration is that
324
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animals could have crossed land bridges. This is, after all, how it is
supposed by evolutionists that many animals and people migrated from
Asia to the Americas—over a land bridge at the Bering Straits. For such
land bridges to have existed, we may need to assume that sea levels
were lower in the post-Flood period—an assumption based on a biblical
327
model of the Ice Age.” The more ice the less liquid water so the seal
levels would be lower.
We must further wonder if Bill Nye ever questioned the evolutionist
belief of kangaroos evolving and migrating to Australia. Nathaniel
Jeanson explains what the evolutionary view is. “The evolutionary
predictions for genetic similarity among these creatures derive from the
evolutionary understanding of both the fossil record and of continental
drift. The southern mole, the common wombat, the banded anteater,
and the kangaroo are all classified as marsupials, and according to the
dates that evolutionists assign to the marsupial fossil record, their
ancestors existed in North America about 80 million years ago. The
descendants of these creatures moved down through South America
and across Antarctica around 35 million years ago, when the latter two
continents were still connected, and finally crossed over to Australia
about 10 million years ago when Australia and Antarctica were still
linked. Since their arrival, these marsupial ancestors supposedly evolved
into today’s wombats, marsupial moles, banded anteaters, kangaroos,
328
and all other marsupial species that exist in Australia today.” So the
marsupials traveled from South America into Antarctica, survived this
frozen waste land for millions of years while trekking their way to
Australia.
Today there is no evidence for a land bridge and the idea of
continental drift has been rejected and replaced with the tectonic plate
theory. “In the early 1900's Alfred Wegener proposed the idea of
Continental Drift. His ideas centered around continents moving across
the face of the earth. The idea was not quite correct - compared to the
plate tectonics theory of today - but his thinking was on the proper
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330

track.”
A simple examination of a map
with the tectonic plate
identified will reveal that the continents are often situated in the middle
of a plate, which means there is a lot of land mass under water that
needs to be ignored in order to force the continents together for
animals to migrate.

-Note the difficulty it would be for the alleged migration presumed by
evolutionists.
150 years of attempting to prove Darwin’s theory has been fruitless.
Over 2,000 years of skeptics attempting to discredit the Bible has been
proven futile. The Bible Stands!
Racists Implications of Evolution
In his attempt to soften the blow of the racist factors of the
evolutionary view, Bill Nye tells the lie that defies logic, well known
facts, and revises history to a massive degree. He writes about Charles
Darwin’s book, “On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection
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331

– that’s’ the full title - …” No it is not the full title, and he knows it;
but if he wrote the full title he would have a very difficult time
attempting to convince his readers that Darwin was not a racist and his
evolution “theory” does not emphatically encourage racism. The full
title is: On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection or the
Preservation of the Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. Anyone can
look this up on the internet and see the images of the original prints
with this full title. Why would Bill Nye feel the freedom to so boldly lie
about this when he should know that it would be so easy to get caught?
As long as his lie gives what he feels is the right impression he is
satisfied.
The implications of Darwin’s title “Natural Selection… Preservation of
the Favoured Races” is obviously racist. Yet Nye still argues:
The idea of competition inspired “social Darwinism,” which
looked at competition among human population (often in
racist ways that was unrelated to what Darwin actually
332
wrote).
The “idea of competition” is presented in the book, in the title, and
permeating the entire “theory” of evolution and can in no wise be
“unrelated to what Darwin actually wrote.” Charles Darwin, himself,
wrote: “I could show fight on natural selection having done and doing
more for the progress of civilization than you seem inclined to admit….
The more civilized so-called Caucasian races have beaten the Turkish
hollow in the struggle for existence. Looking to the world at no very
distant date, what an endless number of the lower races will have been
333
eliminated by the higher civilized races throughout the world.” In the
introduction to The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex,
Darwin wrote “The sole object of this work is to consider, firstly,
whether man, like every other species, is descended from some pre331
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existing form; secondly, the manner of his development; and thirdly, the
334
value of the differences between the so-called races of man.”
He
obviously viewed a difference of value of the lives of those who he
considered different races. This justified genocide in his mind. He wrote,
“At some future period, not very distant as measured by centuries, the
civilised races of man will almost certainly exterminate, and replace, the
savage races throughout the world. At the same time the
anthropomorphous apes, as Professor Schaaffhausen has remarked, will
no doubt be exterminated. The break between man and his nearest
allies will then be wider, for it will intervene between man in a more
civilised state, as we may hope, even than the Caucasian, and some ape
as low as a baboon, instead of as now between the negro or Australian
335
and the gorilla.”
Moreover, Darwin’s contemporaries and successors also carried the
ideology into the height of racism. For example, Ernst Haeckel, whose
fraudulent illustrations of vertebrate embryos convinced many gullible
people that evolution was true, wrote: “At the lowest stage of human
mental development are the Australians, some tribes of the
Polynesians, and the Bushman, Hottentots, and some of the Negro
336
tribes.”
Referencing Haeckel, Darwin wrote, “Almost all the
conclusions at which I have arrived I find confirmed by this naturalist,
whose knowledge on many points is much fuller than mine. Wherever I
have added any fact or view from Prof. Häckel's writings, I give his
authority in the text; other statements I leave as they originally stood in
my manuscript, occasionally giving in the foot-notes references to his
337
works, as a confirmation of the more doubtful or interesting points.”
334
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Another of Darwin’s disciples was Thomas Huxley. Tom DeRosa
commented on Huxley:
Many Darwin enthusiasts emerged in support of natural
selection. One man stood out for his charisma and a
seemingly inexhaustible store of energy that would be used to
persuade countless people to convert to evolution. His name
338
was Thomas Huxley, Charles Darwin’s “Bulldog.”
Huxley was the major propagator of the evolution ideology in the early
years. He stated, “No rational man, cognizant of the facts, believes that
the average negro is the equal, still less the superior, of the white
339
man.”
One of the individuals that was strongly influenced by the evolution
idea was Margret Sagner, founder of Planned Parenthood.
Through birth control Sagner saw a way to control the people
whom she now labeled “human weeds” and to preserve the
freedom of those whom she judged a superior stock, capable
340
of ruling.
Sagner, and the entire modern abortion racket, clings to the
Darwinian/Haeckelian hoax to continue unremorseful in the slaughter
of innocent children.
Ontogeny recapitulation phylogeny. This is a fundamental
tenet of modern biology that derives from evolutionary
theory, and is thus anathema to creationism as well as those
opposed to freedom of choice. Ontogeny is the name for the
process of development of a fertilized egg into a fully formed
and mature living organism. Phylogeny, on the other hand, is
the history of the evolution of a species, in this case the
338
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human being. During development, the fertilized egg
progresses over 38 weeks through what is, in fact, a rapid
passage through evolutionary history: From a single
primordial cell, the conceptus progresses through being
something of a protozoan, a fish, a reptile, a bird, a primate
and ultimately a human being. There is a difference of opinion
among scientists about the time during pregnancy when a
human being can be said to emerge. But there is a general
agreement that this does not happen until after the end of
341
the first trimester.
Thus abortion is based on faked illustrations of Haeckel that were
spurred for the purpose of giving evidence to support Darwin’s
imagination. Haeckel’s illustrations were proven to be a fraud within
two decades of his creating them. The above citation was written a
century after Haeckel name went into the hall of shame for
evolutionists as they attempted to sweep his blunder under the rug.
Stephen Jay Gould (1941-2002), arguably the most influential
evolutionists of recent generations, confessed: “Biological arguments
for racism may have been common before 1850, but they increased by
orders of magnitude following the acceptance of evolutionary
342
theory.” This is what James Ferguson called “the new anthropology”
meaning the new doctrine or idea of mankind as opposed to the former
“old” biblical doctrine of man. “The new anthropology soon became a
theoretical battleground between two opposed schools of thought on
the origin of humans. The older and more established of these was
‘monogenism,’ the belief that all humankind, irrespective of color or
other characteristics, was directly descended from Adam and from the
single and original act of God’s creation. Monogenism was promulgated
by the Church and universally accepted until the 18th century, when
opposition to theological authority began to fuel the rival theory of
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‘polygenism,’ which held that different racial communities had different
343
origins.”
Ken Ham recorded some of the diabolical acts of evolutionary racist
overly zealous to prove their Darwinian ideology.
A gruesome trade in “missing link” specimens began with early
evolutionary/racist idea….
There is documented evidence that the remains of perhaps
10,000 of Australia’s Aboriginal people were shipped to British
museums in a frenzied attempt to prove the widespread belief
that they were the “missing link.”…
Evolutionists in the United States were also strongly involved in
this flourishing “industry” of gathering specimens of “subhumans.” The Smithsonian Institute in Washington holds the
remains of 15,000 individuals of various races….
Museums were not only interested in bones, but in fresh skins
as well. These would provide interesting evolutionary displays
when stuffed.
Pickled Aboriginal brains were also in demand to try to prove
that they were inferior to those of whites. It was Darwin, after
all, who wrote that the civilized races would inevitably wipe
out such lesser evolved “savage” ones.
Good prices were being offered for such specimens. There is
no doubt from written evidence that many of the “fresh”
specimens were obtained by simply going out and killing the
Aboriginal people….
Edward Ramsay, curator of the Australian Museum in Sydney
for 20 years starting in 1874, was particularly heavily involved.
He published a museum booklet, which appeared to include
Aborigines under the designation of “Australian animals.” It
also gave instructions not only on how to rob graves, but also
on how to plug up bullet wounds in freshly killed “specimens.”
Many freelance collectors worked under his guidance. Four
weeks after he had requested skulls of Bungee (Russell River)
blacks, a keen young science student sent him two, announcing
that they, the last of their tribe, had just been shot. In the
343
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1980s, Ramsay complained that laws recently passed in
Queensland to stop Aborigines being slaughtered were
344
affecting his supply.
How can Nye boldly lie about Darwin’s racism?
Bill Nye himself is not a racist. In his book he offers an appropriate
explanation for a supposed evolutionary development which is not too
far off of what creationists have taught long before evolutionists figured
it out and were willing to forsake their racist opinions. Nye writes, “Any
differences we traditionally associate with race are a product of our
need for vitamin D and our relationship to the Sun. Just a few clusters of
genes control skin color; the changes in skin color are recent; they’ve
345
gone back and forth with migration…”
He indicates that it is the
relation to a people group’s proximity to the equator after migrations
effects how dark skin is developed. This does not appropriately explain
the dark skin of Eskimo who inhabit northern regions. A proper
explanation that fully fits the evidence is what is derived from the Bible.
How did the different ethnicities originate? God’s intervention
at [the Tower of] Babel split humanity into 70 separate family
groups. Since the genetic information of each group was now
confined within a single family, it would not be long before
dominant features began to surface among the early
generations. And as time moved onward, the ruling families
forced others to migrate elsewhere (all in accord with the
overall plan of God), bringing to the forefront other dominant
features that would physically set them apart from each other
346
“nation.”
Or as Ken Ham explained has explained elsewhere, what we would call a
genetic bottleneck. “Because of the new language and geographic
344

Ken Ham, Carl Wieland, Don Batton, One Blood: The Biblical Answer to
Racism, Master Books (Green Forest, AR: 1999, 2007), pp. 119-121
345
Bill Nye, (ed. Corey Powell), Undeniable: Evolution and the Science of
Creation, St. Martin’s Press (New York), 2014, p. 254-255
346
Henry M. Morris III, The Book of Beginnings: A Practical Guide to Understand
and Teach Genesis, Institute of Creation Research (Dallas, Texas: 2013, 2014),
Vol. 2, p. 158

133

Unreliable: the Science and Logic of Bill Nye
barriers, the [people] groups no longer freely mixed with other groups,
and the result was a splitting of the gene pool. Different cultures
formed, with certain features becoming predominant within each
group. The characteristics of each became more and more prominent as
new generations of children were born.”347
That is simply much more logical and scientifically sound.
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Conclusion
Bill Nye wrote, “Our understanding of evolution came to us by exactly
the same method of scientific discovery that led to printing presses,
348
polio vaccines, and smartphones.”
This can either imply that
evolution is an invention of the minds of men or that evolution is
actually intelligently designed. How such statements which appear
abundantly in Mr. Nye’s book could make any sense as purposed to
defend evolution is beyond reasoning.
Nye claimed to have not attacked anyone’s religion but it was
apparent he purposed to do just that. Near the end of his book he
spilled the beans with the comment: “Every other aspect of life that was
once attributed to divine intent is now elegantly and completely
349
explained in the context of evolutionary science.”
Where is the
science? Where is the elegant and complete explanation he is referring
to? True science must start with logic or all observations will not be
accurately assessed and conclusions will inevitably err. “The method of
drawing general conclusions from specific observations is called
induction (which is commonly equated with the scientific method). In
order to be clear, we need to distinguish induction from deduction. The
process of lining up premises in an argument and arriving at a valid
conclusion is called deduction…. But the process of discovering whether
350
the premises in an argument are true usually requires induction.”
Does Bill Nye’s argument for his militant atheism hold reliable when
weighed with inductive observations and deductive reasoning.
Jason Lisle, who earned his Ph.D. in astrophysics at the University of
Colorado, recognized:
Since the God of Scripture is immaterial, sovereign, and
beyond time, it makes sense to have laws of logic that are
348
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immaterial, universal, and unchanging. Since God has
revealed Himself to man, we are able to know and use logic….
Rational thinking, science, and technology make sense in a
biblical creation worldview. The consistent Christian has a
basis for these things; the evolutionist does not. This is not to
say that evolutionists cannot be rational about some things.
They can because they too are made in God’s image and have
access to God’s laws of logic. But they have no rational basis
for rationality within their own worldview…. In order to do
science we take for granted that the universe is
understandable – that it can be quantified in a way the mind
can comprehend. We assume that the universe is logical and
orderly and that it obeys mathematical laws that are
consistent over time and space. Even though conditions in
different regions of space and eras of time are quite diverse,
there is nonetheless an underlining uniformity…. The problem
for evolutionism is that such regularity only makes sense in a
351
biblical worldview.
Man’s ability for deduction (of which science depends upon) is full
evidence to the fact we were created by the Almighty God of the Bible.
Jonathan Edwards, who has been called the first American born
philosopher, gives us some good points to reflect upon.
Edwards esteemed the necessity of having “a rational brain.”
He demanded that all things in the soul of man should be
governed by reason, the highest faculty of our being.
“Without the capacity of rational argument, all our proof of
God ceases,” he argued. Reason can be trusted to reach
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rationally convincing, theological conclusions.
God instilled into man the ability to reason for the purpose to meditate
on His glory and goodness in offering grace and mercy to us. When God
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is rejected, often the use of such rationality is discarded to retain such
hardness of one’s heart against God.
Logic, and by extension the ability to practice science, can only be
rooted in the fact that God exists as an infinite personal being that
transcends the physical creation.
If laws of logic are a reflection of the world we live in, then
they actually become contingent on the world. And this leads
to consequences that you probably won’t want to accept. We
wouldn’t be able to say anything about universality or
invariance of the laws of logic if they were contingent on the
universe. For example, we couldn’t argue that laws of logic
apply in the core of Alpha Centauri, because no one has
experienced that part of the universe. Nor could we argue that
laws of logic will work tomorrow, since no one has experienced
the future. We take for granted that the laws of logic are
invariant and universal, yet that assumption wouldn’t make
sense if the laws of logic were contingent upon the physical
world.
Different areas of the universe are just that: different. Why
then do they adhere to the same laws of logic? If laws of logic
were a reflection of the physical world, then we’d expect that
different regions of the physical universe that are physically
different would have different laws of logic. Moreover, the
physical world is constantly changing, yet the laws of logic do
not. So, clearly laws of logic cannot be simply a reflection of
353
the world.
However, Bill Nye looks at all things that exist as Nature’s good-enoughdesign, hence something contingent on this world. Of course, Nye is
guilty of reification in applying a personality to an abstract concept such
as nature. If he is incapable of deduction, how reliable is his induction as
a science guy?
Anyone who can read, think logically, and is willing to spend a little
time doing so can see clearly that evolution is unreasonable. Therefore,
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Bill Nye, who views evolution as a fundamental law of science on par
with the laws of thermodynamics, is UNRELIABLE!
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The Most Logical Thing to Do
The only reasonable thing to do now is to acknowledge the truth.
Evolution cannot be established on reliable evidence or rational
thinking. Yet the Bible can.
The God of the Bible has never expected His crown of creation
(mankind) to not think logically. “Come now, and let us reason together,
saith the LORD: though your sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as
snow; though they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool.” (Isaiah
1:18) God invites us to think rationally about His offer for forgiveness of
sin.
Man has enforced his own laws throughout our history, and yet this
morality stems from the holy God that created us. He also has laws
which man has broken—this He calls sin. “Whosoever committeth sin
transgresseth also the law: for sin is the transgression of the law.” (1
John 3:4) God’s law is embodied in the Ten Commandments (Exodus
20:1-17; Deuteronomy 5:7-21) and sin is falling short of God perfect
standard of holiness. The Bible tells us we are all sinners, “for all have
sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23).
God’s word tells us “For the wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23;
5:12; Ezekiel 18:22). A just judge will properly mete out the penalty
demanded by the law, without receiving bribes of money (1 Peter 1:18)
or personal favors—such as good works (Titus 3:5). However, God met
the perfect demands of His law by sending His Son Jesus Christ to die for
our sin (1 John 4:14). Our works of sin have condemned us (Romans 4:4;
11:6) and cannot be cleared except by the justification through faith in
Jesus Christ.
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, lived a perfectly sinless life (Hebrew
4:15; 2 Corinthians 5:21), to present Himself as the Lamb of God that
takes away our sin (John 1:29; 1 Peter 1:19) by satisfying the wrath of
the law’s penalty that we deserve for our sin. We can be “justified freely
by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus”(Romans
3:24; 1 John 2:2). God the Father “made him to be sin for us, who knew
no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in him” (2
Corinthians 5:21). He shed His blood to redeem us from sin. “Much
more then, being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from
wrath through him” (Romans 5:9). He died and was buried in a tomb for
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three days and three nights to physically bodily rise again (1 Corinthians
15:1-4). The risen savior was seen by many eyewitnesses (1 Corinthians
15:5-6) who testified that “he shewed himself alive after his passion by
many infallible proofs, being seen of them” (Acts 1:3). The resurrection
of Jesus Christ is established by more solid evidence and logic than
evolution and all the other false religions of the world.
Because our manifold sins, we cannot earn salvation by our own good
works, God “commandeth all men every where to repent: because he
hath appointed a day, in the which he will judge the world in
righteousness by that man whom he hath ordained; whereof he hath
given assurance unto all men, in that he hath raised him from the dead”
(Acts 17:30-31). God has offered salvation as a free gift paid for by Jesus
Christ and received by faith. “For by grace are ye saved through faith;
and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: Not of works, lest any
man should boast” (Ephesians 2:8-9). “knowing that a man is not
justified by the works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even
we have believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the faith
of Christ, and not by the works of the law: for by the works of the law
shall no flesh be justified” (Galatians 2:16).
The Bible clearly defines the way of salvation is by believing: “Sirs,
what must I do to be saved? And they said, Believe on the Lord Jesus
Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house” (Acts 16:30-31). This is a
true heart felt faith, “that if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord
Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the
dead, thou shalt be saved. For with the heart man believeth unto
righteousness; and with the mouth confession is made unto
salvation”(Romans 10:9-10). “For whosoever shall call upon the name of
the Lord shall be saved” (Romans 10:13). By receiving Jesus Christ as
your Lord and Savior you can become a child of God. “But as many as
received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God, even
to them that believe on his name” (John 1:12). “For ye are all the
children of God by faith in Christ Jesus” (Galatians 3:26). God is reliable
and faithful to save anyone who will come to Him with a repentant
heart. “If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our
sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness” (1 John 1:9). You can
receive forgiveness of your sins if you believe in the Lord Jesus Christ.
Everyone is invited to receive this free gift of salvation. “Whosoever
believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born of God” (1 John 5:1).
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