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In 1953, Stanley Miller, a 

biochemistry student at the University of 

Chicago, and his professor, Harold Urey 

announced that, in an experiment they 

engineered, they had successfully 

reenacted the proposed atmospheric 

properties of the early earth and the 

formation of the initial spark of life in the 

primordial sea.   
 

This experiment has likely been the 

most widely known, and most commonly 

cited experiment of its type that 

evolutionists have performed over the past 

several decades.  So much so, that the 

Miller – Urey Experiment has been touted 

as evidence of the initial phase of 

biological evolution in public school 

textbooks ever since.
1
   

 

But the critical thinker might ask, 

“did they really create life?”  The answer 

to this question is, in reality, much 

different than what evolutionists would 

have you believe.  In this article, I hope to 

briefly, yet simply examine the 

experiment, and the results of the 

experiment.  Further, I will explain why 

this experiment did not create life, but 

rather served to help discredit the validity 

of the ideas that life formed spontaneously 

and evolved, and how the Biblical account 

of the origin of all life fits the evidence 

much better. 
 

The Miller - Urey Experiment: What 

really happened 
 

The processes involved in the experiment 
 

Professor Urey, and graduate 

student Miller set up the experiment using 

a mixture of chemicals that they thought 

would simulate the early ocean.  These 

chemicals were placed in a special  
 

                                                 
1 http://www.evolutionnews.org/2011/06/miller-
urey_experiment_icon_of047271.html  

chemistry lab device designed to replicate 

the environment of the primordial oceans.  

As the compartment containing the 

chemical solution representing the early 

ocean was heated, the resulting gases rose 

into the chamber simulating atmospheric 

conditions of the early earth.  Electrical 

currents, intended to imitate lightning, 

sparked in the midst of the mixture of 

gases.  The next step condensed the gases 

into a liquid solution that flowed into a 

trap from which the chemical mixture was 

removed.  The biochemical solution was 

then analyzed and found to contain some 

amino acids  - the building blocks of life. 

 
Fig. 1: taken from a creationist publication.   
Fig. 2: taken from a secular encyclopedia  

 

(article continued on page 2) 
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This all sounds simple and 

reasonable enough, right?  But is 

this the whole story?  No.  There 

are several other factors involved 

that rebut the claim that life was 

formed spontaneously in this 

supposed replication of the earth’s 

primordial sea and early 

atmosphere.  These factors are 

hidden from public knowledge in 

order to lead people to believe the 

claim that life was formed in a 

naturalistic and spontaneous way. 
 

Forced chemical reaction 
 

The experiment involved the 

use of the gases methane (CH4), 

ammonia (NH3), hydrogen (H2), 

and water (H2O).
2
  None of these 

“react with each other under 

natural conditions.”
3
  So the 

experiment had to have a high 

voltage electrical current 

(representing lightning) to drive the 

necessary chemical reactions.   
 

A Reducing Atmosphere 
 

Purposefully, replicating 

what has been called a “reducing 

atmosphere,” the experiment was 

protected from the presence of 

oxygen.  Why?  Because oxygen, 

while necessary for life to exist, is 

also poisonous to life, in that it 

oxidizes organic molecules (an 

example: a peeled apple left out on 

the counter for several hours).
4
  

How did Miller and Urey know 

what the atmosphere and 

environmental conditions were like 

on the early earth anyway?  They 

based their experiment on what is 

speculation at best.  Research since 

that time on the “oldest” rocks 

found on earth has shown that they 

were formed in an atmosphere 

containing oxygen.
5
  And scientists 

now believe the early atmosphere 

                                                 
2 http://www.chem.duke.edu/~jds/cruise_chem/ 
Exobiology/miller.html  
3 Riddle, M., War of the Worldviews, p. 16, ‘06. 
4 Not only for respiration in certain organisms, 
but also as a key component of the ozone layer 
protecting the earth from life destroying solar 
rays. 
5 Riddle, M., War of the Worldviews, p. 19, ‘06. 

was much different than what Miller 

and Urey thought.
6
  Even if no oxygen 

(ozone) existed in the early 

atmosphere, the biochemical 

molecules formed would have been 

“zapped” by the ultraviolet rays of the 

sun.  This presents for the 

evolutionists what has been described 

as a “Catch 22” problem.
7
  Of course, 

this failed experiment is still touted in 

modern textbooks as a prime example 

of life forming in a completely 

“naturalistic” way.  Rarely will one 

find an honest admission of the 

failures of the experiment and the 

implications those failures have upon 

the paradigm of biological evolution. 
 

The “problem” of non-homochirality  
 

Another seldom cited difficulty 

with the experiment is the fact that the 

amino acids formed by the experiment 

were found to be of both types
8
 of 

amino acids (see Figure 3.).  This 

presents a problem because the 

proteins of living organisms are made 

entirely of left-handed amino acids.  

When right-handed amino acids are 

mixed with left-handed amino acids, it 

forms what is called a racemic 

mixture, causing the protein to be 

biologically useless for life.
9
  Because 

this experiment produced equal 

amounts of both types of each amino 

acid, the mixture was actually 

destructive to life. 
 

 
Figure 3. The Chirality of Amino Acids 

                                                 
6 “Why the Miller – Urey research argues against 
abiogenesis”, p. 3, by Jerry Bergman – found at: 
www.answersingenesis.org/tj/v18/i2/ 
abiogenesis.asp 
7 Denton, M., Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, p. 261, 
1985. 
8 Termed “left-hand” [L-amino acids] and “right-
hand” [D-amino acids], referring to the shape of the 
molecular structure 
9 http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles 
/tj/v18/n2/abiogenesis  

Other unreported problems 
 

Among several other problems 

with the experiment that are not 

common knowledge are such things 

as the fact that the apparatus used in 

the experiment was designed with a 

“trap” (not labeled as such in Figure 

2.) allowing the biochemicals (amino 

acids) produced to be removed from 

the experimental setup before they 

could be destroyed by the heat 

produced in the boiling chamber and 

harmful ultraviolet waves.  To put it 

simply, if they had been left in the 

experiment they would have been 

destroyed. 
 

Further, the claim that the 

experiment produced life is not only 

very deceptive, but, extremely 

exaggerative in nature.  While it is 

true that amino acids are a very 

immensely important part of living 

beings, there is so much more to the 

existence of life.  So much in fact, not 

only biochemically and genetically, 

but also considering the 

mathematically impossibilities of life 

forming “spontaneously”, that to say 

that the “random” formation in a 

laboratory experiment of three of the 

twenty amino acids necessary for life 

is equivalent to the formation of life, 

is like saying that finding a few nuts 

and bolts lying about in someone’s 

back yard is equivalent to the building 

of a “hotrod” car!  
 

So, realistically, was this 

experiment a good example of the 

building blocks of life forming by 

naturalistic processes?  No!  As has 

been shown, there were many areas 

where intelligence and knowledge of 

biochemistry was necessary; not only 

to enable the “simple” biochemicals 

to form but also to keep them from 

being destroyed.  This was in reality 

“cheating” on the part of the designers 

of the experiment because they were 

seeking to show how life could arise 

spontaneously without the help of any 

Intelligent Being (i.e. God), and yet 

they used their own intelligence and 

knowledge to design and 

“successfully” run the experiment. 
 

(article continued on page 6) 



 
 

“Are the Creation Accounts 
in Genesis 1 & 2 
Contradictory?” 

 

Some people in our modern 

world question whether Genesis 

chapters 1 and 2 are records of the 

same event, or if maybe they are 

actually two very different stories of 

God’s creation of the universe and 

world.  While two different acts of 

creation may seem like no big deal to 

the casual reader, the fact is that there 

are some theological implications that 

relate to this question, hence the 

importance of answering this question.   
 

The basic answer to this 

question is that Genesis chapter 1 is 

the “fly-over” view of the creation of 

the universe and everything in it, and 

chapter 2 is a more detailed look at the 

creation of mankind, and of the Garden 

of Eden on days 5 and 6 of the creation 

week.  In other words, the first chapter 

gives us the “macro view” of the 

creative process that brought about the 

entire universe, while chapter two 

zooms in on the formation of the most 

important part of God’s creation – 

mankind.  Perhaps the reason some 

people believe that the first two 

chapters of Genesis are records of two 

separate, distinct works of creation has 

to do with the wording in chapter 1, 

verse 31 through chapter 2, verse 6.  

From a cursory reading of the text, it 

would seem to appear that mankind 

was created at some point after the last 

day of the creation week - “the seventh 

day” of rest.  However, when we look 

back at Genesis 1:24  - 28, we see that 

in fact, man and woman were created 

on the same day the land animals and 

birds were created – Day 6 of creation 

week.  This should be very clear from 

what God Himself said;  

“”Let Us make man in Our 

image, according to Our likeness; let 

them have dominion over the fish of 

the sea, over the birds of the air, and 

over the cattle, over all the earth and 

over every creeping thing that creeps 

on the earth." So God created man in 

His own image; in the image of God 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

He created him; male and female He 

created them.”
1
  

 

Further, if we look at the narratives 

in both chapters, we can see that the order 

of creation is the same in both texts.  It is 

not as apparent in some English 

translations, but the Hebrew word ( צ ך י ) 

or  “ya'tsar” which is translated as 

“formed”
2
 in 2:7 and 19 can also mean 

“had formed” (passive voice rather than 

active voice).
3
  This can be seen in the 

translation of the same word (Strong's # 

H3335) in Genesis 2:8, where it is 

translated as “He had formed.” (emphasis 

mine)  So, even though it would appear 

that Chapter 2, verses 7 – 9, 15 and 19 

indicate that Adam was formed before 

God created the garden that was to be the 

home of Adam, and the other living 

creatures, the reality is that the Hebrew 

text allows for the translation of “had 

formed,” which would mean that Adam 

was created after the vegetation and the 

other land creatures.  This would then 

mesh perfectly with the order of creation 

in Genesis 1.  So, there is really no 

contradiction there! 

 

Of course, one of the main reasons 

behind the notion that Genesis chapters 1 

and 2 are separate creation accounts is the 

evolutionary bias that has crept into the 

thinking of people in modern times.  The 

idea that these two chapters speak of two 

separate and distinct “phases” of creation 

by God is one that comes from the 

presupposition that the Bible is unreliable 

and that man is descended from the 

primates.  However, we know from 

Genesis 1 and 2, as well as from other 

Scriptural references, that man was 

created uniquely, in fully human form 

from the beginning.
4
  Man is not the 

product of millions of years of genetic 

evolution resulting in a monkey morphing 

 

 

                                                 
1 See Genesis 1:26, 27 
2 Interestingly enough, this Hebrew word strongly 
implies the fashioning of something with great care 
and purposefully, like a potter forming a pot.  This 
flies in the face of the concept of evolution which is 
random and purposeless. 
3 See http://www.tektonics.org/jedp/ creation 
two.html 
4 See Psalm 8:4 – 9; Matthew 19: 3 - 6 

 

 
 

 

 

into a man.  In fact, when Christ was 

correcting the doctrinal error of the 

Pharisees by answering their trick 

question about marriage and divorce, 

Christ quoted from both Genesis chapters 

1 and 2 to demonstrate that man and 

woman were made by God “at the 

beginning” for the purpose of marriage in 

a one flesh union.
5
  Would it not make 

sense for Christ to be speaking of the 

same creation event in this passage, rather 

than two separate events? 
 

In conclusion, we should realize 

that this is just a small sampling of 

reasons why the first two chapters of 

Genesis speak of the same creation week, 

and are not contradictory.  Perhaps at 

some point in the future, we will examine 

this subject in more detail in a feature 

article. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
5 Matthew 19: 3 - 6  
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Feedback: 
 

“This is the first time I've heard of 
your site but I love it. Thank you for 
your work.”  
– S.W., Texas 
 

“It was sooo good to get this email. 
… After attending the conference 
last year I was impressed by your 
families love for our L-RD.  If you 
host another conference please 
send out an email letting us know.  
David is truly a man of G-d. I will 
keep you in my prayers. Shalom.”  
– A. W., Texas 
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The Origins Debate in the News 
 

A recent news article speaks of how some plants have the capability to 

copy the scent that is produced by certain beetles that pollinate various plants 

and flowers.  In the article, the author reports on a study conducted by 

scientists at the University of Zurich, Switzerland that concluded that the 

scents of the plants, and the beetles did not “co-evolve,” but rather evolved 

separately, with the 

evolution of the plants 

scent coming much 

after the evolution of 

the beetles.
1
  In the 

case of these plants 

and beetles, the plants 

scent smells like the 

scent of a beetle, 

attracting beetles 

seeking a mate.  The 

plant gets pollinated 

as a result of the 

beetle investigating 

the scent put off by 

the plant.  This is just one example of the biological phenomena of symbiotic 

relationships.   

 

The point I want to focus on in this column is the term “co-evolution” 

used in this article.  The concept of “co-evolution”
2
 is something very 

necessary to the overall theory of evolution.  Just from a rudimentary 

understanding of ecology and biology, we know that certain species survive 

only by relying on other organisms for life giving nutrients, for protection, and 

yes, even for reproduction.  In fact, there have been some very complex 

ecological systems discovered that involved not only plants and insects, but 

also rodents and other animals – each necessary for the survival of some or all 

of those organisms.
3
  Even in anthropology, the co-evolution of the human 

sexes is necessary for the survival of the species.  If either the male or female 

“proto-human” didn’t evolve with the proper reproductive anatomical 

structures at the same time as the other sex, the species would go extinct.  And 

so it is with many other plants and animals throughout nature.   

 

The necessity of such simultaneous development of certain organisms 

should cause us question the veracity of the evolutionary paradigm.  How 

could numerous organisms survive for millions upon millions of years apart 

from their symbiotic counterparts?  A more logical philosophy of origins 

accepts the account of creation by an all-powerful, all-knowing Creator God 

who wonderfully designed many mutually beneficial relationships between 

plants and other plants, between animals and plants, and between humans and 

plants and animals.  We can see in His creation a testament to the fact that He 

is the source of all life and “in Him, we live and move and have our very 

being!”
4
 

 
 

                                                 
1 http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2012/04/120403111854.htm?utm_source=feedburner 
&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+sciencedaily%2Ffossils_ruins%2Fevolution+%
28ScienceDaily%3A+Fossils+%26+Ruins+News+--+Evolution%29 
2 “Co-evolution” is where one organism or one feature of an organism develops, or evolves at 
approximately the same time as another organism or feature of an organism that shares a 
mutually beneficial relationship or function with the first organism. 
3 See an example here of a very complex symbiotic relationship between a tree, a flower, an 
insect and a rodent: http://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Brazil_nut 
4 See Acts 17:27, 28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Resource Spotlight 
 

 
 

IndoctriNation, by Colin Gunn and 

Joaquin Fernandez.  
 

“EVERY parent should watch this 

video. Watch the trailer--and then I urge you 

to get this video into the hands of every 

parent. As well as many others, I am also 

featured in this eye opening hard hitting very 

needed documentary that exposes public 

education for what it is really doing to our 

kids.” – Ken Ham, Answers in Genesis  
 

Indcoctrination will shock you with 

information that you may never have 

seen before.  Colin Gunn goes on an 

adventure with his family to find out 

who established the public schools, if 

kids are safe in them, if they can be 

fixed and many intriguing historical 

facts.   
 

“What he discovers is a masterful 

design that sought to replace God’s 

recipe for training up the next generation 

with a humanistic, man-centered 

program that fragmented the family and 

undermined the influence of the Church 

and its Great Commission.” (taken from 

his website) 
 

This powerful documentary not 

only gives interviews of such top-notch 

experts as John Taylor Gatto, Samuel 

Blumenfeld and Erwin Lutzer, but also 

tells compelling testimonies of teachers 

and parents who have firsthand 

experience of the corruption in the 

public schools.  
 

If you’re not ready to take a hard 

look at the true state of public education, 

you will want to avoid this unflinching 

and highly controversial documentary.  

But if you are, it will be well worth your 

time.  
 

To order a copy of this excellent DVD, please 
visit our website: www.creationevangelismtools.org,  
click on the “resources” button at the top, then click on 
the “Family” link. 

 
 



Although school is already back in session, 

perhaps you will have some free time to use in a leisurely 

way this fall. Why not take up a book, or put in a DVD to 

learn more about how to defend and strengthen your 

Biblical worldview?  Listed below is a small sampling of 

books and DVDs that our family has found to be highly 

informative, thought provoking, and encouraging to our 

faith in God and His Word, the Bible.  We pray that these 

short reviews will encourage you to check out these 

resources and be blessed by them. 

 
Divided is an excellent 

documentary that explores not 

only the history and roots of the 

modern church youth group 

phenomena, but also its fruit.  The 

presenter interviews both current 

and past youth ministers, 

evangelists, statisticians, and 

social commentators, as well as 

young people who have grown up 

in the church youth group setting 

to find out whether they believe 

the current way of reaching youth in the church is biblical, 

and how effective it has been in raising up the next 

generation of Christians.  As the title suggests, the 

conclusion reached by the producers of this film is that the 

modern approach to reaching the younger generation of 

Christians is not only unbiblical, but ineffective in 

producing good, enduring fruit in the lives of the young 

people they seek to reach.   
 

The book, A Weed in the 

Church is the written counterpart 

to the Divided documentary.  In 

this book, the author examines in 

greater detail the philosophical 

and psychological systems that 

undergird the modern approach to 

both youth ministry and Sunday 

school outreach in churches today.  

Scott Brown, himself a former 

youth minister, contends that the 

youth group and Sunday school paradigm is rooted in 

secular, humanistic and even evolutionary philosophies, 

rather than the Bible, and that it is destructive to the 

spiritual life of modern families and churches.  The author 

gives Scriptural support to his position that fathers and  

 

 

families, not youth ministers and Sunday school teachers, are 

responsible for the primary teaching and discipleship of the next 

generation of Christians.  
 

The Great Turning Point, by Dr. 

Terry Mortenson, is an examination of the 

crisis in the theological and scientific 

community, out of which was born a group of 

extraordinary men – men whom Mortenson 

calls the “Scriptural Geologists.”  The 

Scriptural Geologists, were men as varied as 

clergymen with a keen interest in natural 

science, especially geology, to physicians 

whose money allowed them to acquire books 

on the topic, to landed gentry who had a taste 

for the adventurous, to men of much learning 

who continued to expand their minds through reading. A few of the 

men Mortenson focuses on are almost unknown to modern history - 

passed over by historians as insignificant. While some may think 

geology a boring subject, Mortenson shines the light on a group of 

remarkable men who thought otherwise, reminding us of the 

importance for Christians to influence all areas of thought and 

experience.  

Noah’s Flood: Washing Away Millions of 

Years, is an excellent DVD for anyone wanting 

to learn more about the Biblical and scientific 

aspects of Noah’s Flood.  Dr. Terry Mortenson 

explains questions such as, “how could all the 

animals fit on Noah’s ark” and “was Noah’s 

flood global” in a very down-to-earth, and 

logical way that anyone can understand and 

enjoy.  For example, he uses well-known 

scientific information and simple math to show 

that the all animals could have very easily fit on the ark.  He also 

deals with the age of the earth issue, answering the question, “Can 

you believe in millions of years and a Noachian flood or are they 

mutually exclusive?”  This DVD presentation will certainly keep you 

intrigued with lots of colorful and informative slides and an animated 

presenter. 

 

IndoctriNation, the movie is so good we 

decided to put it both in the Autumn Reading & 

Watching List, and in the Resource Spotlight on 

page four.  Please read more about it in the Resource 

Spotlight, and make sure to visit the movie’s 

website: www.indoctrinationmovie.com and watch 

the trailer!  You can also connect with them on 

Facebook: www.facebook.com/IndoctriNationMovie.  
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The Miller-Urey Experiment, article continued from page 2: 
 

The Miller – Urey Experiment: What it 

accomplished 
 

Miller and Urey were able to accomplish a few 

things, some intentionally, many unintentionally.  

First, the experiment produced only a few
10

 of the 

amino acids and other simple compounds necessary 

for life. Second, it showed that an informed design 

was necessary for the experiment to work as planned.  

Which is evidence that organization comes only from 

informed intelligence and design.  Third, it 

demonstrated that any amino acids produced 

synthetically would be a mixture of the two different 

forms, thus totally functionless for life.  Fourth, it 

presented evidence that life cannot naturalistically 

come from non-life. 
 

The Miller – Urey Experiment: What it did 

not accomplish 
 

On the other hand, the experiment performed 

by Miller and Urey was also a failure in several 

ways.  First, the experiment did not produce life of 

any kind.  An amino acid is not living any more than 

water is (both of are important components of life), 

just like a brick is not anymore a building than a 

sheet of plywood is (both are important components 

of buildings).  Second, the experiment did not do 

anything to show how life first began.  It only served 

to show how life could not be formed spontaneously 

in evolution’s hypothetical conditions of the early 

earth’s atmosphere and ocean. 
 

The Miller – Urey Experiment: What can 

We Learn from this? 
 

Just like any other experiment, whether a 

failure or not, we can learn something from the 

outcome of the work of Miller and Urey.  First, not 

everything is as it appears or is purported to have 

happened.  Many times secular scientists have 

deliberately distorted science evidence to 

purposefully present it in a way that is intended to 

support their naturalistic evolutionary point of view.  

In reality, such evidences when properly interpreted, 

more accurately support the special creation by the 

Creator God that is recorded in the Bible.  The Bible 

states that God created the universe through His Son, 

Jesus Christ.  It also declares that the source of all life 

is from Jesus Christ Himself, and that in Him we 

live, and move, and have our being.
11

 
 

          (article continued on page 7) 

                                                 
10 The experiment produced only microscopic specks of 3 of the 20 
amino acids necessary for life. 
11 See Genesis 1 and 2; Job 33:4; Psalm 36:9; John 1:1 – 4; Acts 17:24, 
25, 28; Colossians 1:16. 

 

 
 

Symbioses in the Animal Kingdom  

Animals have been one of my fascinations since I was a 

little kid.  It started with horses and dogs, and has grown to 

include some cats, chickens, penguins and owls.   Really, all 

animals 

have 

something 

interesting 

about 

them; I 

actually 

look 

forward to 

writing 

this article 

every 

couple of 

months.   There are so many valuable lessons to learn from the 

animals God so carefully created.  

 

        The other day as I was driving to get my friend in a city 

nearby, I passed a field with cattle out grazing in it, and noticed 

once again, the little white birds perched on their backs, and 

scattered throughout the fields, feeding simultaneously and 

unperturbed.  They are cattle egrets, who have an interesting 

relationship with their hosts.  The bond between the egrets and 

their host is a close one, with as many as three birds perching 

on one cow.  A funny thing about the egrets eating habits, is 

that they stand in close proximity to the cow’s head, beak 

facing muzzle.  They also commonly stand near the fore or hind 

legs of the cow, or near the belly where the bugs rest the most.
1
  

Their diet is made up of grasshoppers, flies, maggots, and blue 

bottle flies.
2
   

 

In the science world, it is called symbiosis.  Basically that 

means a relationship between two parties, who would normally 

be enemies.   As defined by the dictionary, symbiosis “is the 

living together of two dissimilar organisms, as in mutualism, 

commensalism, amensalism, or parasitism.”3
 

 

 
(article continued on page 7) 

 

                                                 
1 https://elibrary.unm.edu/sora/Auk/v071n04/p0472-p0473.pdf  
2 http://www.zoosprint.org/ZooPrintJournal/2007/October/2864-2866.pdf 
3 http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/symbiosis 



The Miller-Urey Experiment, article continued from page 6:  

 
Why 

then, by 

attempting 

to create life 

(even just its 

basic 

components) 

in the test 

tube, have 

scientists 

continued to 

try, without success, to do what only God Himself 

can do?  I believe it is because they want to explain 

away the Supernatural in order to use their purely 

naturalistic philosophy to excuse themselves from 

accountability to God, in order to support a desire to 

rule their lives as they please.
12

 

 

This leads to the final conclusion.  Just as only 

God, as Creator, can give physical life, only God, as 

Redeemer can give spiritual life.
13

  He sent His Son 

Jesus Christ, to earth to live a sinless life so that He 

might be able to give His life to pay the penalty of 

the sin.  Three days later He raised Him from the 

dead to conquer death, so that each sinner (that 

includes you and me) who believes in Him and 

accept Him as the LORD and Savior of their life may 

be ransomed from eternal spiritual death and instead 

be given eternal life in heaven with God.
14

  It is the 

desire of God who created you and gave you physical 

life that you would come to know the new creation
15

 

spiritual life that He offers you through the death and 

resurrection of His Son, Jesus Christ. 

 
 

 
                                                 
12 See Romans 1:18 – 25. 
13 See John 14:6. Romans 3:22, 23. 
14 See Mark 10:45; John 3:16, 5:24 – 26; Romans 6:23; 1 John 5:11 – 
13. 
15 See 2 Corinthians 5:14 – 17. 

Signs of Design, article continued from page 6:                  PAGE 7 

 
I remember hearing about this fly in Mexico and Central 

America, which leaves its larva on mosquitoes who then bites a 

human and the larva are deposited into the human.   

 

The botfly takes about 

six weeks to develop (inside 

of its host).  The botfly must 

have a hole to breath, and 

thus, creates a place in the 

skin of its host, so that it can 

breathe and continue to live.  

Gross, I know, but, at the 

same time, fascinating 

because of the intricacies of each step in the process of 

reproduction.  If even one step were removed, that would be the 

end of the botfly (Dermatobia hominis), which might be seen as 

a great blessing, actually.
4
   

 

And there are other, less graphic examples of symbiosis.  

Take, for example, the Egyptian Plover and the Nile Crocodile.  
 

This strange marriage works better then might seem 

possible.  The Plover performs an invaluable and lucrative 

service for the crocodile, by precariously cleaning the teeth of 

the crocodile, freeing it from unwanted bugs and bits of food 

leftovers.   Interestingly, this 

behavior has been observed 

since the time of the ancient 

historian, Herodotus.  Despite 

this knowledge, there is no film 

footage showing this strange 

but helpful interaction between 

bird and reptile.
5
  

 

Another fascinating 

relationship between unlikely 

animals is found between the 

Boxer crab and tiny sea 

anemones.  Since the crab is so 

small, it is vulnerable prey for 

larger sea-bound creatures, so it 

has formed a friendship which provides it with protection.  

Clasping the anemone in its claws, the crab uses these to ward 

off potential predators by waving the small stinging animals.
6
   

 

These are just a few of many examples we see in this 

world, of symbiotic relationships between unlikely creatures.  

God certainly has a sense of humor, and sometimes we get a 

peek into His world when we stop to look.   
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/symbiosis 
5 http://magma.nationalgeographic.com/ngexplorer/0601/ articles/mainarticle.html 
6 http://frances-lawrence.quazen.com/kids-and-teens/school-time/teamwork-in-the-
animal-kingdom/ 
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EVOLUTIONISTS IN 
THEIR OWN WORDS 

Compiled by Phoebe Kautt 

“The proper place for the 

study of religious beliefs is 
in a church or temple, at 

home, or in a course on 
comparative religions, but 

not in a biology class. There 
is no place in our world for 
an ideology that seeks to 

close minds, force 
obedience, and return the 

world to a paradise that 
never was. Students should 

learn that the universe can 
be confronted and 

understood, that ideas and 

authority should be 
questioned, that an open 

mind is a good thing. 
Education does not exist to 

confirm people's 
superstitions, and children 
do not learn to think when 

they are fed only dogma.”1 
 

- Dr. Tim Berra, evolutionist, 

author and Professor Emeritus of 

Evolution, Ecology and Organismal 

Biology at Ohio State University.  
 

Footnotes: 
1 Evolution and the Myth of Creationism, pg. 139, 
Stanford University Press, 1990. 
http://tinyurl.com/99d824s  

 

Ministry Update 

 

You may have noticed the More 

Than Philosophy conference 
‘advertisement’ on page three.  We are 
excited to tell all of our supporters that 

we are planning another apologetics 
conference.  We are in the very early 
stages of the planning; contacting 

speakers, finding and securing a venue 
and all of the things that go with it.  But, 

our hope is to have another 
apologetics/worldview conference, which 
we’ve titled the More Than Philosophy 

conference, in June or July 2013.  As 
mentioned before, we are still early in the 
planning, so we don’t have any dates set 

in stone. 
 

Topics we hope to cover at the 
MTP conference will include: Education, 
Food and Health, Media and 

Entertainment, Economics and Finances, 
Government, Logic, and Life Issues, all 
from a Biblical worldview perspective.  

We want to emphasize that the Christian 
life is more than a philosophy, it’s a way 

of life (a worldview).   
 

We hope to create a video and post 

in on our YouTube channel, explaining 
more of our idea for this conference.  

And, your feedback on the MTP 

conference idea is vital for our planning.  
We need to know things like how many 

people we expect to attend, so we can do 
more detailed planning.  We will also 
have a website up about it once we have 

the dates, speakers, venue, etc. all pinned 
down.   

 

We look forward to seeing how the 
Lord supplies the needs to continue on 

with our plans for the More Than 
Philosophy Conference.  

 

 

 

Mission Statement 
 

We see the problem of 

evolutionary thinking as eating 

into the foundation of the 

Biblically correct worldview.  We 

desire to strengthen the faith of 

other Christians in the reliability 

of Scripture, and equip them to 

have answers for skeptics and 

unbelievers.  As our culture 

declines morally, Christians need 

to uphold the authority of the 

Bible in every aspect of the 

culture. 

 

Our ultimate mission is to reach 

souls for Christ.  We work to lay 

the Foundation (Genesis) for the 

Gospel. 
 

 
Purpose Statement 

 
Creation Evangelism Tools 

Ministries exists to: 
 

Teach 
God’s word starting with Genesis 

1:1 
 

Equip 
God’s people to answer skeptics 

 

Proclaim 
Truth of Creation in times of 

deception 

 
 

Free Offer! 
 

To enter to 
receive a free 
copy of the DVD: 
“IndoctriNation” 
please write us 
today, at: 

            

FREE GIVEAWAY 
CET Ministries 
P.O. Box 265 
Princeton, Texas 75407 
mail@creationevangelismtools.org 

 

 
 


