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[EDITOR’S NOTE: A.P. auxillary staff 
scientist Dr. Fausz holds a Ph.D. in 
Aerospace Engineering from Georgia 
Tech.]

The most fundamental axiom of 
science is Causality: the belief 
that every material effect observed 

must have a sufficient cause preceding or 
simultaneous with it (Miller, 2011). The 
observed motion of a cart is difficult to 
explain, for example, unless we assume 
the existence of an appropriately placed 
horse (figuratively speaking, of course).  
Scientific philosopher Sir Karl Popper 
wrote that the “rule” of causality “guides 
the scientific investigator in his work” 
(1968, p. 61). Actually, Popper refused to 
accept causality as a scientific “principle,” 
per se, but instead stated as a “method-
ological rule” that we should never “give 
up our attempts to explain causally any 
kind of event we can describe” (p. 61). 
I will not be so picky, as I believe that 
causality has been so thoroughly and 
consistently demonstrated by observa-
tion to be readily considered axiomatic, 
i.e., accepted without proof. Popper 
clearly indicates by his comments his 
belief that causality is heavily embed-
ded in scientific thought and method. 
Nobel Laureate Erwin Schrödinger, 
upon defining causality, commented:

This postulate is sometimes called the 
“principle of causality.” Our belief in 
it has been steadily confirmed again 
and again by the progressive discovery 
of causes that specially condition each 
event (1957, p. 135).

The thoughts expressed by Popper and 
Schrödinger certainly support the idea 
that without an assumed “cause,” the 
scientific search would be quite aimless, 
if, indeed, possible at all.
The scientific importance of causality 

can be further illustrated with an amus-
ing story related by noted theoretical 
physicist Stephen Hawking:

A well-known scientist (some say it was 
Bertrand Russell) once gave a public 
lecture on astronomy. He described 
how the earth orbits around the sun 
and how the sun, in turn, orbits around 
the center of a vast collection of stars 
called our galaxy. At the end of the 
lecture, a little old lady at the back of 
the room got up and said: “What you 
have told us is rubbish. The world is 
really a flat plate supported on the back 
of a giant tortoise.” The scientist gave a 
superior smile before replying, “What is 
the tortoise standing on?” “You’re very 
clever, young man, very clever,” said the 
old lady. “But it’s turtles all the way 
down!” (1988, p. 1).

Hawking’s anecdote invites several 
immediate observations regarding 
causality:
1. Causality is fundamental to scien-

tific reasoning. Note the scientist’s 
question in response to the lady’s 
statement. Why assume the tortoise 
is standing on anything, if not for 
the sake of causality?

2. The principle requires effects to be 
natural or material (thus, observable 
to us). This is a somewhat trivial infer-
ence, for should an effect be unob-
servable in nature, then we would 
certainly not be concerned with 

knowing its cause. The observation 
implied in the story is nothing less 
than the existence of the Earth and 
its perceived place in the Universe.

3. The statement of causality does not of 
necessity require a natural or material 
cause. Causes need only be sufficient 
and antecedent to/simultaneous 
with the effect to satisfy causality. 
For example, as a direct consequence 
of causality, the lady’s hypothesis in 
the story (a giant tortoise holding up 
the Earth) resulted, according to her 
explanation, in an infinite tower of 
turtles. While this conclusion is not 
natural by any means (and, arguably, 
not logical), it is admissible from the 
standpoint of causality. (For further 
interesting discussion of the “tower 
of turtles” analogy, see Davies, 1992, 
pp. 223-226).

The third statement, while last, is cer-
tainly not least important. Note that 
even miraculous events recorded in the 
Bible produced effects that were observ-
able or measurable (e.g., water becoming 
grape juice, the Red Sea visibly part-
ing, people who were observably dead 
becoming alive again, etc.). Otherwise, 
miraculous causes would probably be of 
little interest to us.

It turns out, though, that the admis-
sibility of non-natural causes is the only 
way to avoid a serious dilemma in the 
causality assumption. Consider the 
following: if a cause is, or is assumed 
to be, material (observable) then, like 
its effect, it is also contingent—the 
cause itself must be the effect of yet 
another cause according to the scientific 
axiom of Causality. Consequently, a 
predetermination to assume only mate-
rial causes will, necessarily, lead to an 
infinite sequence of them. For example, 
strict material causality dictates that 
the existence of life at its present state 
of complexity may only be explained 
by some form of evolution (special cre-
ation, while an admissible cause, is not 
material). In order for life to evolve 
to its present state of complexity, life 
had to develop from non-living mat-
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ter; non-living matter had to somehow 
organize in a very specific way to provide 
the necessary constituents for life to 
generate (assuming, of course, this is 
even possible); in order to so organize, 
this matter had to have existed under 
certain special conditions; and so on.
The dilemma in this reasoning is clearly 

illustrated by the turtle analogy. If one 
assumes that the Earth rests on the back 
of a giant turtle, then the turtle needs to 
be supported by something. And, since 
the lady in the story was inclined to make 
the turtle assumption to begin with, 
why not just assume that it is standing 
on the back of another turtle, which is 
exactly what she did. But, what is the 
second turtle standing on? As long as 
one has predetermined to accept the 
turtle hypothesis, like material causal-
ity, the turtles will continue to pile up, 
like material causes, until we have an 
infinite number of them. To avoid this 
dilemma, an assumption must be made 
at some point in the chain that does not 
involve a turtle, or by analogy, does not 
conform to strict materialism.
A related principle has been dem-

onstrated within the most logically 
consistent subject of study known to 
mankind—mathematics. In 1931, Kurt 
Gödel, an Austrian mathematician, 
proved a theorem holding that “for any 
consistent mathematical system there 
exists within the system a well formed 

statement that is not provable under the 
rules of the system” (Overman, 1997, 
p. 27). Commonly known as Gödel’s 
Incompleteness Theorem, this result 
simply implies that to make progress 
within a mathematical system, certain 
facts need to be accepted axiomatically 
(that is, they cannot be proven from 
other facts in the system).
This principal also holds in other fields 

of reasoning. In fact, Paul Davies makes 
use of this idea when he proclaims:

I would rather not believe in super-
natural events personally. Although I 
obviously can’t prove that they never 

happen, I see no reason to suppose that 
they do. My inclination is to assume 
that the laws of nature are obeyed at 
all times (1992, p. 15).

Here Davies assumes something to be 
true that, he admits, cannot be proven 
within his system of reasoning: the 
assumption that supernatural events do 
not occur. A tacit assumption in Davies’ 
statement, however, is the existence of 
time. While the natural laws may hold 

“at all times” (and supernatural events 
may not occur), we have already seen 
that assuming this to be true back to 
the beginning of time will lead to the 
equivalent of an infinite tower of turtles 
(an infinite causal sequence).

Speaking of the beginning of time, the 
most widely accepted theory for this 
event is the so-called “Big Bang.” This 
was hypothesized subsequent to the 
discovery that the Universe is expand-
ing (Hawking, 1988, p. 38). Specifically, 
what astronomers discovered was that 
the light spectra of most of the stars 
in other galaxies were “red-shifted” 
(reducing in frequency), by which they 
assumed this indicates that those stars 
were moving away from us with increas-
ing velocity. If the assumed expansion 
is extrapolated backwards in time, then 
one might suppose that there is a point 
in time at which all of the matter in the 
Universe was collocated (existed at the 
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same point). This, of course, requires 
the highly non-trivial assumption that 
time actually extrapolates back to that 
point. Note that the expansion assump-
tion does not necessarily follow since 
one might hypothesize other possible 
causes for the red-shift of the stars, such 
as nonlinear changes in the “elastic-
ity” of space-time itself, perhaps as if 
the Universe was “stretched out” at its 
beginning (cf. “stretched out” [Isaiah 
42:5; Isaiah 45:12; Jeremiah 10:12], or 

“spread out” [Job 9:8; Isaiah 40:22]).
For now, though, consider what science 

thinks it knows about this assumed 
beginning point, called the Big Bang 
singularity. The term singularity in 
this context denotes a point at which 
some fundamental property ceases to 
exist or certain processes are undefined. 
For example, in mathematics dividing 
by zero creates a singularity because 
division by zero is undefined. To state 
this more precisely mathematically, the 
mathematical operation of division is 
undefined at zero, so the origin (zero) 
is called a singularity point with respect 
to the operation of division. In the 
case of the Big Bang singularity, the 
assumed reverse time extrapolation 
creates a point at which all of the mat-
ter in the Universe is collocated, or 
has “zero size” (Hawking, p. 117). This 
would necessarily imply infinite mass 
density which, according to general 
relativity, implies infinite curvature of 
space-time (Einstein, 1920). Physicists 
Stephen Hawking and Roger Penrose 
have studied the properties of singulari-
ties predicted by general relativity quite 
extensively. Hawking observed that at 
such a point, “the laws of science and 
our ability to predict the future would 
break down” (p. 88). Since the laws 
of science as we understand them are 
undefined at this point, the point is 
called a singularity or, in this case, the 
Big Bang singularity.

So it seems, perhaps not unsurprisingly, 
that if the chain of causality could be 
followed back to a beginning of time as 
defined by the Big Bang, it would take 
us to a point in which natural laws do 
not apply. Hawking goes on to say: 

“[T]his means that one might as well 
cut the big bang, and any events before 
it, out of the theory, because they can 
have no effect on what we observe” (p. 
122).  However, cutting the singularity 
out of the theory just serves to bog the 
theory down once again in the dilemma 
of material causality. When the ultimate 
conclusion of causality turns out to be 
an unnatural cause, and we cut it out 
of our theory simply because we desire 
to stick with material causality, then 
our reasoning can only lead us, again, 
to an infinite tower of turtles. Note 
that Davies points out that it doesn’t 
make sense to talk about “before” with 
reference to the Big Bang singularity 
since time presumably had its beginning 
there (p. 50).
All of our imagination and reasoning, 

as well as our experience and observa-
tion, point to a necessary break-down in 
strict material causality. Theories of an 
infinite Universe, mathematical incom-
pleteness, and space-time singularities 
testify to a physical reality that cannot 
be completely deduced by the rules of 
the system. The logical conclusion is 
a cosmological model that admits 
unnatural cause.

Furthermore, if we are forced to assume 
an unnatural cause for the beginning 
of time, as the evidence suggests that, 
indeed, we are, then why should we 
necessarily presume, specifically, that 
in order to pinpoint the beginning of 
time, we should extrapolate back to 
a point in which all the mass in the 
Universe is collocated? As we have 
seen, Hawking suggested discarding 
the Big Bang singularity because its 
effects cannot be predicted by science. 
However, Hawking also points out that 
the singularity theory implies that space-
time had a beginning and a boundary, 
prompting him to ask “What were the 
‘boundary conditions’ at the beginning 
of time?”  He then comments: “One 
possible answer is that God chose the 
initial configuration of the universe” 
(p. 122).

Such boundary conditions as these 
could specify any of an infinite num-
ber of initial configurations and states 

for space-time and the matter that it 
contains. Indeed, boundary conditions 
are, by definition, these types of speci-
fications. I see no particular reason to 
assume that these boundary condi-
tions start with a point of infinite mass 
density and equally infinite space-time 
curvature, other than a predetermined 
desire to push material causality to 
its unnatural limit. These boundary 
conditions may, with equal probability, 
specify a Universe at the beginning of 
time that is not much different than 
what we now observe, thus implying 
that time has not progressed as far as 
some have conjectured. Perhaps that is 
why Hawking, using a mathematical 
contrivance he calls “imaginary time,” 
has more recently endeavored to create 
a consistent model of space-time that 
is finite but does not have a boundary, 
therefore would presumably not require 
any boundary conditions. Hawking, 
however, points out that this idea is 

“just a proposal: it cannot be deduced 
from some other principle” (p. 136).
The biblical Old Testament records that 

God said to Job: “Where were you when 
I laid the foundations of the Earth? Tell 
me, if you have understanding” (Job 
38:4). Job understood well the rhetori-
cal nature of God’s question, for he had 
already proclaimed to his companions:

But where can wisdom be found? And 
where is the place of understanding? 
Man does not know its value, nor is 
it found in the land of the living. The 
deep says, “It is not in me”; and the sea 
says, “It is not with me.” It cannot be 
purchased for gold, nor can silver be 
weighed for its price (Job 28:12-15).

Clearly, Job observed that complete 
understanding does not lie in material-
ism or nature and, if he did not know 
it before, God pointed out to him that 
neither does the knowledge of how “the 
foundations of the Earth” were estab-
lished. Even what understanding we 
do have contains immutable evidence 
of its own hard-coded limitations in 
explaining the observable Universe.

Our observations and reasoning tell 
us that the foundations of the Universe 
could not possibly have been laid through 
strictly material or natural causality. 
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Population Statistics and a Young Earth

Both sides of the creation/evo-
lution debate are locked in a 
heated battle over the truth 

about human origins, the age of the 
Universe, and the ultimate Cause of all 
things. Interestingly, while this debate 
rages and arguments are flying from 
both sides of the issue, there is reason-
able evidence available which sidesteps 
much of the seeming complexity of this 
conflict and helps to illuminate the 
truth on the matter of human origins. 
This evidence comes from the realm 
of population statistics. What is the 
reasonable conclusion that should be 
drawn from the evidence in this area?
There is no question that both view-

points—biblical and evolutionary—
require a commencement point for 
mankind to begin propagation of the 
species. The biblical (i.e., Flood) model 
asserts that God started the process, 
creating both Adam and Eve—one 
male and one female—approximately 
6,000 years ago. From them, the human 
race was established and ultimately 
exterminated in the global Flood of 
Noah’s day (Genesis 6-9), with the 
exception of Noah and his family. After 
the Flood, Noah’s three sons and their 

wives commenced the repopulation of 
the human species (Genesis 9:19). 
The evolutionary model claims that 

the first “man” of the genus Homo 
emerged around two to three million 
years ago (cf. Corballis, 2002, p. 183; 
Johanson, 2001; “The Emergence…,” 
2011; University of Utah, 2005; Walker, 
2002). It has always been intriguing 
that the evolutionary side of the aisle 
appears to be quiet about the fact that 
at the commencement of the human 
species, both male and female human 
beings had to evolve simultaneously, 
in the same geographic area, and while 
both were alive, in order for the human 
species to propagate itself—not just one 
male or one female, and not two males 
or two females. Further, these male and 
female human bodies also had to con-
tain the fully functional reproductive 
components that would be necessary to 
replicate humanity. In The Masterpiece 
of Nature: The Evolution and Genetics 
of Sexuality, Graham Bell discusses this 
quandary, stating that:

Sex is the queen of problems in evolu-
tionary biology. Perhaps no other nat-
ural phenomenon has aroused so much 
interest; certainly none has sowed as 
much confusion. The insights of Dar-

Jeff Miller, Ph.D.

Theories of cosmology, physics, and even 
mathematics point to the necessity of 
a Cause that operates independent of 
the rules of the system. These theories, 
however, while they can point to the 
necessity of unnatural causes, are impo-
tent when it comes to explaining those 
causes. The Bible closes this gap in our 
theories by telling us of an omnipotent 
and omniscient Creator who is capable 
of operating outside of nature to make 
everything we observe out of what we 
cannot observe. The divinely guided 
Hebrews writer articulated this very 
concept in his striking statement against 
strict material causality: “By faith we 
understand that the worlds were framed 
by the word of God, so that the things 
which are seen were not made of things 
which are visible” (11:3).

If we pay attention to what all of our 
observation and reasoning are telling 
us, then our mind’s eye will “see” the 
foundations of the Universe being laid, 
not by material or natural causality, but 
by the omnipotent Creator, God, work-
ing outside of nature to set the boundary 
conditions, bringing natural laws on-line 
to shape and direct His creation. And 
our reasoning will, in turn, no longer 
require an infinite tower of turtles.
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Robotic Hummingbird  Def ies Evolution Kyle Butt. M.A.

If you have not visited the new Apologetics 
Press Web site, we hope that you will con-
sider doing so today. Last month alone the 
site received over 700,000 page hits from 
individuals all over the world. That is over 
22,500 page hits per day, 940 per hour, or 
15.7 per minute—24 hours per day. We are 
thankful to God that every four seconds (on 
average) in the month of March, someone 

around the world clicked on the AP Web 
site—which is dedicated to the defense of 
pure New Testament Christianity. We hope 
that you will consider using the site, as well 
as telling your Christian and non-Christian 
friends about it. Also, if you would like to 
support the teaching of God’s Word on the 
site, we would be extremely grateful for any 
donation you could make to the work.
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Imagine looking out your window one 
morning as the birds come to the feeder 
and seeing a hummingbird. As you look 
closer, however, you realize this is no ordi-
nary hummingbird. It hovers, moves forward 
and backward, and is about the same size as 
other hummingbirds that you have seen, but 
this one has some striking differences. It is 
made out of lightweight, synthetic mate-
rial and has a camera in its stomach, which 
is pointing right at you, filming everything 
you are doing! Anyone staring at a camera-
laden hummingbird droid would immedi-
ately wonder who designed the machine and 
why it was sent. No one would entertain the 
idea that the perfectly functioning robot 
somehow evolved from natural processes that 
were at work in a junkyard down the street.

While this hummingbird robot sounds 
more like science fiction than science, it hap-
pens to be the latest gismo produced by the 
California-based company AeroVironment 
(Watson, 2011). Watson reported that the 

“Pentagon has poured millions of dollars into 
the development of tiny drones inspired by 
biology” (2011, emp. added). The product of 
this research is a robotic hummingbird “with 
a 6.5-inch wing span” that weighs “less than 
a AA battery and can fly at speeds up to 11 
mph” (2011). The device has taken AeroVi-
ronment five years to produce and cost about 
four million dollars. 

When compared to a “real,” living hum-
mingbird, this contraption looks clumsy. 
Real hummingbirds can f ly 25 miles per 
hour, and reach diving speeds of 60 miles 

per hour. They normally flap their wings 
about 50 times per second, but can flap them 
up to 200 times per second. If the amazing 
mechanical hummingbird took millions of 
dollars, several years, and a host of brilliant 
engineers to design, what are we forced to 
conclude about the real thing? Whoever 
designed it must have been more intelli-
gent than the combined intelligence of the 
entire human engineering populace, since 
this latest hummingbird robot represents 
the very best humans can do. The supposed 
naturalistic process of evolution could never 
account for a creature like the humming-
bird, nor for a mechanical imitation of it. 
When God asked the patriarch Job, “Does 
the hawk fly by your wisdom?” (Job 39:26), 
He was stressing the fact that flying crea-
tures like hawks and hummingbirds pro-
vide outstanding evidence that God exists, 
and He knows infinitely more about every-
thing than man does.

REFERENCE
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ap/20110301/ap_on_re_us/us_hummingbird_
drone/print.
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win and Mendel, which have illumi-
nated so many mysteries, have so far 
failed to shed more than a dim and 
wavering light on the central mystery 
of sexuality, emphasizing its obscu-
rity by its very isolation (1982, p. 19).

Evolutionist Philip Kitcher admit-
ted, “Despite some ingenious sugges-
tions by orthodox Darwinians, there is 
no convincing Darwinian history for 
the emergence of sexual reproduction” 
(1982, p. 54). Evolutionist Mark Ridley 
noted that “[s]ex is a puzzle that has not 
yet been solved; no one knows why it 
exists” (2001, p. 111). Julie Schecter said 
that “sex remains a mystery to research-
ers, to say nothing of the rest of the 
population. Why sex?” (1984, 34:680). 
[See Thompson and Harrub, 2002 for 
an in depth discussion on the origin of 
genders and sexuality.] 

Besides the problem raised for evolu-
tionists by the origin of sexual repro-
duction, more problems exist that 
evolutionists appear to be quite reti-
cent about. For instance, the patriarch 
and matriarch of the human race, hav-
ing miraculously emerged in the same 
time period of history with each other, 
also had to be able to find each other 
on planet Earth without first starving, 
without being eaten by the ferocious 
animals that evolutionary images of 
early man portray, and without getting 
too old to replicate. And still further, 
just because there is another human 
being near you, does that mean you will 
be attracted to him/her? The male and 
female had to decide that they liked 
each other and do something about 
it before dying. And even further, the 
baby and mother had to survive the 
ordeal of child birth in those allegedly 
primitive circumstances. If the emer-
gence of one human being from a non-
human being seems ludicrous due to 
its contradiction of the Law of Bio-
genesis, surely this realization makes 
the evolutionary proposition beyond 
preposterous.

POPULaTION STaTISTICS aND 
THE EVOLUTIONaRy MODEL

However, for the sake of argument, 
let us grant the atheistic evolutionist 
several miraculous feats—two living, 
opposite-sex human beings, with the 
necessary sexual components to prop-
agate the species, in the same region on 
Earth, safe guarded from their prim-
itive environment, with a desire for 
each other, and young enough to rep-
licate. Even granting all of these sig-
nificant but unrealistic assumptions, 
the evolutionist is left with statistical 
obstacles. Consider the mathematics 
for this argument.

Let us suppose that couples through-
out history have had an average of (2 ⋅ c) 
children (i.e., c boys plus c girls). Start-
ing with two humans, this would make 
the population after the first genera-
tion, Pn = 2+2 ∙ c. Then, the children, 
marrying each other, had another (2 ∙ c) 
children per couple. As illustrated in 
Scientific Studies in Special Creation (Lam-
merts, 1971), continuing this progres-
sion results in the following equation, 
where n is the number of generations 
for which the calculation is done.

Therefore, the total population after n 
generations, accounting for death, can 
be calculated by subtracting the popula-
tion of the (n - d)th  generation from the 
population calculated in Equation (2), 
resulting in the following:

After multiplying both sides of Equation 
(1) by c, subtracting the resulting equa-
tion from Equation (1), grouping, and 
dividing both sides by (c - 1), the follow-
ing equation results:

This gives the total population after 
n generations, without any deaths. 
Assuming each person lives an average 
of d generations, the number of deceased 
people by the final generation (i.e., the 
(n - d)th generation) can be calculated 
using Equation (3):

If each couple has only two children (i.e., 
c = 1), the population will remain con-
stant, and if each couple has fewer than 
two children on average (i.e., c < 1), the 
population will decrease (Lammerts, pp. 
198-205). [See also Morris and Morris, 
1996 and Wysong, 1976 for more infor-
mation on the derivation of the above 
equations.] 
The actual value of the constants (c, d, 

and n) are unknown, since the world’s 
population has not been known with 
any certainty until the last few hun-
dred years. They also would almost 
certainly have fluctuated at different 
times in history based on the state of 
technology, lifespans (especially con-
sidering the long lifespans in the gener-
ations immediately following the Flood 
and the shorter lifespans preceding the 
current state of medical knowledge), 
and fluctuating offspring production 
rates. However, this approach allows 
for the use of long-term averages to get 
a rough estimate of what the world’s 
population should look like over time.

Being very conservative, accounting 
for periods of famine, disease, war, nat-
ural calamity, etc., let us assume that 
c = 1.2. Thus, each couple throughout 
history has had, on average, at least 
two children, and many times three 
or more children were born. Also, let 
us assume that each person has lived, 
on average, one and a third generations 
(i.e., d = 1.3). This means that each per-
son died having seen some, though 
not all, of their grandchildren. Again, 

(1)

(2)

(4)

(3)
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this estimate is likely very conservative, 
especially since effective birth control 
methods are a relatively recent innova-
tion. However, these conservative esti-
mates certainly take into account the 
long periods of time in history when 
people lived shorter lives and had fewer 
children. Let us further assign a rea-
sonable estimate of a “generation” to 
be 38 years. This means that each cou-
ple has had all of their children by age 
38. All of these numbers could easily 
and fairly be increased, but doing so 
would do even further damage to the 
evolutionist’s case.

Using these conservative estimates, if 
human beings have been on the planet 
producing offspring for one million 
years, over 26,000 generations have 
passed. There are currently about seven 
billion people on earth—6.9x109 (“U.S. 
& World Population…,” 2011). How-
ever, according to Equation (4), there 
should be over 102,000 people on the 
Earth today if propagation commenced 
one million years ago. That is a one, 
followed by 2,000 zeros. In order to 
try to fathom that number, consider 
the following analogy. The known 
Universe is thought to be 28 billion 
light years in diameter (Powell, 2006; 
Tully, 2000). That is the equivalent of 
over 1070 cubic miles of volume. If tiny, 
three foot humans, modeled as cylin-
ders with five inch radii (i.e., very nar-
row shoulders), were crammed into 
the Universe like sardines, 1082 peo-

ple might fit (if they have not eaten 
in awhile). That leaves enough peo-
ple to fill up 101,918 (minus one) addi-
tional Universes that are the size of this 
one! And what’s worse, if c, d, or n are 
increased, as they legitimately could 
be, the problem is further amplified. 
Consider also that these numbers are 
based on a starting point of one mil-
lion years ago. Evolutionists claim that 
humans have been on the Earth for two 
to three million years.  To make their 
plight even worse, the evolutionary 
community digs its own grave signif-
icantly deeper by speculating that the 
original Adam and Eve were actually 
Adam, Eve, and about 10,000 other 
people (Hawks, et al., 2000). Even 
if 10,000 such miracles were accom-
plished in the same period of time in 

human history, one can easily imagine 
how many more people would result in 
a given period of time if  5,000 couples 
initially began bearing children instead 
of one couple. Where, pray tell, are all 
of the imaginary people that should be 
in existence if evolution is the true his-
tory of humanity?
The evolutionary community certainly 

has trouble adjusting the numbers to 
allow for this preposterous scenario. 
However, they must be able to come up 
with a reasonable explanation in order 
to maintain their position. If evolution 
is true, it must be assumed that there 
were times when the human popula-
tion remained constant for very long 
periods of time or decreased to the 
point of extinction at different times 
in history (cf. Weiss, 1984; Hawks, et 
al., 2000). Such speculation is a leap 
into the dark without sufficient, ver-
ifiable evidence. History grants us no 
world population estimates based on 
census’s until the last 200 years. Before 
that, according to population statisti-
cians’ estimates, the average annual 
population growth was estimated to 
be relatively constant, ranging between 
0.03-0.15% from 1750 A.D. to 10,000 
B.C. (“Historical Estimates of World 
Population,” 2010) [NOTE: World pop-
ulations are estimated at this later date 
based on the assumption that the the-
ory of evolution is true. Such a time 
frame would be pre-Creation, accord-



R&

ing to the Bible, and is rejected by the 
author.] Likely due to medical break-
throughs and technological advance-
ment, the annual population growth 
has since jumped to about 2%. Note 
that even the irreligious community 
recognizes the likelihood of signifi-
cant population growth on average over 
time throughout history and makes its 
estimates accordingly. The evolutionary 
position, in order to exist at all, must 
stand in contradiction to this fact. The 
evidence, as well as common sense, can-
not be denied. If growth is the norm 
as the evidence indicates, evolution is 
impossible. The evidence conveyed by 
population statistics simply does not 
support the evolutionary model.

POPULaTION STaTISTICS aND 
THE CREaTION MODEL

What about the creation model? Is it 
supported by the evidence from popu-
lation statistics? The biblical position 
asserts that after the Flood, repopula-
tion of the Earth commenced, start-
ing with six people (i.e., Shem, Ham, 
Japheth, and their wives), instead of 
two (or 10,000). Using the aforemen-
tioned procedure, the following equa-
tion can be derived for calculation of 

CONCLUSION

What does the evidence indicate? 
Is the evolutionary model a plau-

sible explanation for man’s existence? 
The evidence from the field of popu-
lation statistics says, “Certainly not.” 
Even granting very conservative num-
bers in the calculation of projected 
populations, it is the biblical model 
that is in keeping with the numeri-
cal evidence provided by the world’s 
population. The evidence supports a 
young age for the Earth and mankind. 
One would have to be dishonest to 
examine such concrete evidence and 
dismiss it out of hand. Yet, this atti-
tude pervades much of the scientific 
community today. The same people 
who proclaim that they, unlike the-
ists, are the ones who examine the evi-
dence without bias, only drawing those 
conclusions that are warranted by the 
evidence, are the very ones who turn 
against the evidence when it does not 
suit their purpose and agenda. Philos-
opher David Hume once said that no 
man turns against reason until reason 
turns against him (as quoted in War-
ren, 1982, p. 4). That certainly sums 
up the mentality of many in the sci-
entific community. Why not choose 
to go with the reasonable conclusion 
that can be drawn from the evidence? 
The Earth is young. Evolution cannot 
explain human existence. The biblical 
model can…and does.
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the projected population for any given 
time, starting with six people:
If we assume, based on biblical genealo-
gies, that the Flood took place roughly 
4,300 years ago (cf. Bass, 2003), using 
the same c and d as above, as well as a 
generation of 38 years, then 113 genera-
tions have passed since the global Flood 
of Noah’s day. Based on these numbers, 
the approximate projected population 
for today can be calculated. According 
to the calculations, there should be 
approximately seven billion people on 
Earth—6.7x109. This is strikingly close 
to the current population as recorded 
by the U.S. Census Bureau—6.9x109.
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The Editor
 A.P. Seminar Speakers

Apologetics Press has developed 
a mu lti-pronged approach to 
evangelism and the defense of the 
Faith. This outreach includes the 
publication of printed materials 
(books, tracts, correspondence 
courses ,  pamphlets ,  etc.),  the 
production of multimedia (DVDs, 
MP3s, etc.), and harnessing the Internet by means of 
our state of the art Web site. All of these avenues of 
evangelism are designed to achieve the same objective: 
save souls. Apologetics Press does not exist to make 
money. Rather, we earnestly, sincerely, and passionately 
seek only to assist men, women, and children in 
preparing their souls for eternity. We only want to 
provide them with helpful, effective means by which 
they can know the truth about the critical issues they 
are facing in current culture.
An additional tool that A.P. incorporates into its 

multi-faceted assault on Satan is the live seminar. God 
has blessed this organization with the accumulation of 
several talented men who are well-prepared to stand 
before audiences and defend the Christian Faith in an 
effective manner. These men have prepared themselves 
academically and spiritually to represent God’s Word 

accurately, while debunking the 
popular propaganda that enshrouds 
much of society. They are equipped to 
effectively refute the false theories of 
evolution, atheism, skepticism, and 
agnosticism. They are able to deflect 
the attempts to convict the Bible of 
inaccuracy and contradiction. They 

can uphold the deity of Christ and counteract false 
religions (like Islam) that deny that deity. They can 
fight secularism and the culture war, demonstrating 
the Founders’ intention that America must retain 
its initial attachment to Christian principles if it is 
to survive.

The center spread of this month’s issue of R&R 
provides a listing of these speakers and the subjects 
they address in their seminars. Remember that 
Apologetics Press exists to serve. If any of these men 
may be of service, do not hesitate to call A.P. and 
schedule a seminar.
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