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Kyle Butt, M. Div.

Book Review:
on the 

Baby Dinosaurs
Ark?

EARLIER this year, Eerdmans 
Publishing Company released 
a book written by Janet Kel-

logg Ray titled Baby Dinosaurs on the 
Ark? I read a brief review of it,1 my 
interest was piqued by the title, and 
I ordered it. After carefully reading 
the book, I was taken aback by its 
pro-evolutionary approach and utter 
disdain for legitimate Creation sci-
ence. I believe the approach pre-
sented in the book to “reconcile” 
evolution and the Bible is one of the 
least reasonable and most intellectu-
ally destructive ways to deal with 
the subject. 

Under normal circumstances, I 
would not write a book review that 
is as lengthy as the one you are cur-
rently reading. It quickly became 
evident, however, that the views pre-
sented in the book are held by many 
Christians, and there is a serious 
need to address them. The author of 
the brief review I read wrote a glow-
ing appraisal of the book. He stated: 

“The last half of the book is where 
the author really gets humming. She 
describes the evidence and explains 
the simplicity of a scientific narrative 
versus the contortions of fitting the 
facts into the young earth creation-
ists narrative.”2 He, like the author 
of the book he reviews, completely 

on the 
Baby Dinosaurs

Ark?

discounts the validity of Creation 
science and states that young Earth 
Creation is a “polar extreme” that 

“keeps our young people from real-
izing that one can be both a scientist 
and a Christian.” He and Ray both 
use the term “science” to mean “evo-
lutionary science,” ignoring the vast 
amount of scientific evidence that 
stands in stark contrast to inaccu-
rate modern evolutionary interpre-
tations. The fact that the periodical 
that ran the review did so without 
objection likely indicates that the 
views of the book are widespread 
and need to be answered.

Science = Evolution?
Throughout the book, the author 

extols the values of science. She 
writes that science is “self-correct-
ing,” “truth seeking,” that it “does 
not advocate for a position for the 
sake of winning,” and that it “seeks 
to know what is.”3 While those 
laudable traits certainly should be 
true of science, we then discover 
that “science” as it is presented in 
the book actually only corresponds 
to “evolutionary science.” And the 
reader quickly realizes that the 
author holds a materialistic view of 
science—one that does not seek to 

“know what is,” but one that seeks 
to limit “scientific” answers to 
only naturalistic explanations. For 
instance, the book says, “Science 
depends on reality—the natural 
world” (30). Additionally, the con-
cept of “science” is often equated 
with evolution or evidence that 
supposedly proves evolution. One 
reads, “More troubling is the grow-
ing number of Americans who no 
longer believe they can accept sci-
ence and also be a person of faith.” 
The next paragraph states: “What is 
happening in our public conversa-
tions and in our shared collective 
impressions that implies a person 
who accepts evolution must reject 
religion, and conversely, a religious 
person must reject science?” (19). 
Notice how rejecting evolution is 
the equivalent of rejecting “science.”4 

The reader then learns that one 
of the primary reasons we know 
that accurate science must include 
evolutionary teaching is because no 
peer-reviewed journals ever publish 
material that refutes it. We read, 

“Science evidence is not considered 
valid unless it has been put before 
the broader body of scientists in 
the field of study” (31). In a discus-
sion of chromosomal fusion that is 
presented to validate human evolu-
tion, we read that Creation scientists 
have responses to the information, 
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but such responses are dismissed  
because “none of the articles or the 
research cited have (sic) been pub-
lished in peer-reviewed science jour-
nals—this despite the fact many of 
the articles from both organizations 
are written by Nathaniel Jeanson, 
holder of a PhD in cell biology 
from Harvard.” The text contin-
ues, “Again—I cannot emphasize 
this enough—none of the articles 
refuting genetic evidence are (sic) 
published in peer-reviewed science 
journals. All are published in cre-
ationist journals” (166). 

The suggestion is, of course, that 
it cannot be science if it is not pub-
lished in pro-evolutionary science 
journals that refuse to consider 
anything scientific unless it offers 
only naturalistic explanations.5 It 
is ironic that Ray highlights that 
Nathaniel Jeanson is extremely 
qualified to write on the subject, but 
his materials continue to be rejected. 
It seems not to resonate with the 
author that maybe Dr. Jeanson’s 
research is rejected, not due to its 
lack of scientific rigor, but to a bias 
in the peer-review process toward 
any suggestion of Creation. It also 
becomes evident that the author has 
seemingly no respect for the scien-
tific accuracy and legitimacy of any 

“creationist” journals and Creation 
scientists, even though the journals 
are peer-reviewed and the scientists 
are highly credentialed. This rejec-
tion of all things creation is imme-
diately apparent in the discussion of 
the documentary Is Genesis History?, 
in which Ray explains that the film 
features “seventeen speakers from 
various fields.” Within a few short 
sentences she completely dismisses 
their work, in spite of the fact that 
many of the speakers hold Ph.D.s 
in the exact fields of research that 
they discuss, such as paleontology, 
geosciences, and geology, and are 
presenting very plausible scientific 
interpretations of the physical evi-
dence. 

Baby Dinosaurs on the Ark?
The book’s discussion of dino-

saurs on the Ark provides an excel-
lent example of how the author 
approaches conflict between evo-
lutionary science and a Creation 
science approach to the world. In 
the author’s view, dinosaurs are 
separated from people by millions 
of years and fitting them into the 
Genesis account of Creation and 
the global Flood is problematic. She 
writes with notable ridicule that any 
literal reading of the Flood means 
that dinosaurs and all other kinds 
of animals must have been on the 
Ark. Since some of those dinosaurs 
would have been huge, what is a 
Creation scientist who believes in 
a literal reading of Genesis to do 
with all of this? “Baby dinosaurs 
solve all the problems. Baby dino-
saurs make the science fit Genesis” 
(18). And that is how it is left. In the 
book’s foreword, which is written by 
Deborah Haarsma, the president of 
Biologos6, we read: “Secular scien-
tists have only to hear about baby 
dinosaurs on a boat with humans 
to decide they can’t take Christian-
ity seriously” (ix). Supposedly, the 
idea of baby dinosaurs on the Ark 

is so ridiculous and outlandish that 
there is no possible way it could be 
scientific, regardless of the historic 
evidence for dinosaur and human 
co-habitation7, the problems with 
old Earth dating methods8, and 
the fact that the concept of baby 
dinosaurs certainly does solve the 

“space” problem on the Ark that it 
addresses. 

Compare that response to the 
book’s dealing with soft tissue 
found in dinosaur fossils. Around 
the globe, numerous dinosaur bones 
have been discovered that contain 
soft tissue. The first major discovery 
of this phenomenon was done by 
Mary Schweitzer. We are told, from 
an evolutionary view, that these 
fossils must be at least 65 million 
years old. Yet the tissue we find in 
them often retains its elasticity and 
suppleness. The idea that such tissue 
could be preserved for 65 million 
years defies every form of preserva-
tion ever seen in any natural envi-
ronment. Yet, in one sentence, the 
author writes, “Most importantly, 
Schweitzer and others have dem-
onstrated several processes capable 
of preserving soft tissues in ancient 
fossils” (74). No, they have not. We 
are informed, however, that having 
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baby dinosaurs on the Ark to solve 
the “space” problem is much more 
unscientific and unreasonable than 
positing “several processes” that can 
preserve dinosaur soft tissue for 70 
million years. The careful reader 
consistently finds the author pro-
moting and accepting those con-
cepts that seem to validate evolution, 
no matter how unreasonable they 
are, while rejecting legitimate Cre-
ation science explanations no matter 
how reasonable they are.

Another example of this bias is 
seen in the material that deals with 
marsupials in Australia. Under the 
heading “Kangaroos in Kayaks,” 
Ray insists that the idea of the ani-
mals on the Ark replenishing the 
Earth poses “a daunting re-homing 
project” (101). She notes that get-
ting marsupials and monotremes to 
Australia is a particular challenge 
for Creation science, especially non-
flying mammals such as kangaroos. 
As she discusses the creationists’ 
solutions to these challenges, she 
mentions the idea presented in Cre-
ation science literature of floating 
log mats on which animals could 
ride for long distances. She writes 
that Creation scientists talk about 
how log mats would have created 

“little boats on which animals could 
hitch a ride to far-flung points on 
the planet” (103). She then con-
descendingly states: “I’ve seen 
tongue-in-cheek quips about Noah 
‘swinging by’ Australia to drop off 
kangaroos before heading back to 
Ararat or setting the kangaroos 
afloat in a dinghy, but apparently 
the creationist explanation isn’t far 
off. In order to make the science 
fit Genesis, we have kangaroos in 
kayaks” (103). At this point it would 
be prudent to point out the fact that 
ridicule is not refutation. Is there 
any evidence that large floating log 
mats (nothing like a kayak) could 
provide a way for animals to travel 
long distances over water? Actually, 
there is. Charles Darwin himself 

suggested that such might have been 
the case as it related to certain ani-
mals.9 Furthermore, in recent his-
tory during a catastrophic tsunami, 
a dog on floating debris was rescued 
that was thought to have survived 
three weeks at sea.10

Contrast the ridicule poured on 
the log mat idea, which we know 
is scientifically possible, with how 
the author buys wholesale the 
evolution of animals. In a discus-
sion of reptiles and dinosaurs, she 
writes: “Some large predatory rep-
tiles returned to an ocean life, their 
limbs modified as flippers to swim 
and hunt in the water” (114). About 
supposed whale evolution from land 
animals, she says:

Over the next ten million years, 
whales adapted more and more 
to life in the water. Nostrils 
moved higher and higher up 
the snout, creating a blowhole 
for breathing. The trunk elon-
gated tremendously, and tails 
acquired the f luke shape seen 
in modern whales. In some lin-
eages of ancient whales, teeth 
are reduced, and we find the first 
evidence of filter-feeding seen in 
most modern whales (127). 

The material is presented like it is 
proven fact. What is conspicuously 
missing from the discussion is any 
legitimate proof of how such mas-
sive genetic transformations could 
have occurred in light of what we 
see happening today with genetic 
information. As Dr. Stephen 
Meyer stated, “the best and most 
prominent scientists defending 
evolutionary theory have failed to 
identify a materialistic process that 
can generate enough information 
to produce a new protein fold, let 
alone fundamentally different new 
forms of life.”11 Ray suggests that a 
kangaroo floating on a log mat pres-
ents a ridiculous scenario, but the 
scientifically impossible formation 
of massive amounts of new genetic 
information to change a land-living 

mammal into a filter-feeding whale 
is no problem at all. 

Inaccuracies
Several statements in the book 

are simply inaccurate. In the discus-
sion of supposed human evolution, 
Ray states: “All mitochondrial DNA 
comes from mom” (158). She inserts 
this statement to show certain sup-
posed relationships between Nean-
derthals and Denisovans. We have 
known for several years, however, 
that “fathers can pass mitochon-
drial DNA to children in certain 
cases, not just mothers.”12 

On another occasion, when talk-
ing about the age of the Earth, the 
author stated: “In determining the 
age of the earth and the age of the 
universe, scientists use multiple, 
unrelated approaches and meth-
ods…. All converge at the same con-
clusion: the earth and the universe 
are ancient” (65). This statement 
simply is not true. There are numer-
ous scientific dating methods that 
point to a young Earth and Uni-
verse.13 Certainly old-age advocates 
dismiss them, but to state that all 
dating methods “converge at the same 
conclusion” does not represent reality. 

Additionally, in a critique of the 
effects of the biblical Flood, Ray  
scoffingly summarizes the ideas 
about the effects of a global Flood, 
stating: “The ocean floor is ripped 
to shreds. And all of this destruction 
occurs within forty days and nights, 
solving the problem of the geologic 
timeframe” (87). Her assessment 
that biblical creationists claim that 
this all “occurs within forty days 
and nights” is incorrect. While the 
text says it rained for that long, it 
also states “the waters prevailed on 
the earth one hundred and fifty 
days” (Genesis 7:24). Furthermore, 
even after the waters began to sub-
side, there is no way to determine 
the extent of the breaking up of 
the fountains of the great deep, and 
how long their aftereffects would 
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have lasted. Additionally, residual 
water build up, mudslides, further 
flooding, and geologic events such 
as aftermath volcanic eruptions, 
etc., that occurred months and 
years after the actual Flood would 
most certainly have left their mark 
in the record of the rocks. I have 
never read any material from Cre-
ation scientists that suggested that 
all the destruction of the Flood and 
subsequent crust upheaval occurred 
within 40 days.14

DAMAGE TO THE BIBLE

JUST using what we know about 
verified scientific facts and dis-
coveries, many of Ray’s conclu-

sions about evolution can be shown 
to be implausible. The most pro-

found and detrimental aspect of 
her book, however, can be seen in 
the way she deals with the Bible. 
Repeatedly, she forces the biblical 
text to conform—not to legitimate 
scientific discovery—but modern 
evolutionary interpretations. This 
mode of operation does prodigious 
damage to a reasonable scientific 
assessment of truth and to a proper 
understanding of the Bible.

Rejection of Noah’s Flood
In 2 Peter 3, the writer mentions 

scoffers who would come in the 
last days denying several aspects of 
God’s activity throughout human 
history. First, these scoffers would 
deny that God spoke the world into 
existence (3:5). Second, the scoffers 
would “willfully forget” that “the 
world that then existed perished, 
being flooded with water” (3:5-6). 
He went on to logically connect 
the present world with the flooded 
world when he wrote that the “heav-
ens and the earth which now exist 
are kept in store by the same word, 
reserved for fire until the day of 
judgment and perdition of ungodly 
men” (3:7). Peter viewed the Flood 
to be a global deluge that destroyed 
all humanity except for those on the 

Ark. In his first epistle he wrote that 
the “longsuffering of God waited in 
the days of Noah, while the ark was 
being prepared, in which a few, that 
is, eight souls, were saved through 
water” (1 Peter 3:20). Furthermore, 
he understood that the coming of 
Christ would drastically alter the 
entire Earth, as the global Flood had 
done (2 Peter 3:10-13). According to 
Peter, scoffers deny a global Flood. 

For those who hold that the 
Earth is billions of years old, that 
all organisms evolved from one 
single-celled organism, and that all 
the information contained in the 
geological record validates evolu-
tion, a global Flood is untenable. An 
ancient Universe and evolutionary 
worldview cannot reasonably exist 
in view of a literal, global Flood. 
Knowing this, Ray writes: “Noah’s 
flood is central to an anti-evolution 
narrative” (88). She is correct. A 
literal understanding that Noah 
built an Ark, saved eight people on 
it, and a huge Flood covered the 
globe cannot be reconciled with 
evolutionary notions about hered-
ity, vast ages of millions of years, and 
uniformitarian geology. It truly is 
anti-evolutionary. And it is exactly 

what the Bible teaches.15 Just as sure 
as the rainbow stands as testimony 
that the entire globe will never be 
flooded again, so the “world that 
then existed perished, being flooded 
with water” (2 Peter 3:5).

In her attempt to “localize” 
Noah’s Flood, the author cites evi-
dence for local floods in Mesopota-
mia that predate the biblical account 
of the Flood. She states: “Observable 
flood deposits in the area coincide 
with these accounts. It is not sur-
prising, then, to find flood stories 
in the collective memories of ancient 
cultures in that part of the world, 
Israel included” (79). Let us consider 
her reasoning. There was an actual 
flood (or floods) of some sort in the 
area. There is physical evidence of 
such a flood. Legends arose based 
on that real, historical flood. Thus, 
such f loods would explain why 
people from that area told stories 
about a large flood. Following her 
reasoning to its logical conclusion, if 
we found legends all over the world 
of a Flood, and we found physical 
evidence from around the world 
of flood activity, what should we 
conclude? We would be led to the 
conclusion, based on her assess-
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ment of the flood legends of Meso-
potamia, that a real, historic Flood 
occurred. Evolutionary geologist 
Robert Schoch wrote: “Noah is but 
one tale in a worldwide collection 
of at least 500 flood myths…. Nar-
ratives of a massive inundation are 
found all over the world…. Stories 
of a great deluge are found on every 
inhabited continent and among a 
great many different language and 
culture groups.”16 If Ray is correct 
that the real flooding that occurred 
in Mesopotamia accounts for the 
legends of a flood in that area, what 
would account for hundreds of leg-
ends scattered all over the globe of a 

“great deluge” from ancient history? 
Any mention of these flood legends 
from across the globe is conspicu-
ously absent from Ray’s discussion. 

In further comments regarding 
the supposed “local” flood of Noah, 
Ray wrote: “Discoveries of f lood 
stories more ancient than Genesis 
make many Christians uneasy. If 
your biblical interpretation requires 
the Noah story to be the original 
f lood story, other ancient stories 
might be unsettling” (79). Yet, it 
is confusing why anyone’s “biblical 
interpretation” would require the 
Noah story to be the “original.” The 
fact that the Bible clearly depicts a 
global Flood says nothing about 
when the biblical account appears 
compared to others. It is not diffi-
cult to understand that if the Flood 
occurred in approximately 2400 
B.C., and if Moses penned Genesis 
in about 1450 B.C., then there would 
be almost 1,000 years between the 
writing of Moses’ narrative about 
the Flood and its actual occurrence. 
It seems only reasonable that imme-
diately following the Flood, those 
who descended from Noah would 
tell their children about it and most 
likely record some of their stories 
in writing. This fact would help 
account for the 500 flood legends 
mentioned above. Of course, the 
Bible believer would conclude that 

the Genesis account of the Flood 
is the only completely accurate 
description of the events, since 
it was inspired by the God Who 
caused the Flood.17 But the incor-
rect idea that the Genesis account 
of the Flood must be the only, or 
the first, account of the events has 
nothing to do with its accuracy.

The Order of Creation
According to modern evolu-

tionary interpretations, events did 
not occur in the sequence we read 
about in Genesis. When the sup-
posed evolutionary ancestor of all 
living organisms, an unidentified 
single-celled “creature,” began to 
branch, the branching looked dif-
ferent than the biblical narrative 
teaches. For instance, currently we 
are told that land-living dinosaurs 
evolved about 220 million years ago 
and were the ancient ancestors of 
modern birds. Yet, according to the 
biblical narrative, flying creatures 
such as birds were created on the 
fifth day of Creation, and land-
living reptiles were created on the 
sixth day. Again, modern evolution-
ary thought insists that flowering 
plants arrived millions of years after 
certain kinds of animals, yet the 
biblical record clearly states that all 
the plants were created on the third 
day of Creation, two days before any 
living creatures arrived (Genesis 
1:13-31). Recognizing this fact, Ray 
wrote: “The creation order in Gen-
esis is in conflict with naturalistic 
history, and the conflict is insur-
mountable” (96). Ray’s acceptance 
of false evolutionary interpretations 
of scientific evidence forces her to 
inaccurately reconstruct the historic 
narrative of Genesis, thereby deny-
ing proper rules of interpretation.18 

Rejecting Adam and Eve
The biblical account of the Cre-

ation of mankind is straightforward 
and simple enough for a young child 
to understand. God created Adam 

from the dust, He created Eve from 
Adam’s rib, and He told them to be 
fruitful and multiply and fill the 
Earth (Genesis 1:26-31). We read 
later in Genesis that Adam “called 
his wife’s name Eve, because she 
was the mother of all living” (3:20). 
According to evolution, however, 
Adam and Eve cannot be the par-
ents of the human race. Evolution-
ary thinking says that humans 
are latecomers to the scene of life, 
evolved from lower mammals over 
millions of years, and were not cre-
ated by God from the ground or a 
rib as Genesis states. After a sum-
mary of the evolutionary narrative 
of how humans evolved, Ray stated: 

“What Adam and Eve cannot be, 
however, are literal, genetic ances-
tors of all humanity” (169). Yet, 

the Bible writers insist that Adam 
and Eve were the first two humans 
specially created by God and the 
progenitors of all humanity. The 
genealogy of Christ makes no sense 
if Adam was not literally the “son of 
God” (Luke 3:38). Paul’s instruc-
tions to Timothy are incomprehen-
sible unless Adam truly, literally was 
formed first and then Eve (1 Timo-
thy 2:13-14). The doctrines of sin 
and grace hinge on Adam being a 
real person, who is the father of all 
humanity, who brought sin into the 
world (Romans 5:18). Christ’s jus-
tifying sacrifice extends to all the 
humans who stemmed from Adam 
(Romans 5:17). Paul further hangs 
the efficacy and importance of the 
resurrection on the historical valid-
ity of Adam when he stated, “The 

The biblical account 
of Creation is simple 
enough for a young 
child to understand.
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first man Adam became a living 
being. The last Adam [Jesus—KB] 
became a life-giving spirit” (1 Cor-
inthians 15:45). Jesus provides a way 
of salvation for just as many humans 
as Adam is the literal and physical 
father of.

Would God Deceive Us?
In Ray’s attempt to accumulate 

evidence against a literal reading of 
the Genesis account of Creation and 
the Flood, she declares: “In addition 
to an intellectual cost, there is also a 
faith cost. A literal reading of Gen-
esis requires an honest reflection 
about the nature of God” (182). She 
then quotes Psalm 19:1-2, and says: 

If God’s creation “reveals knowl-
edge,” is that revealed knowledge 
trustworthy? Is it consistent with 
God’s nature to fill creation with 
red herrings? Is it consistent with 
God’s nature to create a deceptive 
world, a world not as it appears? 
Is it consistent with God’s nature 
to mislead us? When I first began 
to seriously study what it means 
to reconcile science and faith, I 
learned that “God is not human, 
that he should lie.” The heavens 
reveal knowledge, and God does 
not lie (183).

Her point is that if we assume that 
all things happened in the past as 
they are happening now, then using 
certain “dating methods,” we would 
arrive at millions/billions of years 
that cannot fit into a literal under-
standing of Genesis. Based on this 
assumption, she believes that God 
would be deceiving us if things 

“looked” old but in fact were actu-
ally younger than they looked. Her 
accusation is based on the assump-
tion that all things are operating 
now as they did in the past. God, 
through the inspired apostle Peter, 
dealt directly with this assumption 
in 2 Peter 3:4. As we discussed ear-
lier, Peter explained that scoffers 
would hold to this uniformitarian 
idea, but they would intentionally 
reject the miraculous Creation by 

God and the miraculous and global 
nature of the Flood. We can easily 
understand how a Global Flood 
would have altered certain physi-
cal processes drastically and caused 
the uniformitarian assumption to 
be useless in arriving at an age for 
most (if not all) physical aspects of 
the Earth. 

Consider how a miraculous 
creation ex nihilo (out of nothing) 
would also render the uniformitar-
ian dating process useless. On Day 
3 of Creation, the text explains to 
us that God created all the vegeta-
tion (flowers, trees, etc.) and “the 
earth brought forth grass…and the 
tree that yields fruit, whose seed is 
in itself according to its kind” (Gen-
esis 1:12). According to Ray, in order 
for God to be “honest,” every tree 
and plant must grow at the rate that 
it is growing now. Thus, if her rea-
soning is correct, God would never 

“miraculously” cause a tree to appear 
full-grown because that would be 
deceptive. In addition, she would be 
forced to say that literally creating a 
sexually mature human male from 
the ground and breathing into him 
the breath of life on Day 6 would 
be deceptive of God, because under 
normal circumstances, such a man 
would take years to reach that level 
of maturity. 

Her challenge, however, cannot 
be sustained, because we know for a 
fact that God has miraculously cre-
ated physical realities immediately 
that, if viewed without the under-
standing of God’s work, would 
look like they took a long time to 
form. For instance, when Christ 
performed His first miracle in John 
2, we see that water was turned to 
some type of grape juice within a 
few minutes (or seconds) (John 
2:9). Yet, we know that in order to 
produce grape juice through natural 
processes, a seed must be planted, a 
vine must grow for many months, 
grapes must then form on the vine, 
and juice must fill those grapes after 

months of rain and soil nutrients are 
incorporated into the grapes. Would 
anyone dare accuse Jesus of deceiv-
ing people because He accomplished 
something instantly that would take 
months or years to occur naturally? 
Of course not. In fact, that is the 
very point being made. Christ (as 
God) can do supernatural things 
instantaneously that under normal 
circumstances would take months 
or years. Consider also the idea that 
natural processes require months to 
produce edible grain and fish. Yet, 
when Christ multiplied the loaves 
and fish for thousands of people to 
eat, He did so in a matter of minutes 
(John 6:13).

Furthermore, consider the fact 
that God has told us what He did 
at Creation. How could a person 
accuse God of deceiving human-
ity by making things “look” old, 
when He explains in Genesis that 
at Creation the Universe was “old” 
enough to function immediately. 
That would mean trees could bear 
fruit the day they were created; stars 
could be seen from Earth the day 
they were created; the dirt in which 
the plants grew would have nutri-
ents enough to sustain the plants 
the day it was created; and the list 
goes on. If God tells you how He 
did things, but you refuse to accept 
the way He says He did it, certainly 
the accusation of deception cannot 
be sustained as it applies to God. In 
addition, it is not God’s fault if we 
assume something that He never 
stated to be the case. God never 
said that what we see now is how the 
world has always been, or always will 
be. On the contrary, He warned us 
that such a mindset would be used 
erroneously by scoffers to deceive 
people into believing things that 
would be detrimental to their faith.  

CONCLUSION
In most cases, it is impossible to 

know the motivation behind why 
a person believes and teaches error. 
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Ray makes a statement that does 
provide some insight into why many 
people buy into false views of both 
science and the Bible. She writes: “A 
literal Genesis means a stand against 
the vast majority of modern science 
and scientists” (182). She writes this 
as though it should be a motivating 
factor to reject the straightforward 
reading of the text. In truth, how-
ever, isn’t that what any Christian 
should expect—to stand against the 
vast majority of the world? Think 
about it: if the bulk of modern sci-
entists are atheists or agnostics, why 
would anyone think that they have a 
correct view on origins and the exis-
tence of God? Furthermore, God 
has warned us that “not many wise 
according to the flesh, not many 
mighty, not many noble are called” 
(1 Corinthians 1:26). Arguing that 
we should align ourselves with the 
majority of modern “thinkers” flies 
in the face of what we see happening 
with Paul in Acts 17. He stood on 
Mars Hill preaching the Gospel to 
the group that the world recognized 
as the most erudite body of intel-
lects alive at the time. Their reac-
tion? Almost complete dismissal, 
except for a tiny minority (Acts 
17:32-34). 

Do the majority of modern sci-
entists accept the resurrection of 
Christ? Do they accept the divine 
inspiration of the Bible? Do they 
accept the reality of a soul or the 
eternal destinations of heaven and 
hell? No, they do not. So, why would 
we think we need to align ourselves 
with “the vast majority of modern 
scientists” when they are so woefully 
mistaken about many of the most 
important concepts that comprise 
the foundation of Christianity? 
An acceptance and practice of true 
Christian beliefs and principles will 
be in the minority in every facet of 
society. As our Lord clearly warned: 

“If the world hates you, you know 
that it hated Me before it hated you. 
If you were of the world, the world 
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would love its own. Yet because you 
are not of the world, but I chose you 
out of the world, therefore the world 
hates you” (John 15:18-20). It has 
often been said that most people 
would rather be wrong than be 
different. As Christians, we must 
embrace the reality that Jesus’ exam-
ple points us to the narrow way that 
very few travel (Matthew 7:13). 
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of Your Mother's
"The Shame

Nakedness"?

Q: Based on 1 Samuel 20:30, 
is it possible that Saul 
thought Jonathan was a 

homosexual?

A: The passage in question 
reads: “Then Saul’s anger 
was aroused against Jonathan, 

and he said to him, ‘You son of a 
perverse, rebellious woman! Do I 
not know that you have chosen 
the son of Jesse to your own shame 
and to the shame of your mother’s 
nakedness?’” The word rendered 

“confusion” in the KJV is the normal 
Hebrew word for “shame.”1 It has 
the same latitude of meaning that 
our English word has. It does not 
include any hint of homosexual-
ity. The word is used throughout 
the Old Testament to refer to the 
disgrace or shame that one expe-
riences due to one’s own behavior, 
or the shame/disgrace brought 
upon a person by the behavior of 
another. See, for example, Jeremiah 
2:26 where the prophet compares 
the shame of the caught thief to 
Israel’s shame due to her incessant 
involvement in idolatry. Or con-
sider Bildad’s admonition to Job to 
admit his sin so that “Those who 
hate you will be clothed with shame” 
(Job 8:22). Regarding his enemies, 
David used a trilogy of synonyms 

in his request of God that they “be 
ashamed (bohsh) and brought to 
mutual confusion (chah-pher)” and 

“clothed with shame (boh-sheth) and 
dishonor” (Psalm 35:26). The word 
rendered “confusion” in the NKJV 
is rendered “confounded” in several 
other translations and means to 

“humiliate,” “embarrass,” “bewilder,” 
“baffle,” or “discomfit.” In the midst 
of national defeat, the psalmist 
moans: “My dishonor is continually 
before me, and the shame (boh-sheth) 
of my face has covered me.” Micah 
refers to the “naked shame” of the 
inhabitants of Shaphir (Micah 1:11). 
Hence, the word is even used of the 
mistreatment/shame that Jesus 
endured from His opponents: “You 
know my reproach, my shame, and 
my dishonor; My adversaries are all 
before You” (Psalm 69:19; cf. Acts 
5:41). In a psalm that possesses Mes-
sianic overtones, God declares con-
cerning the Messiah: “His enemies 
I will clothe with shame” (Psalm 
132:18). Again, in all these instances, 
no reference is being made to any-
thing sexual in nature.

The context, indeed, all of 1 
Samuel and Saul’s 40-year reign, 
makes clear that Saul was upset 
about the threat that David posed 
to his own throne and, therefore, 
Jonathan’s prospects for becom-

ing the next king. Saul considered 
David a serious rival to the throne 
(his own in particular). Spiritually-
minded Jonathan demonstrated 
that he was perfectly submissive to 
God’s intention to make David the 
next king. Hence, “chosen” refers 
to Jonathan’s willingness to acqui-
esce to David’s right to the throne. 
Other translations render the word 

“siding with” (CSB), “allied yourself 
with” (CEB), “chosen to be loyal to” 
(CEV), “chosen to support” (ERV), 

“on the side of ” (NCV), “you are 
choosing” (NASB). The NLT says it 
well: “Do you think I don’t know 
that you want him to be king in 
your place?” No hint of anything 
sexual is in the text. Further, the 
allusion to “your mother’s naked-
ness” is simply a Hebrew way to refer 
to a woman giving birth to a child. 
Hence, Saul was using a harsh insult 
to try to bully his son into siding 
with himself by suggesting that by 
siding with David, Jonathan was 
disgracing/shaming the mother 
who gave him birth.
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Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English 
Lexicon (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 
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The EditorThe Editor
Newly Improved Dinosaurs Unleashed

Originally released in 2004, Dino-
saurs Unleashed has had a phenomenal 
impact over the years. With the release 
of a 3rd Edition, we fully expect that its 
influence for good will only continue 
to intensify and expand. The latest 
edition constitutes a totally new, fresh 
layout and design, more than doubling 
the number of pages (from 92 to over 
200). This incredible volume refutes 
what is surely one of the most influ-
ential contentions of evolutionists, as 
they exploit dinosaurs to force-feed children false 
evolutionary propaganda. It provides proof positive 
that humans and dinosaurs once existed on Earth 
together. Its impact has been far-reaching over the 
intervening 17 years. For example, Jimmy in Cross 
Plains, Tennessee wrote:

“I wanted to let you know that Apologetics Press 
is greatly needed. A boy in the third grade from 
our congregation read Dinosaurs Unleashed and 
immediately said that it was not true because man 
and dinosaur did not live together. It was a great 
teaching moment for his parents. Later, another 
boy in the first grade said that it was not true 
either. His parent asked him how he knew it was 
not true, to which the boy replied, ‘My teacher told 
me that man and dinosaur did not live together.’”

Deanna in Baytown, Texas related:

“Jeremy came home from school saying 
something about dinosaurs living mil-
lions of years ago. Well, yesterday at 
school, his teacher asked him to read 
aloud a section from their science book 
that said, ‘Dinosaurs are animals that 
lived millions of years ago.’ After he 
read that, he said, ‘Mrs. Madison, I don’t 
think that’s right.’ He said his teacher 
responded by saying, ‘Jeremy, I think 
you’re right.’ He then said the rest of 
the kids in class joined in saying they 
thought Jeremy was right, too. That just 
goes to show you how kids can learn at 

a young age that their schoolbooks are not always 
right. Thanks SO much for your work in this field. 
I don’t believe we could have made the same kind 
of impact on Jeremy without the WONDERFUL 
new book on dinosaurs.”
Such testimonials have been legion over the years. 

This newly refurbished edition contains study ques-
tions as well as video QR codes that will take readers 
to short video presentations that further enhance the 
quality and effectiveness of this volume. What better 
gift could one give to a young person this holiday 
season to refute the error that blankets our land and 
bolster the faith of the young? Dave Miller

kyle butt & eric lyons

KYLE  BUTT     er ic  lyons&


