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Prologue
Why I Am Writing This Book

Science without religion is lame, religion without science is
blind.
—Albert Einstein

I

n February of 2011, I travelled to India from my native
Abuja, Nigeria, on an Ethiopian airline. The journey took
us from Abuja, via Addis Ababa, to Mumbai. My ultimate
destination was Erode, in the southern state of Tamil Nadu.
Erode is, of course, about two hours’ drive from Pondicherry,
the French-influenced city, and four hours’ drive from
Chennai, formerly known as Madras.
Needless to say, the journey was long and tedious, with
many hiccups along the way. I had a lot of time on my hands.
Including stops, this was going to take at least thirty-six hours
from the time I left the comfort of my bedroom! In Ethiopia,
we boarded the plane and were ready to taxi when passengers
were asked to disembark and board another plane due to
what I thought were problems with the hydraulics. Wow!
Off we came and waited three hours for another plane to be
readied. Eventually, we got to Bombay.
ix
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I love the Bombay airport for two reasons. First, the Indian
immigration officials are some of the most proficient in the
world. Trust me, I’ve been around quite a bit! Almost fifteen
desks are manned by officials and in an amazingly efficient
manner; they get through crowds just like that, at a snap.
Second, if you have a connection, as I did, you do not need
to leave the confines of the airport, as there is an internal
bus service, free of charge, that drives you rather precariously
through the runway system and berths you at the local end.
On getting to the local wing, I still had a few hours before
boarding the SpiceJet connection to Coimbatore.
Browsing through the shops around the airport landside,
my eyes alighted on a book titled The Greatest Show on Earth:
The Evidence for Evolution by Richard Dawkins. The author’s
name stood out in large letters. Ah ha! This should help me
fill in the dull moments and liven things up a bit. The book,
distributed by Random House India, cost 399 rupees, which
came to about nine US dollars. Quite affordable, I thought.
I had heard of Professor Dawkins, not least because of my
abiding fascination with this theory of evolution.
I also remembered being in London one day when I saw
Dawkins’ words written on the famed double-decker buses.
They said something like there is probably no God, now stop
worrying and enjoy your life! During the launching of this
advert series, Richard surrounded himself with some pretty
blondes and posed for pictures for the paparazzi. I thought
how lucky for some, no inhibitions necessary here! I also
knew he had written other books: The God Delusion is one and
another is The Blind Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of Evolution
Reveals a Universe without Design. All in all, he came across
as the most vociferous and strident mouthpiece for atheistic
evolution that exists today. I wrote on my copy, “Femi Babalola
x
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(Associate Prof.), Bombay, on the way to Coimbatore-Erode.
19/2/2011. Let Dawkins throw his best punch...”
It must have taken me about three weeks to read the
book. Previous to that, I had been an avid follower of
Internet blogs concerning this theory, and I had examined
the arguments of the “creationists” and “evolutionists.” I
have followed the conversions of avid evolutionists and
palaeontologists to the creationist (or intelligent creation)
side, and watched with wonder and disappointment
the capitulation and eventual collaboration of some
elements of the Church of England with Dawkins. I have
also watched the seeming prevarications of the Catholic
Church, which appears to have succumbed to the weight
of this pseudoscience and only asked that the soul should
be left to them! The average atheist probably does not even
believe that man has a soul—something not to be espied
under a microscope—and would be only too happy to claim
that they have knowledge of how the physical man came to
be in his present state.
As I am a totally unknown quantity, I need to say a few
things about myself. Obviously, since this book is written
in the form of a riposte, it is already suggested that I am a
creationist, and it is true that I believe—and it is indeed a
fact—that God created the world, and indeed the expanse of
the universe. I could not stop laughing the other day when
I read somewhere that Stephen Hawking, a now-retired
physicist in Cambridge, upon retiring, concluded that the
laws of physics were sufficient to create the universe without
the intervention of a creating force. I expect that he must
have been the speaker of the legislature that brought these
laws about. (Hawking Stephen and Mlodinow Leonard. The
Grand Design. Bantam books. September 7 2010)
xi
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I am also reminded of Marie Corelli’s book, The Mighty
Atom (1896). In the 1896 novel, a young man is indoctrinated
by prominent scientists of the day into discounting creation
as the answer to the origin of the universe. It all came down to
the first atom from which, presumably, the universe evolved,
hence the title. Unable to reconcile the sudden appearance
of a mighty atom with the absence of a “first cause”—call it
God, if you will—the poor young man, not convinced that the
laws of physics would suffice to explain how this atom came
to be, took his own life. The contradiction of the first cause
is the ultimate albatross of every Darwinist.
It needs to be noted, of course, that God actually described
himself as the first cause when he said, “I am the alpha and the
omega, the first and the last, the beginning and the end” (Revelation
22:13).
It took me three weeks to read the book, as I had to
balance this with my primary assignment in Erode, which was
to learn phacoemulsification cataract surgery in the famous
Arasan Hospital with Dr. V. Panner Selvam. The book did not
disappoint in its glossy presentations and comparative anatomy
trysts. As to proving that evolution is no longer a theory but
now a fact in view of the masses of evidence now available, it
fell considerably short, in my opinion. It did not even come
close! The book was more remarkable for what it did not say or
emphasize. Permit me to sum up the book this way:
The theory of evolution is a fascinating one; it is, in fact,
the greatest show on Earth! We know how far evolution has
come, which is where we are now. We do not know where it
will end, as we are probably still evolving. We are not quite
certain of the middle, but we have strong evidence. As to
the beginning (aka, abiogenesis), well, that is not part of the
theory of evolution, really.
xii
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The book was remarkable, not so much for what it said,
but for what it almost studiously avoided saying. What
Dawkins tries to sell in the book is the gradualist approach
to evolution, which is the notion that minor mutations
add up over millions of years to major mutations, leading
to what is called speciation—the emergence of new species.
The Cambrian explosion, easily the most significant
episode in all of creation, was hurriedly dismissed, and
the words, “punctuated equilibrium,” a coinage of the
evolutionists, possibly first introduced by Stephen Jay
Gould to explain away the embarrassment of the Cambrian
explosion, was hardly mentioned (Punctuated Equilibrium,
2007).
For readers unfamiliar with this term, the Cambrian is
a geological time period, which occurred about 520 million
years ago. If it is assumed that the Earth has existed for 4.5
billion years, time can be divided into the pre-Cambrian and
the post-Cambrian periods. There is ample and indisputable
fossil evidence to show that, for the first four billion years of
the world’s existence, the pre-Cambrian; there was very little
visible life. You had, for instance, the halobacteria—possibly
the earliest known form of life—the so-called prokaryotes or
organisms that do not have nuclei or other organelles such
as mitochondria, and the stromatolites.
Then, 520 million years ago, boom, an unprecedented
explosion of life. This lasted no more than five million years,
but in his book, Dawkins takes the uppermost outermost
limit for the extent of time it took and insists it lasts for
twenty million years.
In the account in Genesis 1:20, we read, “And God said;
Let the waters bring forth abundantly [emphasis added] the
moving creature that hath life” (KJV).
xiii
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I will be writing quite a bit about the Cambrian later in this
book, particularly about the Chinese site in Chengjiang, with at
least thirty-eight or more different phyla of animals represented.
Taken together with the Burgess Shale Cambrian fossils (in
British Columbia), at least fifty-plus phyla are represented
in that period, more than the number of phyla extant today.
This flies in the face of the gradualism construct so carefully
nurtured in Dawkins’ book of increasing diversification from
“simpler forms” and “common ancestors.”
I took exception to the representation of “creationists” as
unsophisticated flat-earthers and unscientific naysayers. At the
end of this book, I am hoping that this impression will have
been corrected. Reason and faith are neither antithetical nor
mutually exclusive and, ultimately, questions about the origins
of the universe are more metaphysical than scientific. I am
always amused at materialistic scientists who only believe in the
existence of what they can see physically under the microscope.
The soul and the spirit do not exist because they cannot be seen
and they cannot be quantified, but only molecules, proteins,
enzymes, and nucleic acids matter. But every amoeba that
jiggles around in a suspension microscope is alive because it
has a soul, because it has the breath of life, because it has the
breath of God. Many in the world today have had encounters
of a spiritual nature and must laugh at the atheistic position
taken by otherwise “enlightened” scientists.
Many Christians, including this author, have been
baptized in the Holy Ghost and “do speak in diverse tongues as
the spirit gives them utterance” (Acts 2:4), but such suppositions
or facts are mere foolishness to the scientifically minded.
“For the message of the cross is foolishness to those who are
perishing, but to those of us being saved, it is the power of God unto
salvation” (1 Corinthians 1:18).
xiv
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This is why I had to write this book. The theory of
evolution has become the new apostasy around which
atheists and agnostics can coalesce. Most evolutionists, in
their lucid moments, will confess that evolution is indeed
a matter of their will (faith) rather than a matter of the
evidence. For example, Nobel Prize winning biologist
George Wald admitted to Scientific American magazine,
“I do not want to believe in God. Therefore I choose to
believe in that which I know is scientifically impossible—
spontaneous generation arising to evolution” (1958). The
same can probably be said of the current Pied Piper of the
theory, Richard Dawkins.
If God did not create the world and there is a scientifically
acceptable explanation for its existence, that is, abiogenesis
and natural selection leading to evolution, then all bets are
off. If there is no moral lawgiver, then there can be no moral
law. Eat, drink, and be merry, for tomorrow... we die. End
of story?
I do not know what people will make of me afterward.
I hate pigeonholes! I rather think it would be difficult to
pigeonhole me, particularly on the issue of my take on the
evolution–creation debate. I suspect I might disappoint not
a few creationists and quite a number of evolutionists. I am
also not considered quite your evolutionary creationist. As
a born-again Christian and a professor of ophthalmology
educated at the universities of Ife Nigeria, Queens University
Belfast, and the University of London, I bring to this debate
my experiences in both my service to Christ and my discipline
in the sciences. I am fully convinced that anyone who has this
kind of breadth of experience will rationally come to the same
conclusions I have.
To set out my position simply, this is what I believe:
xv
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• The God of the Bible, the first cause of all things,
created the universe by word of mouth alone.
• The Earth/universe is not young and the Earth is
possibly about 4.5 billion years while the universe
from the time of the big bang may be about 13.7
billion years.
• The six days of creation are not literal but a
representation of the fact that God is, himself,
timeless, the ancient of days, and the one of
whom it is said, ten thousand ages in thy sight, are
like an evening gone, but o, eternity is too short to utter
all thy praise!
• The universe had a beginning and did not bring
itself about.
• Conceivably, the universe may have begun with
the big bang and set off the time and space
continuum.
• The purpose and meaning of creation and the
universe can only be understood by an immersion
in the revealed word of God.
• There is sufficient evidence to support
microevolution, by which I mean adaptive change
within kinds to ecological forces; for instance, that
land- based iguanas can evolve webbed feet on
taking to an aquatic environment. Human beings
can evolve an S haemoglobin gene to protect from
malaria.
• Any changes that so occur are still guided by the
Creator.
• There is no evidence in my opinion for
macroevolution. That is, given all the evolutionary
change within the kinds, there is never, nor can
xvi
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there ever be, a change from one kind to another,
particularly over the past 500 million years since
the Cambrian. Therefore, for instance, finches
remain finches, irrespective of variations in the
beak sizes, or whether they are large, medium, or
small ground finches. Bacteria remain bacteria,
irrespective of their progressive generational
ability to resist antibiotics, iguanas remain iguanas,
guppies remain guppies, and the cichlids of the
great lakes remain cichlids.
• Man did not evolve from lower animals but was
created in the image and likeness of God. He was
given dominion over all creation and is ultimately
responsible to the Creator for his stewardship of
creation. Thus, efforts at conservation, taxonomy,
biodiversity, and control of runaway global
warming are all entirely biblical and within the
desire of God for mankind.
So what am I? I’ll let you, the reader, decide. Now, back to
Dawkins’ book.
I eagerly read through this book looking to find in it
incontrovertible evidence of evolution. I penned on the front
page, “Let Dawkins throw his best punch.” Later, I got a copy
of the famous book written by the naturalist, Charles Darwin,
titled The Origin of Species and the Voyage of the Beagle (2003)1,
in which the circumnavigational travels of Charles Darwin
1

This version is a compendium of the two original books On the
Origin of Species and The Voyage of the Beagle. The compendium was
published by Vintage classics in paperback with a forward written
by Ruth Padel, Darwin’s great, great, great granddaughter.
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from Plymouth through the Falklands, Galapagos, Sydney,
Bahia, and back, from 1826 to 1836, were chronicled.
It appears that his observations on this trip and, it must
be said, his own life experiences, including the unfortunate
death of his oldest daughter, Annie, at the age of ten, helped
to shape his world view and propelled him to confront the
authorities of his day with the theory of evolution. It also
made him avowedly atheistic. His bulldog, it was said, was
Alfred Russell Wallace, another naturalist who had done
work in Southeast Asia. I have also read the postulations of
Professor Behe and others from the Creation Institute, and
those who ascribe to the notion of intelligent design.
In this book, I have attempted to take a dispassionate
look at this so-called evidence for evolution, and I have
examined the response of sceptics to this theory, as well.
I will be using certain word and phrases to describe some
of the assertions in Dawkins’ book, such as the following:
impossible, improbable, unlikely, unproven or improvable,
plausible, likely, and true.
The reader can choose to call this a continuum of credulity.
From this it can be seen that some of the assertions of the
respected Professor Dawkins I take as plausible, likely, or true,
but probably 80 percent or more of what he asserts falls in the
less than plausible, entirely conjectural end of the spectrum.
As one scientifically trained, one steeped in what is called
evidence-based medicine, I am keenly aware that those of us
on the side of creation or intelligent design (ID) are taking on
the vast majority of the scientific world. Those who ascribe
to the fact of creation or ID are derided as ignorant flatearthers who have ignored the “weight of evidence” in favour
of evolution. It is an uncomfortable position to be in, but not
a new situation to me.
xviii
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Some time ago, while in my twenties, I stumbled on the
theory that trachoma is a multicyclic disease caused by a
fastidious organism called Chlamydia trachomatis, an obligate
intracellular parasite (Babalola, 2007). The organisms I found
were present in a latent form in many cases of “quiescent”
disease. This flew against the dogma of the day, and I was
derided for it. One prestigious journal declined to publish
the work. Eventually, with the arrival of polymerase chain
reaction, PCR, science, my theories were proved correct.
There was, of course, no acknowledgment of this on the part
of the scientific community.
I am certain that this sleepwalk in which the scientific
community finds itself will end one day with a rude awakening.
There is a proverb in my native Yoruba language: “Bi iro ba
nlo fun ogun odun, b’ope titi otito a baa.” Roughly translated:
“Where falsity has been peddled for twenty years, eventually
the truth will catch up with it.”
I have endeavoured in the book to simplify, with the aid
of diagrams, some of the precepts and concepts of science
behind which some rabid apostles of unalloyed evolution
hide. I hope that the reader enjoys this volume. It has been
a joy to put it together.

How This Book Is Arranged
Because this book is a riposte of sorts to the book by Dawkins,
I have deliberately made the chapter arrangement to parallel
his. The Greatest Show on Earth is divided into thirteen chapters.
I have adopted all the chapter titles, sometimes adding an
ironic twist, as it often lends itself to such treatment, identified
the salient arguments proposed by Dawkins, and then given
my ripostes. I admit that many, if not most, of the ripostes
xix
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so given are already out there in the intellectual community,
and I shall be quoting, with acknowledgments, from many
fine authors on the subject.
Dawkins’ book attempts to tell the story of how we (all
living things) got here from the beginning. However, Dawkins
did not begin the book with the phrase “In the beginning...” as
one might have expected, because, as it became obvious in the
book, he has no clue how this “greatest show” started, beyond
some vague suppositions. Dawkins’ book has a middle, but
not a beginning, and certainly no end. The book is a series
of observations on what happens in the middle of creation
but gives no direction as to how creation got here.
The theory of abiogenesis, which suggests that living things
originated from non-living things, is the soft underbelly of the
theory of evolution. Smartly, Dawkins did not even mention
this in his index or his book! Abiogenesis is necessary to
sustain the theory of (atheistic) evolution because, if the first
cells were created, then all bets are off, and any other creature
may have been created as well. So-called theistic evolutionists,
who will be discussed in greater detail, suggest that there was
a creational force at the start and then evolution took over.
We shall see...
There is a lot of science in this book. I have attempted
to state facts as far as they have been established by science.
I have, however, not made an attempt to keep religion out
of it. This stems from my conviction that religion is at the
root of science. Science is all about discovering the beauty of
God’s creation. Many in the public mistake the discoverer for
the discovery. Take DNA, for instance. The double helical
structure of the DNA molecule was discovered by American
biologist James Watson and English physicist Francis Crick in
the 1950s, for which they shared the Nobel Prize for medicine
xx
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with their professor. In actual fact, the first person to describe
the DNA molecule was the Swiss scientist Friedrich Miescher,
in 1869.
Watson and Crick basically only described how the
molecule was put together, the double helical structure. But
these scientists did not create DNA. It had been there since
the dawn of time. It is bemusing that James Watson, who
discovered DNA, is an avowed atheist. He once told a bunch
of students, “The biggest advantage to believing in God is you
don’t have to understand anything, no physics, no biology.”
He added, “I wanted to understand” (Philosopedia, 2003).
Shocking, really. To suggest that if you believe in God you
have no mind of inquiry is, to be polite, moronic. No, I have
not kept religion out of this book. I am not ashamed of the
gospel of Christ. In fact, I hope that scientists who read this
book will thereby make a decision to follow Him. Otherwise,
“How can they know, unless they are told?” (Romans 10:14–5).
Readers, I recommend that you hold a copy of Dawkins’
book, The Greatest Show on Earth: The Evidence for Evolution
(2009), a copy of the book by Darwin, On the Origin of Species,
(1859, 24), and my book, and read them side by side or one
after the other. This way, you will be in a position to make
an informed judgment concerning the strongest arguments
for molecule to man atheistic evolution, and the most robust
ripostes available today.
Happy reading!
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Chapter 1
Less Than a Theory, Much Less

I

n this chapter, Dawkins attempts to advance the notion
that “evolution is now a fact” and displays letters written
by bishops, hinting that even the Pope (that is, the Catholic
Church) assents to the theory. In particular, there is a letter
he co-authored with other bishops (mainly of the Church
of England) to the Prime Minister urging him to accept the
theory of evolution as fact.
Only crass “ignorami,” he asserts, would doubt the theory
these days. More than 40 percent of Americans, quoting a
Gallup poll, deny that human beings evolved from lower
animals. Dawkins describes this 40 percent as history deniers.
He claims that Adam and Eve never quite existed, and the
suggestible clergy who support the theory should not even
mention the first human beings in their sermons. To these
suggestible church leaders who now urge Christians to accept
the doctrine according to Dawkins, I would refer them to
Ephesians 4:14:
So then, we may no longer be children, tossed [like ships]
to and fro between chance gusts of teaching and wavering
with every changing wind of doctrine, [the prey of] the
cunning and cleverness of unscrupulous men, [gamblers

14
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engaged] in every shifting form of trickery in inventing errors
to mislead.
Evolution is not even a theory as is generally thought, avers
Dawkins further. It is now a fact, he contends. Dawkins offers
two distinct descriptions of the word “theory” as follows,
according to the Oxford English Dictionary:
Sense 1: A scheme or system of ideas or statements
held as an explanation or account of a group of facts
or phenomena; a hypothesis that has been confirmed
or established by observation or experiment, and is
propounded or accepted as accounting for the known
facts. A statement of what are held to be the general
laws, principles, or causes of something known or
observed.
Sense 2: A hypothesis proposed as an explanation;
hence, a mere hypothesis, speculation, conjecture; an
idea or set of ideas about something; an individual
view or notion.
Dawkins strenuously argues that the first sense is more applicable
to the theory of evolution because there are now observations
or experiments to support the theory. My riposte is that the
second sense is probably much more applicable because there
are no observations or experiments that prove evolution, but
there are several suppositions. The first problem has to do
with observation. The theory of evolution or “modification
by descent and natural selection,” as elegantly put by Darwin,
suggests that, over millions of years, gradual, imperceptible
change occurred in simpler life forms. The changes are so slow
that no one can actually tell when they occur.
2
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Reading through the book, Origin of the Species and the
Voyage of the Beagle, the words “slow,” “imperceptible,” or
words with similar connotation occurred no less than a
hundred times! In other words, it is impossible to observe
evolution in action. No, let me correct that. It is possible to
observe certain inconsequential adaptations within the same
species, but not the kind of leap of species that hard-core
evolutionary theory envisages. For example, it is possible to
observe in a laboratory the development of resistant bacterial
species to antibiotics.
MRSA (Methicillin Resistant Staphylococcus Aureus) is a
prime example of an organism that has become resistant to
all sorts of generations of antibiotics over the years. What has
not happened and will never happen is that the organisms
evolve into something else, like say a paramecium. We will
talk more about the other observations on which the theory
of evolution is built.
What about laboratory experiments? Well, scientists
have worked hard to induce evolutionary change in rapidly
reproducing species. For instance, the poor fruit fly (Drosophila
melanogaster) has a short generation time of about ten days—
depending on prevalent temperature. It has been possible to
observe thousands, if not millions, of generations of the fruit
fly, and to subject them to mutagens (such as radiation and
chemicals). All sorts of funny looking subspecies of fruit fly
appeared.
One that I found most striking was, of course, the one that
grew legs in place of antennae—monstrous! This was ascribed
to a mutation on the so-called antennapedia gene. Some had
shrivelled or no wings, and some no eyes. What was observed
was more devolution than evolution. In other words, the
test of observation and experimentation has largely failed
3
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in the definition of evolution as a theory (Sense 1). Sense 2,
thus, becomes the only definition possible for the theory of
evolution, as we shall see going forward: A hypothesis proposed
as an explanation; hence, a mere hypothesis, speculation, conjecture;
an idea or set of ideas about something; an individual view or notion
I intend to dissect every major postulation of Dawkins in
this book, as I said earlier, and we shall see that none of his
suppositions remotely fit evolutionary theory into Sense 1
definition. Each of his major postulations will be placed on
the continuum of credulity. This should be fun!
There is a derisive allusion to this 40 percent. Professor
Dawkins referred to them as “history deniers,” placing them
on the same level as holocaust deniers. Ouch! This is less
than charitable to those who believe in the Almighty God’s
power of creation. I happen to be in that 40 percent, and
proudly so. But I have my own term for those who insist that
God does not exist and who claim that everything that lives
got here by pure chance. This is what I call them: The Ants
of Buckingham Palace.
The atheistic movement is actually a reminder of the tale
of insects (ants) in one corner of Buckingham Palace. There
is a healthy and lively debate among the insects about the
existence of the queen. The insects are able, with the aid of
powerful telescopes, to see the physical appointments in the
palace, but are unable to see the humans. The “scientific
insects,” led by professors of natural history from the best
universities, argue vigorously against the existence of the
queen, and ask the other side to present “scientific” evidence.
Those who believe in the queen say that the evidence is
already around them in the chandeliers, the luxuriant carpets,
the high windows, and the celestial lights (as it appears to the
insects).
4
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These entities are so complex, they argue, that they
must have been put together at the instance of the queen.
No, counter the scientists. They all occurred by chance!
The primordial Buckingham Palace, they argue, was much
different than the palace today. There was methane, low
oxygen, sulphuric plumes, and sand. There were asteroids
from space. There were tsunamis and tornadoes and strong
winds. All these combined to kick up a dust storm, which
coalesced to produce the structures we see today! But it
took millions of years, and the changes were so slow and
imperceptible that they regret they cannot reproduce them
in the laboratory.
The other side, their voices being progressively drowned,
insists stubbornly that this is not the case, that there is
evidence of design. For their troubles, they lose tenure in
the universities and are ostracized by their more scientific
peers. They are derided and laughed to scorn. The queen,
out of exasperation, changed her son into an insect and
sent him down to the insect world, to the little corner of
Buckingham Palace, in a desperate attempt to explain the
situation. The son lived among the other ants for a number
of years. He explained that he was there when the structures
of Buckingham Palace were being planned, conceptualized,
and built. Some of the insects believed the son and became
his followers. The other insects pounced on the son and had
him crucified...
Up until now, the scientific insects haven’t quite figured
out how the irreducible complexity of the chandeliers came
about, but to them, that doesn’t mean it didn’t happen by
pure chance. The whole edifice just evolved through the
perfectly natural processes of wind shear and gravitational
forces. These forces, given enough time (and here we are
5
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talking thousands of years, which you can hardly wrap your
mind around, seeing that the insects live for only twenty
days), would decide, for instance, that it would be better for
a section of the wall to be straight rather than bent, low rather
than high, indented rather than flat, oval rather than circular.
It does not in any way suggest the existence of a queen, as
posited by those religious ignorami who refuse to look at the
evidence! Some mathematicians calculated the odds that the
central chandelier in the palace constructed itself by chance,
using surrounding raw elements. The odds were about 1 in
10 40,0000. This cut no ice. The queen, the scientists stubbornly
contended, is just a delusion...
You can only push an allegory so far, but I hope the reader
gets the message. Many of us are dismayed by the arrogance
of scientists.
Concerning the arrogance of science, Francis Bacon,
often described as the father of the scientific method, had
this to say: “A little science estranges a man from God; a lot
of science brings him back” (Lawrence).
The Earth itself, in cosmological terms, is situated in the
back of beyond, an inconsequential speck in the expanse of
the universe. Within it are billions of human beings, a single
species among millions. It is estimated that the total number
of species known to man constitutes just about a tenth of the
total actual number. Mankind cannot and will never be able
to put the simplest cell together. We are only just beginning to
understand the simple cell, and yet some presume to proceed
as if we have all the answers. No wonder the Bible says, “The
fool says in his heart there is no God” (Psalm 40:1).
I will expand more on the concept of the simple cell later,
because die-hard atheistic macroevolutionists insist life started
spontaneously from inorganic matter. I will show that there is
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no such thing as a simple cell. The simplest holobacteria or
archaea is more complex than the most complex machinery
ever contrived by mankind. If it were so simple, the Dawkinses
of this world would have done it already, I assure you.
“Evolution is true and Adam and Eve never existed.”
Dawkins, in many parts of the book, used this phrase, or
alluded to it. As we shall see later, evolution of the macro
type is certainly not true, and Adam and Eve did exist. In the
next chapter, I have expanded a bit more on the concept of
micro versus macroevolution. I will return to the theme of
the existence of Adam and Eve later, but will hit a few key
points here.
There is now scientific evidence in the field of
population genetics to support the notion of Adam and Eve.
Mitochondrial Eve refers to the so-called Matrilineal Most
Recent Common Ancestor (MRCA) of humans. In other
words, she was the woman from whom all living humans today
descend, on their mother’s side, and through the mothers of
those mothers and so on, back until all lines converge on one
person. Because all mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) is generally
passed from mother to offspring, without recombination, all
mtDNA in every living person is directly descended from
hers by definition.
Mitochondrial Eve is the female counterpart of a so-called
Y chromosomal Adam, the patrilineal most recent common
ancestor. Some argue, vainly in my opinion, that there were
several Mitochondrial Eves. In other words, several Homo
sapiens sapiens Mitochondrial Eves sprang up simultaneously
from so-called common ancestors, which branched off into
bonobo monkeys and other apes, said to be “cousins” of
Homo sapiens, all of which go back to the first protocell, which
developed by itself from inorganic matter (ha ha!). These
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same people, however, have no qualms about accepting the
existence of a protocell, the putative progenitor of all living
things, thought to be a prokaryotic bacterium. Prokaryotes
are cells that do not have a nucleus, but have only a strand of
DNA at the core. Eukaryotes have the DNA material encased
in the nuclear membrane.
This argument for several Eves is tautological. There had to
be a first one. Some also argue that the Y-chromosomal Adam
and the Mitochondrial Eve did not live at the same time. One
wonders whether MRCA gave birth by binary fission! The age
of Mitochondrial Eve has been estimated at between 5000 to
200,000 years, depending on which literature you read. In the
book, The Real Eve: Modern Man’s Journey out of Africa (2004),
Stephen Oppenheimer argues that the progenitor of all Homo
sapiens is a woman out of Africa, and that major migration
out of Africa occurred 80,000 years ago.
It is debatable whether this so-called Mitochondrial Eve is
the same as the biblical Eve of the book of Genesis, but really,
the point is that all humanity (seven billion of us) can be
traced to only one woman and one man. Dawkins, of course,
offers an alternative, rather woolly, and totally incredulous
explanation. At the appropriate chapter, I will quote verbatim
what he said. In the meantime, let me briefly address an
important issue: Did man descend from the apes, or, to
use phraseology more acceptable to our macroevolutionary
brothers, is there a common ancestry between apes and
mankind?
Did man descend from the apes? This is perhaps the
portion of the theory of evolution that rankles the most.
This is presented to children as fact in the classrooms of the
advanced nations of the world—that man descended from
apes, or that they all have a common ancestor, whatever that
8
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means. Many fossils interpreted as early hominids have been
dug up in the Rift Valley, some of them quite fragmentary.
A whole science appears to have been built on supposition
and innuendo.
I like the book written by John and Kate Ford, The Ultimate
Dilemma: Creationism vs. Science, (2003). It states inter alia:
Those old bones are not the precursors of man but
those of apes or hominids that have long since died out.
Animals that existed in the Rift Valley two million years
ago, such as the Topi, still survive, unchanged to this day.
Perhaps the most bitter pill to swallow for any Christian who
attempts to “make peace” with Darwin is the presumed ape
ancestry of man. Even many Christians who uncritically accept
evolution as God’s way of creating try to somehow elevate the
origin of man, or at least his soul, above that of the beasts.
Evolutionists attempt to soften the blow by assuring us that
man didn’t exactly evolve from apes (tailless monkeys) but
rather from apelike creatures. This is mere semantics, however,
as many of the presumed apelike ancestors of man are apes
and have scientific names that include pithecus (derived from
the Greek, meaning “ape”). The much-touted human ancestor
commonly known as Lucy, for example, has the scientific
name Australopithecus afarensis (meaning “southern ape from
the Afar triangle of Ethiopia”).
David Menton, in the year 2010, wrote for Answers in
Genesis, and I quite like some of the ideas he put forth. In
the following write-up, I have borrowed extensively from that
essay.
While Bible-believing Christians begin with the
assumption that God’s word is true and that man’s ancestry
9

Olufemi Emmanuel Dokun-Babalola

goes back only to a fully human Adam and Eve, evolutionists
begin with the assumption that man has, in fact, evolved from
apes. No paleoanthropologists (those who study the fossil
evidence for man’s origin) would dare to seriously raise the
question, “Did man evolve from apes?” The only permissible
question is, “From which apes did man evolve?”
Since evolutionists generally do not believe that man
evolved from any ape that is now living, they look to fossils of
humans and apes to provide them with their desired evidence.
Specifically, they look for any anatomical feature that looks
intermediate (between that of apes and man). Fossil apes having
such features are declared to be ancestral to man (or at least
collateral relatives) and are called hominids. Living apes, on the
other hand, are not considered to be hominids, but rather are
called hominoids because they are only similar to humans but
did not evolve into them. Nonetheless, evolutionists are willing
to accept mere similarities between the fossilized bones of extinct
apes and the bones of living men as proof of our ape ancestry.
Though many similarities may be cited between living apes
and humans, the only historical evidence that could support
the ape ancestry of man must come from fossils. Unfortunately,
the fossil record of man and apes is very sparse. Approximately
95 percent of all known fossils are marine invertebrates,
about 4.7 percent are algae and plants, about 0.2 percent are
insects and other invertebrates, and only about 0.1 percent
are vertebrates (animals with bones). Finally, only the smallest
imaginable fraction of vertebrate fossils consists of primates
(humans, apes, monkeys, and lemurs).
Because of the rarity of fossil hominids, even many of those
who specialize in the evolution of man have never actually
seen an original hominid fossil, and far fewer have ever had
the opportunity to handle or study one. Most scientific
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papers on human evolution are based on casts of original
specimens (or even on published photos, measurements, and
descriptions of them). Access to original fossil hominids is
strictly limited by those who discovered them and is often
confined to a few favoured evolutionists who agree with the
discoverers’ interpretation of the fossil.
Since there is much more prestige in finding an
ancestor of man than an ancestor of living apes (or worse
yet, merely an extinct ape), there is immense pressure on
paleoanthropologists to declare almost any ape fossil to be a
hominid. As a result, the living apes have pretty much been
left to find their own ancestors.
Because of their relative hardness, teeth and jaw fragments
are the most frequently found primate fossils. Thus, much
of the evidence for the ape ancestry of man is based on
similarities of teeth and jaws. In contrast to man, apes tend
to have incisor and canine teeth that are relatively larger than
their molars. Ape teeth usually have thin enamel (the hardest
surface layer of the tooth), while humans generally have
thicker enamel. Finally, the jaws tend to be more U-shaped
in apes and more parabolic in man.
The problem in declaring a fossil ape to be a human ancestor
(that is, a hominid) on the basis of certain humanlike features of
the teeth is that some living apes have these same features and
they are not considered to be ancestors of man. Some species of
modern baboons, for example, have relatively small canines and
incisors and relatively large molars. While most apes do have
thin enamel, some apes, such as the orangutans, have relatively
thick enamel. Clearly, teeth tell us more about an animal’s diet
and feeding habits than its supposed evolution. Nonetheless,
thick enamel is one of the most commonly cited criteria for
declaring an ape fossil to be a hominid.
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Artistic imagination has been used to illustrate entire
ape-men from nothing more than a single tooth. In the
early 1920s, the ape-man Hesperopithecus (which consisted of
a single tooth) was pictured in the London Illustrated News
complete with the tooth’s wife, children, domestic animals,
and cave! Experts used this tooth, known as Nebraska man,
as proof for human evolution during the Scopes trial in 1925.
In 1927, parts of the skeleton were discovered together
with the teeth, and Nebraska man was found to really be an
extinct peccary (wild pig)! The Scopes trial, for the uninitiated,
was an action brought against Mr. John Scopes by the state
of Tennessee, which had banned the teaching of evolution
in its schools through the so-called Butler Act. Mr. Scopes, a
teacher, deliberately incriminated himself (with the support
and encouragement of the American Civil Liberties Union)
of the offense and was sued, found guilty, and fined $100.00,
but the verdict was overturned on a technicality.
Most of the other so-called hominid skeletons examined
have obvious apelike properties. The skulls, for instance,
invariably have a cranial size much smaller than a human’s
and, more pointedly, looking at the skeletons from the sides
often demonstrates a sloped profile as opposed to the flat
profile of human skulls. Examination of the iliac and long
bones most often clearly demonstrate that bipedality of the
human kind, as opposed to the well-known apelike shuffle,
would be difficult to attain. For instance, human toe bones
are relatively straight, rather than curved and grasping
(prehensile) like ape toes.
While walking, the heel of the human foot hits the ground
first and then the weight distribution spreads from the heel
along the outer margin of the foot up to the base of the little
toe. From the little toe it spreads inward across the base of
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the toes and finally pushes off from the big toe. No ape has
a foot or push-off like that of a human, and thus, no ape
is capable of walking with our distinctive human stride or
making human footprints. The part of the hipbones that we
can feel just under our belt is called the iliac blade. Viewed
from above, these blades are curved forward like the handles
of a steering yolk on an airplane. The iliac blades of the ape,
in contrast, project straight out to the side like the handlebars
of a scooter. It is simply not possible to walk like a human
with an apelike pelvis. On this feature alone one can easily
distinguish apes from humans.
Humans are able to keep their weight over their feet while
walking because their femurs converge toward the knees,
forming a carrying angle of approximately nine degrees with
the tibia, a mild form of knock-knee. In contrast, chimps and
gorillas have widely separated straight legs with a carrying
angle of essentially zero degrees. These animals only manage
to keep their weight over their feet when walking by swinging
their body from side to side.
In order to make the forced and totally imagined
connection between apes and man, evolutionists can do one
of three things:
• Combine ape fossil bones with human fossil
bones and declare the two to be one individual—a
real ape-man.
• Emphasize certain humanlike qualities of fossilized
ape bones, and with imagination upgrade apes to
be more humanlike.
• Emphasize certain apelike qualities of fossilized
human bones, and with imagination downgrade
humans to be more apelike.
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These three approaches account for all of the attempts by
evolutionists to fill the unbridgeable gap between apes and
men with fossil ape-men. Evolutionists never like to talk
about the so-called Piltdown man. It is little wonder that this
elaborate hoax does not get a mention in The Greatest Show
on Earth. The Piltdown hoax was, however, a jolly good show
in its own right!
In 1912, Charles Dawson, a medical doctor and amateur
palaeontologist, “discovered” a mandible and part of a skull
in a gravel pit near Piltdown, England. The jawbone was
apelike, but had teeth that showed wear similar to the human
pattern. The skull, on the other hand, was very humanlike.
These two specimens were combined to form what was called
Dawn man, which was calculated to be 500,000 years old.
Tons of literature from experts in palaeontology and related
fields were produced. Dozens of PhDs based on this elaborate
deception must have been produced. It was not until 1953
that Weiner, Le Gros Clark, and Oakley finally exposed
the hoax to the satisfaction of the scientific community.
Common glue, it transpired, had been used to hold the pieces
of bone together! Desperation to find a missing link led, and
continues to lead, scientists to give false interpretation to
discovery of apelike fossils. It is doubtful that there is any
science at all in the search for man’s fossil ancestry.
Many ape-men are merely apes that evolutionists have
attempted to upscale to fill the gap between apes and men.
These include all the Australopithecines, as well as a host of other
extinct apes, such as Ardipithecus, Orrorin, Sahelanthropus, and
Kenyanthropus. All have obvious ape skulls, ape pelvises, and
ape hands and feet. Nevertheless, Australopithecines (especially
Australopithecus afarensis, such as the infamous Lucy) are often
portrayed as having hands and feet identical to modern man,
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a ramrod-straight, upright posture, and a human gait. This is
totally misleading and is another desperate attempt to make
an ape appear as human-like as possible. In the zoo at St.
Louis, a full mannequin rendition of Lucy is on display, with
a human-like posture, when it is now obvious that the hands
and feet are very apelike and meant for a regular arboreal
existence.
Despite evidence to the contrary, evolutionists and
museums continue to portray Lucy (A. afarensis) with virtually
human feet (though some are finally showing the hands with
long, curved fingers).
In an effort to fill the gap between apes and men,
certain fossil men have been declared to be apelike and
thus, ancestral to at least modern man. Literally “making a
monkey out of man,” to borrow a phrase! Human fossils that
are claimed to be ape-men are generally classified under the
genus Homo (meaning self). These include Homo erectus, Homo
heidelbergensis, and Homo neanderthalensis.
The best-known human fossils are of Cro-Magnon man
(whose marvellous paintings are found on the walls of caves
in France) and Neanderthal man. Both are clearly human
and have long been classified as Homo sapiens. In recent
years, however, Neanderthal man has been downgraded to
a different species—Homo neanderthalensis. The story of how
Neanderthal man was demoted to an ape-man provides much
insight into the methods of evolutionists.
Neanderthal man was first discovered in 1856 by workmen
digging in a limestone cave in the Neander Valley near
Dusseldorf, Germany. Professor Schaafhausen, an anatomist,
concluded that they were human after examining the fossil
bones. At first, not much attention was given to these finds,
but with the publication of Darwin’s On the Origin of Species in
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1859, the search began for the imagined “apelike ancestors”
of man. Darwinians argued that Neanderthal man was an
apelike creature, while many critical of Darwin (like the great
anatomist Rudolph Virchow) argued that Neanderthals were
human in every respect, though some appeared to be suffering
from rickets or arthritis.
Over 300 Neanderthal specimens have now been found
scattered throughout most of the world, including Belgium,
China, Central and North Africa, Iraq, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Greece, North-western Europe, and the Middle East.
These people had prominent eyebrow ridges (like modern
Australian Aborigines), a low forehead, a long, narrow skull, a
protruding upper jaw, and a strong lower jaw with a short chin.
They were deep chested, large-boned individuals with powerful
builds. It should be emphasized, however, that none of these
features falls outside the range of normal human anatomy.
Interestingly, the brain size (based on cranial capacity) of
Neanderthal man was actually larger than average for that of
modern man, though this is rarely emphasized.
Marcelin Boule, in 1908, declared Neanderthal men to
be anatomically and intellectually inferior brutes who were
more closely related to apes than humans. He asserted that
they had a slumped posture, a monkey-like arrangement
of certain spinal vertebrae, and he even claimed that their
feet were of a grasping type (that is, prehensile, like those of
gorillas and chimpanzees). Boule concluded that Neanderthal
man could not have walked erectly, but rather must have
walked in a clumsy fashion. These highly biased and wholly
inaccurate views prevailed and were even expanded by many
other evolutionists up to the mid-1950s.
In 1957, the anatomists William Straus and A. J. Cave
examined one of the French Neanderthals (found at La
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Chapelle-aux-Saints) and determined that the individual
suffered from severe arthritis (as suggested by Virchow nearly
100 years earlier), which had affected the vertebrae and bent
the posture. The jaw also had been affected. These observations
are consistent with the Ice Age climate in which Neanderthals
had lived. They may well have sought shelter in caves, and this,
together with poor diet and lack of sunlight, could easily have
led to diseases that affect the bones, such as rickets.
In addition to anatomical evidence, there is a growing
body of cultural evidence for the fully human status of
Neanderthals. They buried their dead and had elaborate
funeral customs that included arranging the body and covering
it with flowers. They made a variety of stone tools and worked
with skins and leather. A wood flute was recently discovered
among Neanderthal remains. There is even evidence that
suggests that Neanderthals engaged in medical care. Some
Neanderthal specimens show evidence of survival to old age
despite numerous wounds, broken bones, blindness, and
disease. This suggests that these individuals were cared for
and nurtured by others who showed human compassion.
Still, efforts continue to be made to somehow dehumanize
Neanderthal man. Many evolutionists now even insist that
Neanderthal man is not even directly related to modern man
because of some differences in a small fragment of DNA!
There is, in fact, nothing about Neanderthals that is in any
way inferior to modern man.
One of the world’s foremost authorities on Neanderthal
man, Erik Trinkaus, concludes:
Detailed comparisons of Neanderthal skeletal remains
with those of modern humans have shown that there
is nothing in Neanderthal anatomy that conclusively
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indicates locomotor, manipulative, intellectual, or
linguistic abilities inferior to those of modern humans.
I suspect that if Marcelin and others of like mind are
presented with fossilized remains of Aboriginal Australians
or of Pygmies of Congo, they would have been given fancy
biological names and promptly labelled as missing links.
Arguments will rage within the evolutionary community
and countless papers and public lectures would be held, to
properly “fit” the newly found skeletons into the order of
evolution of hominids!
Why then are there continued efforts to make apes out
of man and man out of apes? In one of the most remarkably
frank and candid assessments of the whole subject and the
methodology of palaeoanthropology, Dr. David Pilbeam,
a distinguished professor of anthropology at Harvard
University, suggested the following:
Perhaps generations of students of human evolution,
including myself, have been flailing about in the dark;
that our database is too sparse, too slippery, for it to
be able to mold our theories. Rather the theories are
more statements about us, and our ideology, than about
the past. Palaeoanthropology reveals more about how
humans view themselves than it does about how humans
came about.
I could not agree more. Putting it another way, paleoanthropologists are convinced that humans are evolved from lower
forms and will fit the data into that conviction, no matter
what. According to the New Scientist, “The entire hominid
collection known today would barely cover a billiard table.”
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And the magazine Science said, “The primary scientific
evidence is a pitifully small array of bones from which to
construct man’s evolutionary history.”
I apologise to Richard Dawkins. He hates what he calls
“quote mining.” But who can help it when those who should
champion the cause speak out against it? A pseudoscience is
built on a collection of bones that can fit in a coffin or on a
billiard table.
We are not descended from apes, but created by God—
created as the crown of His creation. We are a special creation
of God, made in His image, to bring Him glory. The differences
between mankind and other animals will be elaborated upon
later in this book. And it is not just our cranial size or our
ability to make tools. But for now, let us look at some other
statements from our brother Richard Dawkins.
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