“How Do Dinosaurs Fit Into the
Bible?”
Sue Bohlin

My nephew and I recently saw a giant T-rex skeleton on exhibit. He was so
fascinated and started asking a lot of questions. It really made me
wonder, How do dinosaurs fit into the biblical story? There is no denying
they exist, but when and where and why did God make them and then take
them away? I want to make sure I am prepared to answer this question if
he ever asks.
My husband and I have an article “How to Talk to Your Kids About Creation and
Evolution,” where we discuss dinosaurs in this section:
www.probe.org/how-to-talk-to-your-kids-about-evolution-and-creation/#dinosaurs
Also, please read Ray’s article “Christian Views of Science and Earth History,”
[www.probe.org/christian-views-of-science-and-earth-history/] which covers the
three perspectives on the age of the earth that most Christians hold. From a
young earth perspective, dinosaurs existed before the flood (Noah probably would
have taken juveniles on the ark) and likely went extinct after the flood because
there wasn’t sufficient food to support their large body size. From an old earth
perspective, dinosaurs died out 65 million years ago at the end of the Cretaceous
Period and so there is no reinterpreting of anything. They don’t appear in the
biblical account because by the time God created Adam and Eve, they had been
gone for millions of years.
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Probe Ministries Webmistress
Posted March 2017
© 2017 Probe Ministries

How to Talk to Your Kids About
Evolution and Creation – What
Kids Should Know About Evolution
Sue and Dr. Ray Bohlin

Sue and Dr. Ray Bohlin bring decades of Christian worldview thinking and a PhD
in science to the important topic of communicating a balanced rational position to
our children and teenagers on questions that they will encounter in our society.
This article is the transcript of a Probe radio program the Bohlins recorded. Sue’s
questions and comments are in italics, followed by Ray’s answers.

Problems with Evolutionary Theory
Why is there a problem with evolution in the first place? Someone once asked
you, “What should I believe?” Remember what you told them?
Basically I said you should only believe what there is evidence for. After spending
years studying evolution in bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral programs, I can tell
you that, first of all, there is evidence for small changes in organisms as they
adapt to small environmental fluctuations.
Second, there is evidence that new species do arise. We see new species of fruit
flies, rodents, and even birds. But when the original species is a fruit fly, the new
species is still a fruit fly. These processes do not tell us how we get horses and
wasps and woodpeckers.
Third, in the fossil record, there are only a few transitions between major groups
of organisms, like between reptiles and birds, and these are controversial, even
among evolutionists. If evolutionary theory is correct, the fossil record should be
full of them.
Fourth, there are no real evolutionary answers for the origin of complex
adaptations like the tongue of the woodpecker; or flight in birds, mammals,
insects, and reptiles; or the swimming adaptations in fish, mammals, reptiles, and
the marine invertebrates. These adaptations appear in the fossil record with no
transitions. And fifth, there is no genetic mechanism for these large-scale
evolutionary changes. The theory of evolution from amoeba to man is an
extrapolation from very meager data.
So the problem with evolution is that it is a mechanistic theory without a
mechanism, and there is no evidence for the big changes from amoeba to man.

The Evolution of the Horse
I have our son’s eighth-grade biology textbook here. Every textbook, including
this one, has a story about the evolution of the horse. It is always offered as proof
of evolution. What do you say?
It does not prove much about evolution at all. David Raup, with the Field Museum
of Natural History in Chicago, says:
“Well, we are now about 120 years after Darwin and the knowledge of the fossil
record has been greatly expanded. We now have a quarter of a million fossil
species but the situation hasn’t changed much. The record of evolution is still
surprisingly jerky and, ironically, we have even fewer examples of evolutionary
transitions than we had in Darwin’s time. By this I mean that some of the
classic cases of darwinian change in the fossil record, such as the evolution of
the horse in North America, have had to be discarded or modified as a result of
more detailed information—what appeared to be a nice simple progression
when relatively few data were available now appear to be much more complex
and much less gradualistic. So Darwin’s problem has not been alleviated in the
last 120 years and we still have a record which does show change but one that
can hardly be looked upon as the most reasonable consequence of natural
selection.”{1}
There is no chronological sequence of horse-like fossils. The story of the gradual
reduction from the four-toed horse of 60 million years ago to the one-toed horse
of today has been called pure fiction. All that can be shown is the transition from
a little horse to a big one. This is not significant evolutionary change, and it still
took some 60 million years. It does not say anything about how the horse evolved
from a shrew-like mammal.

Homologous and Vestigial Organs
Homologous organs: What are they?
Homologous organs are organs or structures from different organisms that have
the same or similar function. Evolutionists say this similarity is due to common
ancestry. The important question is, Do these organs look and function the same
because of common ancestry or because of a simple common design? In other
words, do they look this way because they are related to one another, or were
they designed to perform a similar function? Homology is not a problem for
creationists; we have a different but reasonable explanation. It is the result of
common design, not common ancestry.
What about vestigial organs, the ones that are supposedly left over from the
evolutionary past? I remember being taught that the coccyx, the tailbone, is left
over from when we were monkeys. And the appendix, same thing—we needed it
when we were evolving, but we do not need it now. Vestigial organs are unused
leftovers from our evolutionary past. Since we do not use them, they have
diminished; they have become vestiges of their past function—according to
evolutionary theory.
Yes, according to evolution. But we have discovered that these structures do have
a function. The prime example is the one you mentioned, the tailbone. The coccyx
serves as a point of attachment for several pelvic muscles. You would not be able
to sit very well or comfortably without a tailbone.
The appendix was also long thought to be a vestigial organ, having absolutely no
function within our bodies, but now we find it is involved in the immune system. It
does have a function. It is true that you can live without it. However, as we learn
more about the appendix, we realize that if it remains uninfected, it may be
serving a very useful purpose.
So in other words, “vestigial organs” are not necessarily useless; we just may not

have discovered what their role is.
Yes, very often we have called these things “vestigial” because we never bothered
to investigate their function because of their reduced stature. Now we find that
things like the coccyx and the appendix really do have a function. And if they have
a function, then we cannot call them vestigial; they are not leftovers from our
evolutionary past.
I am looking at pictures of embryos in this textbook that are very similar. The
explanation given in the book is that they are similar because they have a
common evolutionary ancestor. Obviously, this is being advanced as evidence of
evolution. Is that what it is?
Definitely not. Embryological development does not follow the history of our
evolutionary past. That idea was proven wrong 50 or 60 years ago. It is
unfortunate that this error is still in the textbooks. Obviously, there are some
similarities among species very early in embryological development; for instance,
among mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and birds. That is because they all start
from a single cell. As development progresses, they become less similar. That is
exactly what you would expect from an evolutionist or creationist perspective.

The Early Atmosphere of the Earth
You know, I was pretty happy with how this particular textbook treated evolution.
It does not even use the word evolution, and it treats it strictly as a matter of
theory, not fact. But you came across another, newer high-school textbook that is
stridently pro-evolution. I am concerned about some things I see in this chapter
on the origin of life. It is talking about the earth’s early atmosphere, and this
statement is in bold print (so the students know it’s going to be on the test, don’t
you know!) <smile>
“The earth’s first atmosphere most likely contained water vapor, carbon
monoxide and carbon dioxide, nitrogen, hydrogen sulfide, and hydrogen

cyanide.”
Then in the very next section it talks about Stanley Miller’s famous experiments in
1953. It says the atmosphere he was trying to recreate was made of ammonia,
water, hydrogen, and methane. What is going on here?
This particular section is confusing at best and misleading at worst. Clearly they
have described Miller’s classic experiment, but researchers today agree that the
atmosphere used for that simulation did not exist. But yet Miller’s experiment
produced results. If you use the atmosphere that the textbook describes as the
real one, the results are much less significant. The textbook gives the impression
that chemical evolution is easy to simulate. But this is far from the truth. One
experimenter says:
At present, all discussions on principles and theories in the field [meaning the
origin of life] either end in stalemate or in a confession of ignorance.{2}
But you would definitely not get that impression from reading this section of the
book.

Phylogenetic Trees
I have another question. Here is this beautiful, tidy chart that shows how neatly
different animals evolved from one common ancestor. This evolutionary tree has a
crocodile-like animal at the bottom, and all these branches coming out from him,
and we end up with turtles and snakes and reptiles and birds and mammals all
descended from this one animal. Are we talking science fantasy here, or is there a
problem with this evolutionary tree?
Evolutionary trees, or phylogenetic trees, are regularly misrepresented in highschool textbooks. The nice solid lines give the impression that there is plenty of
evidence, plenty of fossils to document these transitions—but the transitions are

not there. If we were to look at this same type of diagram in a college textbook, all
those connecting lines—the transitions—would be dotted lines, indicating that we
do not have the evidence to prove that these organisms are related. The transition
is an assumption. They assume these organisms are related to each other, but the
evidence is lacking. Stephen Gould, a paleontologist and evolutionist from
Harvard, says,
“The extreme rarity of transitional forms in the fossil record persists as the
trade secret of paleontology. The evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks
have data only at the tips and nodes of their branches. The rest is inference,
however reasonable: not the evidence of fossils.”{3}
In other words, these charts make pretty pictures, but they’re not pictures of
reality.
That’s correct.

Natural Selection and Speciation
In this same high-school biology text, I am looking at the chapter on evolution
called “How Change Occurs.” The big heading for this section is “Evolution by
Natural Selection.” Natural selection always seems to be linked inseparably to
evolution. What is it?
Natural selection is a process where the organisms that are fit to survive and
reproduce, do so at a greater rate than those that are less fit. It sounds circular,
but it is a simple process, something you can easily observe in nature.
There are some pictures here of England’s famous peppered moths. Why do they
keep showing up in science textbooks?
They keep showing up because the peppered moth was the first documented
example of Darwin’s natural selection at work. There were two different color

varieties of the same moth: a peppered variety and a dark black variety. The
peppered variety was camouflaged on the bark of trees, but the black variety was
conspicuous. As a result, the birds ate a lot of black moths. The most common
variety, therefore, was the peppered variety. But then the bark of the trees turned
dark or black because of pollution. Now the dark form was hidden, but the
peppered variety stood out, so the birds ate up the peppered variety. The
proportion of peppered moths to black moths shifted in response to the change in
the environment.
So here was a change of frequency. At one time we had more peppered moths,
and now we have more dark ones. A clear example of natural selection taking
place. But the question is, Is this really evolution? I don’t think so. It just shows
variety within a form. This does not tell me anything as a biologist and a
geneticist about how we have come to have horses and wasps and woodpeckers.
When we are looking at peppered moths, we are dealing with natural selection
within the same species. What about a whole new species; for example, Darwin’s
Galapagos finches off the coast of Ecuador. Isn’t that an evidence of evolution?
Here is another area where we need to be careful. Speciation is indeed a real
process, but speciation only means that two populations of a particular species
can no longer interbreed. The two populations get separated by a geographical
barrier such as a mountain range, and after a time they are no longer able to
interbreed or to reproduce between themselves.
But all we have really done is split up the gene pool into two different, separate
populations; if you want to call them different species, that’s fine. But even
Darwin’s finches, although there are some changes in the shape and size of the
bill, are clearly related to one another. Drosophila fruit flies on the Hawaiian
Islands—there are over 300 species—probably originated from one initial species.
But they look very much the same. The primary way to distinguish them is by
their mating behavior.

There is a lot of variety within the organisms God created, and species can adapt
to small changes in the environment. But there is a limit to how far that change
can go. And the examples we have, like peppered moths and Darwin’s finches,
show that very clearly.

Responding to Evolutionary Theory
You have given a creationist’s response to evolution in textbooks, but apart from
the books there is a personal issue to deal with. How do you think Christian
students ought to react when they get to evolution in a science curriculum in
school?
First, don’t panic. This should not be a surprise; you knew it was going to come
eventually. Second, understand that evolution is a very important idea in society
today. It is important to know about it and to understand it. Try to explain it to
your kids in that way. You do not have to believe it or accept it, but you need to
understand it, know what people mean when they talk about evolution.
What about answering a question on a test?
Here it can get a little sticky. You may feel that you have to lie in order to give the
answer the teacher wants. But I do not think that is the case at all. What you are
doing is simply addressing the issue of evolution; you are showing that you
understand it. You do not have to phrase your answer in such a way that says, “I
believe this is the way it is.” It may come down to how you state your answer. But
you are simply demonstrating your knowledge about evolution, not your
acceptance of it.
It seems to me that when you show you understand the concept of evolution, you
are demonstrating respect for the teacher and really for the theory too, as the
prevalent theory of our day, without having to make a statement of, “Yes, I believe
this!”

Sure. The concept of respect, I think, is extremely important, because you have to
realize that as a middle-school or high-school student, you are dealing with
teachers who have studied or taught evolutionary theory for many years. Their
level of understanding is much deeper than yours. You cannot simply go in there
and try to convince the class that the teacher is wrong, or that evolution is wrong;
you need to play the role of a student. And the role of a student is to learn, to try
to understand and comprehend the ideas being discussed. But you do not have to
communicate in such a way that you appear to believe evolutionary theory.
I found this page in the textbook we have been looking at, right after the chapters
on evolution. It is a message from the authors to the students. It says,
“Evolutionary theory unites all living things into one enormous family—from the
tallest redwoods to the tiniest bacteria to each and every human on Earth. And,
most importantly, the evolutionary history of life makes it clear that all living
things—all of us—share a common destiny on this planet. If you remember
nothing else from this course ten years from now, remember this, and your year
will have been well spent.”{4}
I have never seen a message like this before, from the authors to the student. This
textbook obviously has a very strong evolution bias.
Here we have to realize that what is being taught is not science anymore; this is a
worldview. This is a statement of naturalism. Obviously, evolution is extremely
important to the naturalistic worldview, and the authors are trying to
communicate its significance. We are going to see more and more of this bias in
textbooks.
Before Christian parents can talk to our kids about evolution, we first must have
an understanding of evolution itself, as well as an understanding of the problems
with it. We don’t need to be afraid of this powerful theory; we do, however, need
discernment, in sifting through the rhetoric and distinguishing it from the truth

about God’s world.

Genesis 1
Typically, if a child spends any time at all in Sunday school, he gets to the point
where he realizes, “Hey, this doesn’t relate at all to what I’m learning in school!”
Our hope is that we can help parents integrate the truth of Scripture with what is
known about origins in the world. As Christians, our starting point for thinking
about origins is Genesis 1: “In the beginning God created the heavens and the
earth.” From that point on, though, there are a lot of different perspectives
explaining the rest of the chapter.
That is true, and unfortunately it not only gets confusing for many of us, but it
gets very confusing for many of the academics and the scholars as well. There are
a number of different ways to interpret Genesis 1. Let me just run through three
of the most prominent views among evangelicals today.
The first is the literal or the very recent creation account. Some people would
call the proponents of this view “young earth creationists.” They believe that each
of the six days of creation was a twenty-four hour period similar to our days today.
These days were consecutive and in the recent past, probably ten to thirty
thousand years ago. They hold that the flood was a world-wide and catastrophic
event and that all the sedimentary layers were a result of Noah’s flood. All the
fossils, therefore, are a result of the flood of Noah.
The second way of looking at Genesis 1 is the Day Age Theory, sometimes called
Progressive Creation. Here, each of the six days of creation is a very long period
of time, perhaps hundreds of millions of years. God would have created
progressively through time, not all at once. The flood was a local event in
Mesopotamia or perhaps even a world-wide, but tranquil flood. Therefore, the
flood did not leave any great scars or sediments across the earth.
The third view understands Genesis 1 as a Literary Framework. This view

suggests that Genesis 1 was not meant to communicate history. Peoples of the
Ancient Near East used a similar literary device to describe a complete or perfect
work; in this case, a perfect creation. God could have created using evolution or
progressive creation; the point is that there is really no concordance between
earth history and the days of Genesis 1.
We need to explain to our children the view that makes the most sense to us, but
at the same time let them know that there is some disagreement between
evangelicals. You may even be confused yourself, and it is okay to communicate to
your children that you do not know, either, and that not knowing is all right. We
need to give direction but leave the doors open for other options.
Can we know which one is the correct interpretation?
Creation is a mystery. We need to show respect, not only for the mystery, but also
for those people holding different views. Evangelicals with backgrounds in
Hebrew and Greek differ on their understanding of Genesis 1. So how can we
expect a ten-year-old to grasp the problem and make an actual decision?
When we explain the creation account in Genesis 1, we need to communicate to
our children that different scholars, all committed to the Bible as God’s Word,
interpret Scripture differently. The important thing is that we stress that God
created the earth, the universe, and every living thing, especially humans.

Early Human History
Now we are going to look at some specific issues that arise from Genesis in terms
of early human history. Let’s start with Adam and Eve. Were they real people?
This is a very important question, and I think it is one that most evangelical
scholars can agree on. Adam and Eve were real people, and almost all evangelical
scholars agree that they were created by God. The reason is that this is the one
creation event where God gives us details as to how He went about it. When He

created the other mammals and the sea creatures and the birds, He made them or
He created them or He formed them, but we are given details about Adam and
Eve’s creation. We are told how God did it. Adam was formed from dust, and Eve
was created from a rib taken out of Adam’s side. It is clear that humans do not
have an evolutionary origin.
What about australopithecines, those supposed ape-like human ancestors?
Australopithecines most likely are simply extinct apes. Some quibble as to
whether they walked upright and therefore may have been on their way to
developing into human beings, but even if they did walk upright, that is not a real
problem. They are still extinct apes, and they really had no human qualities
whatsoever. There is a very good book that you may want to look at called Bones
of Contention. There are a couple of books called Bones of Contention, but this is
a recent one by Marvin Lubenow. Lubenow goes into great detail about the actual
fossil finds—what they mean, where they fit—all from a creationist’s perspective,
and he does a very good job. He talks about the fact that human remains seem to
span the whole era of supposed human evolution from four million years ago to
the present, and that even the one particular type of fossil called homo erectus
covers a very broad range. Homo erectus does not really fit where he is supposed
to, and the fossils seem to contradict evolutionary theory rather than support it.
There is one more question that keeps coming up again and again. Where did
Cain’s wife come from?
In some ways it is surprising that this question seems to be so perplexing to
people, but in another way I really understand it. Clearly, Cain married a sister.
We react against that idea today because of the many laws we have today
concerning incestuous relationships. We have laws against incest because the
children that result from that type of relationship are often afflicted with a
genetic disease. This is because all of us carry detrimental recessive genes within
our chromosomes. Closely related family members may carry similar if not the

same set of recessive genes. When we marry within the family, those recessives
can pair up and result in a child who is genetically handicapped. But in the
original creation, there was no such problem. These were the originally created
beings, there were no genetic mutations to worry about.
When it comes to human origins, the Bible gives no room for anything other than
God’s personal fashioning of Adam and Eve. It is the fact that God personally
created mankind that gives us such intrinsic value.

Noah’s Flood
The flood of Noah is extremely important because several New Testament
teachings depend on it. The Lord Jesus told us that the time right before He
returns will be just like it was in the days before the flood. Peter reminds us that
God’s judgment fell once on the earth and He has promised to do it again. If the
first judgment was not real, what are we to think of the second one?
But all too often what comes to mind when we think of Noah’s flood is the image
of a cute little round boat with the heads of fluffy sheep and tall giraffes and
friendly elephants sticking out of it. We think of it as a harmless bedtime story
like Cinderella or Scuffy the Tugboat, a remnant of childhood Bible lessons and
storybook times. Did the flood of Noah really happen?
We are talking about an historical event and one that is very serious. It is spoken
of in Genesis in a historical narrative. But evangelicals do disagree as to just how
it happened. There are basically three different views.
One is the universal catastrophic flood account, where the flood was a world-wide
event. It did indeed cover all the high mountains at that time, and it was
catastrophic—lots of tidal waves and breaking up of the fountains of the great
deep.
The other view is that the flood was universal—it covered the whole earth—but it

was a tranquil event and probably did not leave any scars or sediments on the
earth.
And the third view is that the flood was just in the Mesopotamian area. Since its
intent was to destroy mankind, and mankind had not spread very far, the flood
only had to cover the Mesopotamian area. Again, as with the creation account, we
need to tell our kids what our conviction is. What do we think about it? And again,
if you are not certain, if you are not sure about your view, go ahead and
communicate your uncertainty as well. It is okay to be uncertain about some of
these things; scholars do not really know everything about them, either. And we
have to be ready to realize that the kids might not even like our particular
interpretation, or they may have heard things in school, Sunday school, or church
that may differ with our view. But it is okay to give our kids a little bit of room on
these kinds of issues.
With all of these different interpretations of the flood, what can we feel safe
telling our children? What is the point of the flood? What is the bottom line of this
event?
The purpose of the flood of Noah was to destroy mankind as it existed at that
time. Where scholars differ is just how far mankind had spread. Some suggest
that the human population may only have been a couple hundred thousand, so
they may have been contained in the Mesopotamian area. But if humans had been
around for four or five thousand years, and they had a chance to multiply and
grow, there may have been several millions or tens of millions of people spread
across the earth. That may be why some suggest that, in order to destroy
mankind, the flood had to be universal. But we still do not know whether the flood
was a catastrophic or a tranquil event, and so there is some room for discussion. I
think all these different theories are helpful because they allow us to investigate
God’s Word to the best of our ability and try to determine what it really means.
There is one view of the flood—the universal catastrophic flood model—that has

really captured the attention of much of the Christian community. Several
organizations propose this model. In fact, you spent a couple of weeks in the
Grand Canyon with one of these organizations investigating the flood model for
the formation of the canyon. We want to address a few specifics about this
catastrophic model of the flood of Noah. Would you give just a brief outline of this
model?
This catastrophic model definitely suggests a very different scenario than the cute
animals or the little round boat. We are talking about the breaking up of the
fountains of the great deep and huge amounts of water rocking back and forth
across the earth. The young earth creationists suggest that most of the
sedimentary layers were formed during the flood. Most of the fossils that we find
in those sedimentary layers, therefore, would have been laid down as a result of
the flood of Noah. There should also be evidence around the earth of the
catastrophic formation of all these sedimentary layers.
How close to the truth is this model? Does it explain everything?
There are a lot of things that it does explain. There is evidence for catastrophic
origin for most, if not all, sedimentary layers. Organisms seem to require a very
rapid burial in order for them to be formed as fossils. But there are problems with
this model as well, and I think it is important that we recognize what those are.
For instance, all the different types of sediment would have to be the result of just
one event, a catastrophic flood. When we look at these sedimentary layers, we
have sandstone, limestone, mudstone, shale—all different types of rocks—but they
all would have had to come from the same event, and that is a bit of a problem.
The majority of Christian geologists believe that the strata are due to other events
like river floods, deposits from big storms or hurricanes that occurred periodically
or, in some cases regarding the sandstones, even desert sand dunes. While the
catastrophic model is a captivating idea, I do not see a need to force ourselves to
accept it or reject it at this time.

There is a lot of work to be done concerning this model. If you have a curious,
science-oriented child, why not encourage him or her to pursue a career in
science and become a part of the group that tries to investigate it?

Cavemen
Another question the kids are often curious about: Where do cavemen fit into the
Bible?
Most creationists believe cavemen were the early survivors of the flood.
Remember, if the purpose of the flood was to destroy mankind, then most of these
fossils would be individuals who survived the flood or lived soon afterwards. CroMagnon man and Neanderthal man, and probably even fossils described as homo
erectus, are all post-flood humans, descendants of Noah’s three sons. The socalled primitive characteristics could be due to genetic in-breeding, faulty diets,
and life in a harsh environment.

Racial Differences
Where do the different races come from? If we are all descended from one couple,
Adam and Eve, why are there different colors of skin?
Races would have originated with Noah’s three sons and their wives. Several sets
of genes produce the wide variety of skin color present in the current population.
It is not difficult at all to envision genetically-similar populations becoming
isolated after the flood and being the progenitors of the different races. Much of
this genetic variability may have been contained in Noah’s sons’ wives, arising
from genetic segregation that took place since the creation of Adam and Eve.
Adam and Eve were probably people of intermediate skin color with most, if not
all, of the genetic variability present in their genes.

Dinosaurs
We cannot talk about explaining creation to our kids without addressing the
inevitable question of the dinosaurs. Where do dinosaurs fit into the Bible?
There is no question that kids today, particularly boys, are really enamored of
dinosaurs. The answer depends on what your approach is.
If you are approaching creation from an old earth perspective, then the dinosaurs
have been extinct for seventy or so million years and there is no reason to expect
them to be mentioned in the Bible at all. Men and dinosaurs never existed
together.
If, however, you are approaching creation from a young earth model, where
everything was created in the fairly recent past, then dinosaurs must have existed
at the same time as man because they were created on the same day, only ten to
thirty thousand years ago. And that raises the question as to whether Noah took
dinosaurs on the ark.
It is difficult to imagine a brontosaurus getting on the ark, and most creationists
answer that by suggesting he probably did not take adult dinosaurs on the ark,
just juveniles or small babies. The extinction of the dinosaurs then was probably
due to the flood. Even if Noah did take some on the ark, apparently the climate
and ecology of the earth had changed dramatically as the result of the flood and
they were not able to survive following the flood.
But it also raises the very distinct possibility that some dinosaurs may still exist in
small, isolated pockets around the world. I do not want to add too much credence
to this, but there are very intriguing stories—and I just want to call them stories
for right now, not fact—from the Congo of different kinds of dinosaurs being
reported by villagers and even some missionaries seeing very large reptile-like
creatures out in the swamps. We have cave paintings from South America of
dinosaur-like creatures. We have legends from all over the world about dragons,

in China and the East and in Europe during the Middle Ages. We seem to have it
in our heads that big reptiles are out there somewhere. It is a lot easier to think of
them as being left-overs from the flood rather than having existed in small
pockets for sixty or so million years since they became extinct in an evolutionary
perspective. It is also feasible that dinosaurs could be mentioned in the Bible.
You mean under a different name?
Yes. For instance, Job 40 talks of a creature called “behemoth” in verses 15 to 24.
He feeds on grass, he has strength in his loins,
What we have tried to do in this discussion is help parents understand the biblical
accounts of creation in the early earth so that they can explain it to their children.
Although we have presented a few options instead of absolutes, we can still tell
our kids that God is the Creator and Sustainer of all things, and that the flood was
a real event, although some of the details of how these things happened may
escape us at this time. This approach allows us to communicate clear biblical
truth while at the same time encouraging a child’s curiosity and desire to
investigate God’s world. This is our Father’s world, and it delights Him when His
children want to discover it and search out the mysteries of the past, of history, of
His story.
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The Worldview of Jurassic Park – A
Biblical Christian Assessment
Dr. Ray Bohlin

Dr. Bohlin examines the message of Jurassic Park, bringing out some of the
underlying messages on science, evolution, new age thinking, and cloning. The
movie may be entertaining, but a Christian scientist points out some of the
misconceptions people are taking away from the movie. Remember, this is just a
piece of fiction—not a scientific treatise.

The Intent Behind Jurassic Park
Driving home after seeing the movie Jurassic Park in the first week of its release,
I kept seeing tyrannosaurs and velociraptors coming out from behind buildings,
through intersections, and down the street, headed straight at me. I would

imagine: What would I do? Where would I turn? I certainly wouldn’t shine any
lights out of my car or scream. Dead give-aways to a hungry, angry dinosaur.
Then I would force myself to realize that it was just a movie. It was not reality. My
relief would take hold only briefly until the next intersection or big building.
In case you can’t tell, I scare easily at movies. Jurassic Park terrified me. It all
looked so real. Steven Spielberg turned out the biggest money-making film in
history. Much of the reason for that was the realistic portrayal of the dinosaurs.
But there was more to Jurassic Park than great special effects. It was based on
the riveting novel by Michael Crichton and while many left the movie dazzled by
the dinosaurs, others were leaving with questions and new views of science and
nature.
The movie Jurassic Park was terrific entertainment, but it was entertainment with
a purpose. The purpose was many-fold and the message was interspersed
throughout the movie, and more so throughout the book. My purpose in this essay
is to give you some insight into the battle that was waged for your mind
throughout the course of this movie.
Jurassic Park was intended to warn the general public concerning the inherent
dangers of biotechnology first of all, but also science in general. Consider this
comment from the author Michael Crichton:
Biotechnology and genetic engineering are very powerful. The film suggests that
[science’s] control of nature is elusive. And just as war is too important to leave to
the generals, science is too important to leave to scientists. Everyone needs to be
attentive.{1}
Overall, I would agree with Crichton. All too often, scientists purposefully refrain
from asking ethical questions concerning their work in the interest of the pursuit
of science.
But now consider director Steven Spielberg, quoted in the pages of the Wall

Street Journal: “There’s a big moral question in this story. DNA cloning may be
viable, but is it acceptable?”{2} And again in the New York Times, Spielberg said,
“Science is intrusive. I wouldn’t ban molecular biology altogether, because it’s
useful in finding cures for AIDS, cancer and other diseases. But it’s also
dangerous and that’s the theme of Jurassic Park.”{3} So Spielberg openly states
that the real theme of Jurassic Park is that science is intrusive.
In case you are skeptical of a movie’s ability to communicate this message to
young people today, listen to this comment from an eleven-year-old after seeing
the movie. She said, “Jurassic Park’s message is important! We shouldn’t fool
around with nature.”{4} The media, movies and music in particular, are powerful
voices to our young people today. We cannot underestimate the power of the
media, especially in the form of a blockbuster like Jurassic Park, to change the
way we perceive the world around us.
Many issues of today were addressed in the movie. Biotechnology, science,
evolution, feminism, and new age philosophy all found a spokesman in Jurassic
Park.

The Dangers of Science, Biotechnology, and
Computers
The movie Jurassic Park directly attacked the scientific establishment.
Throughout the movie, Ian Malcolm voiced the concerns about the direction and
nature of science. You may remember the scene around the lunch table just after
the group has watched the three velociraptors devour an entire cow in only a few
minutes. Ian Malcolm brashly takes center stage with comments like this: “The
scientific power….didn’t require any discipline to attain it….So you don’t take any
responsibility for it.”{5} The key word here is responsibility. Malcolm intimates
that Jurassic Park scientists have behaved irrationally and irresponsibly.
Later in the same scene, Malcolm adds, “Genetic power is the most awesome

force the planet’s ever seen, but, you wield it like a kid that’s found his dad’s
gun.” Genetic engineering rises above nuclear and chemical or computer
technology because of its ability to restructure the very molecular heart of living
creatures. Even to create new organisms. Use of such power requires wisdom and
patience. Malcolm punctuates his criticism in the same scene when he says, “Your
scientists were so preoccupied with whether or not they could, they didn’t stop to
think if they should.”
Malcolm’s criticisms should hit a raw nerve in the scientific community. As
Christians we ask similar questions and raise similar concerns when scientists
want to harvest fetal tissue for research purposes or experiment with human
embryos. If Malcolm had limited his remarks to Jurassic Park only, I would have
no complaint. But Malcolm extends the problem to science as a whole when he
comments that scientific discovery is the rape of the natural world. Many
youngsters will form the opinion that all scientists are to be distrusted. A
meaningful point has been lost because it was wielded with the surgical precision
of a baseball bat.
Surprisingly, computers take a more subtle slap in the face– surprising because
computers were essential in creating many of the dinosaur action scenes that
simply could not be done with robotic models. You may remember early in the
movie, the paleontological camp of Drs. Grant and Satler where Grant openly
shows his distrust of computers. The scene appears a little comical as the fieldtested veteran expresses his hate for computers and senses that computers will
take the fun out of his quaint profession.
Not so comical is the portrayal of Dennis Nedry, the computer genius behind
Jurassic Park. You get left with the impression that computers are not for normal
people and the only ones who profit by them or understand them are people who
are not to be trusted. Nedry was clearly presented as a dangerous person because
of his combination of computer wizardry and his resentment of those who don’t
understand him or computers. Yet at the end of the movie, a young girl’s

computer hacking ability saves the day by bringing the system back on line.
The point to be made is that technology is not the villain. Fire is used for both
good and evil purposes, but no one is calling for fire to be banned. It is the
worldview of the culture that determines how computers, biotechnology, or any
other technology is to be used. The problem with Jurassic Park was the arrogance
of human will and lack of humility before God, not technology.

The Avalanche of Evolutionary Assumptions
There were many obvious naturalistic or evolutionary assumptions built into the
story which, while not totally unexpected, were too frequently exaggerated and
overplayed.
For instance, by the end of the book and the film you felt bludgeoned by the
connection between birds and dinosaurs. Some of these connections made some
sense. An example would be the similarities between the eating behavior of birds
of prey and the tyrannosaur. It is likely that both held their prey down with their
claws or talons and tore pieces of flesh off with their jaws or beaks. A nonevolutionary interpretation is simply that similarity in structure indicates a
similarity in function. An ancestral relationship is not necessary.
But many of the links had no basis in reality and were badly reasoned
speculations. The owl-like hoots of the poison-spitting dilophosaur jumped out as
an example of pure fantasy. There is no way to guess or estimate the vocalization
behavior from a fossilized skeleton.
Another example came in the scene when Dr. Alan Grant and the two kids, Tim
and Lex, meet a herd of gallimimus, a dinosaur similar in appearance to an
oversized ostrich. Grant remarks that the herd turns in unison like a flock of birds
avoiding a predator. Well, sure, flocks of birds do behave this way, but so do
herds of grazing mammals and schools of fish. So observing this behavior in
dinosaurs no more links them to birds than the webbed feet and flattened bill of

the Australian platypus links it to ducks! Even in an evolutionary scheme, most of
the behaviors unique to birds would have evolved after the time of the dinosaurs.
A contradiction to the hypothesis that birds evolved from dinosaurs is the
portrayal of the velociraptors hunting in packs. Mammals behave this way, as do
some fishes such as the sharks, but I am not aware of any birds or reptiles that
do. The concealment of this contradiction exposes the sensational intent of the
story. It is used primarily to enhance the story, but many will assume that it is a
realistic evolutionary connection.
Finally, a complex and fascinating piece of dialogue in the movie mixed together
an attack on creationism, an exaltation of humanism and atheism, and a touch of
feminist male bashing. I suspect that it was included in order to add a little humor
and to keep aspects of political correctness in our collective consciousness.
Shortly after the tour of the park begins and before they have seen any dinosaurs,
Ian Malcolm reflects on the irony of what Jurassic Park has accomplished. He
muses, “God creates dinosaurs. God destroys dinosaurs. God creates man. Man
destroys God. Man creates dinosaurs.” To which Ellie Satler replies, “Dinosaurs
eat man. Woman inherits the earth!” Malcolm clearly mocks God by indicating
that not only does man declare God irrelevant, but also proceeds to duplicate
God’s creative capability by creating dinosaurs all over again. We are as smart
and as powerful as we once thought God to be. God is no longer needed.
While the movie was not openly hostile to religious views, Crichton clearly
intended to marginalize theistic views of origins with humor, sarcasm, and an
overload of evolutionary interpretations.

Jurassic Park and the New Age
Ian Malcolm, in the scene in the biology lab as the group inspects a newly
hatching velociraptor, pontificates that “evolution” has taught us that life will not
be limited or extinguished. “If there is one thing the history of evolution has

taught us, it’s that life will not be contained. Life breaks free. It expands to new
territories, it crashes through barriers, painfully, maybe even dangerously, but,
uh, well, there it is!….I’m simply saying that, uh, life finds a way.”
Evolution is given an intelligence all its own! Life finds a way. There is an almost
personal quality given to living things, particularly to the process of evolution.
Most evolutionary scientists would not put it this way. To them evolution proceeds
blindly, without purpose, without direction. This intelligence or purposefulness in
nature actually reflects a pantheistic or new age perspective on the biological
world.
The pantheist believes that all is one and therefore all is god. God is impersonal
rather than personal and god’s intelligence permeates all of nature. Therefore the
universe is intelligent and purposeful. Consequently a reverence for nature
develops instead of reverence for God. In the lunch room scene Malcolm says,
“The lack of humility before nature being displayed here, staggers me.” Malcolm
speaks of Nature with a capital “N.” While we should respect and cherish all of
nature as being God’s creation, humility seems inappropriate. Later in the same
scene, Malcom again ascribes a personal quality to nature when he says, “What’s
so great about discovery? It’s a violent penetrative act that scars what it explores.
What you call discovery, I call the rape of the natural world.” Apparently, any
scientific discovery intrudes upon the private domain of nature. Not only is this
new age in its tone, but it also criticizes Western culture’s attempts to understand
the natural world through science.
There were other unusual new age perspectives displayed by other characters.
Paleobotanist Ellie Satler displayed an uncharacteristically unscientific and
feminine, or was it New Age, perspective when she chastened John Hammond for
thinking that there was a rational solution to the breakdowns in the park. You
may remember the scene in the dining hall, where philanthropist John Hammond
and Dr. Satler are eating ice cream while tyrannosaurs and velociraptors are
loose in the park with Dr. Grant, Ian Malcolm, and Hammond’s grandchildren. At

one point, Satler says, “You can’t think your way out of this one, John. You have to
feel it.” Somehow, the solution to the problem is to be found in gaining
perspective through your emotions, perhaps getting in touch with the “force” that
permeates everything around us as in Star Wars.
Finally, in this same scene, John Hammond, provides a rather humanistic
perspective on scientific discovery. He is responding to Ellie Satler’s criticisms
that a purely safe and enjoyable Jurassic Park, is not possible. Believing that man
can accomplish anything he sets his mind to, Hammond blurts out, “Creation is a
sheer act of will!” If men and women were gods in the pantheistic sense, perhaps
this would be true of humans. But if you think about it, this statement is truer
than first appears, for the true Creator of the universe simply spoke and it came
into being. The beginning of each day’s activity in Genesis 1 begins with the
phrase, “And God said.”
Creation is an act of will, but it is the Divine Will of the Supreme Sovereign of the
universe. And we know this because the Bible tells us so!

They Clone Dinosaurs Don’t They?
The movie Jurassic Park raised the possibility of cloning dinosaurs. Prior to the
release of the movie, magazines and newspapers were filled with speculations
concerning the real possibility of cloning dinosaurs. The specter of cloning
dinosaurs was left too much in the realm of the eminently possible. Much of this
confidence stemmed from statements from Michael Crichton, the author of the
book, and producer Steven Spielberg.
Scientists are very reluctant to use the word “never.” But this issue is as safe as
they come. Dinosaurs will never be cloned. The positive votes come mainly from
Crichton, Spielberg, and the public. Reflecting back on his early research for the
book, Michael Crichton said, “I began to think it really could happen.”{6} The
official Jurassic Park Souvenir magazine fueled the speculation when it said, “The

story of Jurassic Park is not far-fetched. It is based on actual, ongoing genetic and
paleontologic research. In the words of Steven Spielberg: This is not science
fiction; it’s science eventuality.”{7} No doubt spurred on by such grandiose
statements, 58% of 1000 people polled for USA Today said they believe that
scientists will be able to recreate animals through genetic engineering.{8}
Now contrast this optimism with the more sobering statements from scientists.
The Dallas Morning News said, “You’re not likely to see Tyrannosaurus Rex in the
Dallas Zoo anytime soon. Scientists say that reconstituting any creature from its
DNA simply won’t work.”{9} And Newsweek summarized the huge obstacles
when it said, “Researchers have not found an amber-trapped insect containing
dinosaur blood. They have no guarantee that the cells in the blood, and the DNA
in the cells, will be preserved intact. They don’t know how to splice the DNA into
a meaningful blueprint, or fill the gaps with DNA from living creatures. And they
don’t have an embryo cell to use as a vehicle for cloning.”{10} These are major
obstacles. Let’s look at them one at a time.
First, insects in amber. DNA has been extracted from insects encased in amber
from deposits as old as 120 million years.{11} Amber does preserve biological
tissues very well. But only very small fragments of a few individual genes were
obtained. The cloning of gene fragments is a far cry from cloning an entire
genome. Without the entire intact genome, organized into the proper sequence
and divided into chromosomes, it is virtually impossible to reconstruct an
organism from gene fragments.
Second, filling in the gaps. The genetic engineers of Jurassic Park used frog DNA
to shore up the missing stretches of the cloned dinosaur DNA. But this is
primarily a plot device to allow for the possibility of amphibian environmentallyinduced sex change. An evolutionary scientist would have used reptilian or bird
DNA which would be expected to have a higher degree of compatibility. It is also
very far-fetched that an integrated set of genes to perform gender switching
which does occur in some amphibians, could actually be inserted accidentally and

be functional.
Third, a viable dinosaur egg. The idea of placing the dinosaur genetic material
into crocodile or ostrich eggs is preposterous. You would need a real dinosaur egg
of the same species as the DNA. Unfortunately, there are no such eggs left. And
we can’t recreate one without a model to copy. So don’t get your hopes up. There
will never be a real Jurassic Park!
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