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“The unfolding of Your word gives light” 
Psalm 119:130 
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A H airy Dilemma 
 
What do the gecko and the 
spider have in common? 
They are both crawly things 
that one might not want to 
have in the house, but 
beyond that, these animals 
don’t seem to have many 
similarities. Science tells us 
that they are very different 
indeed. They are not only of 
a different species, they are 
of different phyla. 
Evolutionists would say that 
these two animals evolved 
quite independently from one another, branching off from 
the lower trunk of the evolutionary tree. The Bible, on the 

other hand, tells us that 
both the gecko and the 
spider were created by 
God. On the sixth day, 
according to the account 
in Genesis, “God said, 
‘Let the earth bring forth 
living creatures after their 
kind: cattle and creeping 
things and beasts of the 
earth after their kind;’ and 
it was so.” (Gen. 1:24) 

God is the Maker of all things (Isa. 44:24) by His great 
power (Jer. 32:17). Because of His will all things existed 
and were created (Rev. 4:11). The Lord spoke, and it was 
done, He commanded, and it stood fast (Psa. 33:9). All 
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Throwing Bread to Dogs 
 
In an attempt to fill its pews, St. 
Francis Episcopal Church in 
Stamford, Connecticut has 
instituted a monthly “Holy 
Communion for pets” service. 
The Eucharist service, defined 
in Catholic parlance as Rite III, 
also called General Absolution, 
provides the opportunity for 
the confessor to administer 
absolution to large numbers of 
people in a single sacramental 
gesture. The order of the 
service includes communal 
examination of conscience, communal prayer of contrition, 

the granting of general 
penance, and communal 
absolution. The idea for a 
communion service for pets 
germinated last summer 
when a member of St. 
Francis Episcopal Church 
began bringing her spaniel 
with her to church on Sunday 
mornings. Soon, other 
attendees were regularly 
bringing their dogs. Not all 
the members were enamored 
of the idea, particularly those 
with allergies to animals. In 
response to such concerns, 
the clergy decided to create a 
service similar to one at All 
Saints Episcopal Church in 

Fort Lauderdale, which they had read about in an 
Episcopal newspaper. “We thought we could bring people 
in,” explained the Rev. Mark Lingle. The new service, 
introduced last November, is abbreviated and includes 
readings tailored to animal lovers. Of their pet communion 
service the St. Francis website says, “Don’t worry about 
barks and meows and squeaks and peeps and whines and 
loud purrs or ferocious growls ... those are simply the 
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A Hairy Dilemma (continued from p. 1) 
 
things came into being through Jesus, and apart from Him nothing came into being that has come into being (Jn. 1:3). All 
things have been created through Him and for Him (Col. 1:16). God’s glory shines bright in His creation, in the structure and 
beauty of what He has made. So plainly do His creatures speak themselves to be God’s handiwork that Paul wrote, “For since 
the creation of the world His invisible attributes, His eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly seen, being 
understood through what has been made, so that they are without excuse.” (Rom. 1:20) Yet many endeavor to deny the 
obvious, which explains why the theory of evolution has been so widely and passionately embraced. 
 
Evolution is a scientific and philosophical theory designed to explain the origin and course of life. Origin in this context, 
however, is not to be understood as being the production or emergence of the substance or of the cause of things, but that of the 
forms in which they appear to the observer. In other words, evolution doesn’t try to explain how life came into being but rather 
why life is manifest in such diverse forms. Two processes are fundamental to Darwinian evolution. The first is variation, or 
mutation. Mutations are randomly occurring genetic changes that produce an effect in the organism large enough to be visible. 
These mutations, according to Darwin, occasionally improve an organism’s ability to survive or to reproduce. In the second 
process, natural selection, the more advantaged mutated members of a species survive where the less advantaged non-mutated 
members do not, thus insuring the propagation of the mutation throughout the population. Given enough time, Darwin 
postulated, cumulative improvements in succeeding generations eventually produce complex organisms and patterns of 
adaptive behavior, thus eliminating the creative work of God as a factor. 
 
Evolution, therefore, must be viewed in science purely and strictly as a process of orderly change in the form of things. The 
gecko and the spider both evolved on separate tracks, one going this way and the other that way. The gecko and the spider 
resulted, in Darwin’s words, “by the preservation and accumulation of infinitesimally small inherited modifications, each 
profitable to the preserved being,” and each being quite random. Such a process attempts to explain the differences between 
these two creeping things. But what explains the similarities? For, as it turns out, the similarities are as astonishing as they are 
unexpected. 
 

Antonia Kesel at the Institute for Technical Zoology and Bionics in Bremen and her 
colleagues at the University of Zurich used a scanning electron microscope to make the 
first detailed examinations of the foot of a jumping spider (Evarcha arcuata, pictured on 
page 1; reported in the Institute of Physics journal Smart Materials and Structures, 13:3, 
June 2004). The scientists found that the spider’s legs contain a tuft of hairs, and that 
each individual hair in the tuft is covered by hundreds of thousands of smaller hairs, 
called setules, just hundreds of nanometers in width, which have unique triangular tips 
(see picture, left). These setules give spiders their ability to climb up walls and across 
ceilings. They do this through a phenomenon known in physics as van der Waals force, a 
weak attractive molecular force of mutual attraction. The force is only weak from a 

wider perspective. Kesel and her co-workers showed that each setule can produce a force of over 40 nanonewtons. This is 
extremely high considering that a spider typically has a mass of only about 15 milligrams. These individual forces combine to 
produce a very strong overall force on each of the spider’s eight feet. To bring this to a human scale, if Spiderman were real, 
and if he had the powers of an actual spider, he would be able to climb up the wall of a skyscraper with 173 men clinging to 
his back. The attractive forces are not affected by the environment, which allows the spiders to walk across wet or slippery 
surfaces. The spiders’ sticking ability is superior to that of other arthropods (insects and crustaceans) that use a fluid adhesive 
to attach themselves to a surface. The cockroach, for example, can support just 1½ times its own weight. 
 
Until this century, people have wondered how the gecko was able to cling to 
walls and ceilings. Some scientists thought that geckos might make a kind of 
glue to coat their feet, a feature found among many insects. But geckos don’t 
leave sticky tracks, so this idea was eliminated. Some thought that geckos 
might have suction cups on their feet, but in 1939 a German scientist showed 
that geckos can stick to glass even in a vacuum. Just a few years ago, Kellar 
Autumn of Lewis & Clark College in Portland, Oregon used an electron 
microscope to examine the gecko’s feet. What his team found was that the 
bottoms of their feet were covered with millions of microscopic hairs, or setae 
(see picture, right). Each seta was covered, in turn, by hundreds of smaller 
hairs 200 nanometers in diameter. Each of the smaller hairs was found to 
terminate in unique triangular tips. Autumn wrote, “The combined attraction of a billion spatulae is a thousand times more 
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than a gecko needs to hang from the ceiling. Maximum potential force of 2,000,000 setae on 4 feet of a gecko = 2,000,000 x 
200 micronewton = 400 newton = 40788 grams force, or about 90 lbs! This is 600 times greater sticking power than friction 
alone can account for. Weight of a Tokay gecko is approx. 50 to 150 grams.” (Nature v. 405: 681-685) He added, “Recently, we 
provided direct support for the van der Waals hypothesis of gecko adhesion, and rejected surface polarity as a predictor of 
adhesion force, as suggested previously. These results inspired the fabrication of synthetic foot-hair tips that adhere, and was 
the cover story in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, USA 99(19): 12252-12256 [September 17, 2002].” In the 
abstract of the latter article cited, the authors wrote, “A van der Waals mechanism implies that the remarkable adhesive 
properties of gecko setae are merely a result of the size and shape of the tips, and are not strongly affected by surface 
chemistry. Theory predicts greater adhesive forces simply from subdividing setae to increase surface density, and suggests a 
possible design principle underlying the repeated, convergent evolution of dry adhesive microstructures in gecko, anoles, 
skinks, and insects.” And now, it has been discovered, in spiders. 
 
It is not surprising that a scientist would read a “design principle” into “convergent evolution” when nearly identical structures 
are found in widely divergent species. Unfortunately, design and randomness (i.e. of evolutionary mutation) are mutually exclusive 
concepts. The urge to find design in such features is rational, but to dismiss them as products random mutation is to deny 
transparent truth in favor of foolishness. Darwin’s “beneficent mutation” exists in theory only. Observed mutations are 
universally either neutral or, more often, detrimental to an organism’s welfare. Very frequently a mutation is fatal. It might be 
noted here that neither artificial selection (genetic manipulation through breeding) nor “microevolution” (biological 
diversification and adaptation of a species to its environment) are examples of evolution (these are not the results of random 
mutation). Most evolutionists claim that certain beneficial mutations have been observed, but these are always examples of 
adaptation of very minor degrees in simple organisms, such as mutation for melanin in certain moths that change their color. 
Such adaptive features are a part of God’s design. 
 
Even if such beneficial mutations are possible, they must be extremely rare, since a mutation is by definition “a sudden 
structural change in an organism” that had been efficiently functioning before the mutation occurred. Further, the mutation 
must be able to be passed down to any offspring by the sperm or ovum. The gene carrying the mutation must also be 
dominant in order to supercede the information carried by the “normal” gene of the other parent. 
 
Consider the present case of the gecko and the spider. An evolutionist would suggest that the tiny hairs on the bottom of 
these animal’s feet evolved through the accumulation of small mutations over a long period of time. But it would not be 
beneficial to have simple hairs on the bottom of a foot. Far from helping an animal to cling to a surface, hair would reduce 
friction and cause the foot to slip. This harmful mutation, in the evolutionary scenario, would decrease the chances of an 
organism’s survival and would therefore not be genetically preserved. What then would be the odds of a random mutation 
causing tiny hairs, which are, in turn, covered by hundreds of thousands of smaller hairs, to spring up on the bottom of a foot? 
But again, these would not be a great advantage in helping the animal to cling to a surface. The key is in the size and shape of 
the tips of the hairs. The triangular configuration is essential for the effectiveness in adhering to a surface. What would be the 
odds of a random mutation causing tiny hairs, which are, in turn, covered by hundreds of thousands of smaller hairs, each 
terminating in a triangular tip, to spring up on the bottom of a foot? Then consider what the odds might be of this random 
event occurring twice in completely different animals? Statistically, the odds are, as one creationist put it, “vanishingly small.” 
 
In the art or literary world, the authentication of a work or composition is based on three elements. The first is style. By 
comparing similarities in style, a work may be ascribed to a particular author or artist. The style of the hairs of both the gecko 
and the spider (compare the photos on page 2) are of identical design and would suggest a common Creator rather than a 
random accident. The second element is provenance. If an object has a reasonable and well-documented history, its maker may 
be identified. The Bible clearly states that God created all things, and the Bible is inerrant. Documentation in this case is 
faultless. The third element is scientific analysis. Beyond style and documented provenance, this involves minute scrutiny of the 
material of the object. Is the physical substance of the work consistent with that available to the individual to whom its 
creation is ascribed? Is there evidence suggesting the deliberate alteration of the object? 
 
Every difference and similarity found in the gecko and the spider, down to the smallest molecular detail, is consistent with the 
creation account described in the Bible. To suggest otherwise is to deny the obvious. The theory of evolution goes far beyond 
denying the truth of Scripture; it defies common sense. We are all, as Henry Morris wrote, “compelled to make a choice, either 
to believe the Bible or to believe in evolution. It is impossible really to believe in both, because each fully contradicts the 
other.” (Science and the Bible, p. 39) All of God’s creation gives Him glory, even the lowly gecko and the disrespected spider. 
 

*                    *                    * 
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Throwing Bread to Dogs (continued from p. 1) 
 
prayer noises of your beloved pets.” 
 
By including animals in a service devoted to one of the two Holy ordinances, there is demonstrated a lack of understanding of 
what it means to be a child of God, of what it means to “become partakers of the divine nature” (2 Pet. 1:4). This appears to 
be another of the Episcopal Church’s “humanistic” tendencies, such as the ordination of an openly homosexual bishop, the 
marriage of homosexual partners, and the ordination of women. Though the church’s website asserts that animals can pray, 
the fact remains that they cannot; they will never be a part of the Body of Christ. Jesus is God, born as a man, not as a cat or a 
dog, and He did not come to grant salvation to pets, nor did He die for the sins of animals, nor does He raise beasts up to 
communion with Himself. 
 
The Lord’s Supper is the distinctive rite of Christian worship, instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ on the eve of His atoning 
death. It is a religious partaking of bread and wine, which, having been presented before God the Father in thankful memorial 
of Christ’s inexhaustible sacrifice, are symbolic of the body and blood of Christ (Mat. 26:26-29; Mk. 14:22-25; Lk. 22:14-20; Jn. 
6:54; Acts 2:42, 20:7, 11; Rom. 15:16; 1 Cor. 10:16, 11:23-26). The symbolism is best understood in the context of the Jewish 
Passover (Ex. 12). When Jesus said, “do this in remembrance of Me” (Lk. 22:19), He pointed to Himself as the true Paschal 
lamb. At the Passover meal, the Jews looked forward to a future deliverance that was foreshowed in type by the deliverance of 
Israel from Egypt. As Christ now distributes His own body and blood, God’s redemptive purpose in Israel achieves its 
fulfillment and goal. Christ’s sacrifice on the cross for the sins of all people is the final and complete sacrifice (Heb. 8-10). 
Through His death for sin, all people may now be free from sin’s curse and may live for God (Rom. 8:2-3). 
 
In the early church, shortly after the apostolic age, the Lord’s Supper was observed each week on Sunday. The Didache, an early 
church document written in about AD 120, says, “On the Lord’s own day gather together and break bread and give thanks, 
having first confessed your sins so that your sacrifice may be pure.” (14.1) Justin Martyr also wrote of Christians meeting on 
Sunday and partaking of the communion (Apology 1.67). 
 
By the 12th century, as many as thirty sacraments were enumerated, but in 1439, the Council of Florence reduced the list to 
seven, namely, Baptism, Confirmation, the Eucharist, Penance, Extreme Unction, Orders, and Matrimony. The Reformers, 
however, defined three criteria for what constitutes Holy ordinances: 1) in their institution by Christ; 2) in their being 
commanded by Him to His followers; and 3) in their being bound up with His word and revelation in such a way that they 
become “the expressions of divine thoughts, the visible symbols of divine acts.” And, since Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are 
the only two rites for which such a description can be claimed, it follows that there are only two New Testament ordinances. 
These are, then, the only two ordinances in the Reformed tradition. 
 
The Bible says, “Therefore whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner, shall be guilty of the 
body and the blood of the Lord. But a man must examine himself, and in so doing he is to eat of the bread and drink of the 
cup. For he who eats and drinks, eats and drinks judgment to himself if he does not judge the body rightly.” (1 Cor. 11:27-29) 
The Didache also warned, “But let no man eat or drink of your Eucharist except those who have been baptized into the name 
of the Lord, for the Lord has also spoken concerning this: ‘Do not give what is holy to dogs’ [Mat. 7:6].” (9.5) 
 
If animals can be said to have souls, they are a very different kind of souls than human beings have. Although animals are 
God’s creation, it is men who are made in the image of God, and our souls are eternal. Animal souls are not made in the image 
of God, and there is no evidence that they are everlasting. Animals certainly do not sin. And because they do not sin, they do 
not need a savior. Jesus did not die for the animals. The value of a man’s soul was appraised by Jesus when He said, “For what 
will it profit a man if he gains the whole world and forfeits his soul? Or what will a man give in exchange for his soul?” (Mat. 
6:16) Jesus came as a man (Heb. 2:14-18) to bear the sins of all men (1 Tim. 2:5-6) for the redemption of their souls (Eph. 1:7). 
The church is the body of Christ (1 Cor. 12:27), and that body consists of those who He has redeemed with His precious 
blood. Animals clearly are not included in God’s redemptive plan. 
 

*                    *                    * 
 

Capital Offences 
 
Christian authors very frequently capitalize pronouns referring to Deity. God, Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit are each 
referred to as Him, He, You or They: “For God so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever 
believes in Him shall not perish, but have eternal life. For God did not send the Son into the world to judge the world, but 
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that the world might be saved through Him.” (Jn. 3:16-17) This 
convention apparently had its beginnings in the 11th and 12th centuries 
when it became popular to use lowercase when speaking about oneself 
while capitalizing the names and pronouns of gods, including the 
Christian Deity. Historically, English versions of the Bibles did not 
follow this somewhat inconsistently observed tradition. Bibles that did 
not capitalize pronouns relating to Deity include the Wyclif (1384), 
Tyndale (1526), Cranmer (1539), Geneva (1557), Rheims (1582), and 
the King James Version (1611). In the KJV, not only were divine 
pronouns not capitalized, divine nouns such as Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost sometimes began with lowercase letters while other nouns were 
capitalized without pattern (e.g. “a multitude of Rubies,” Prov. 20:15). Some modern editions of the KJV, however, use the 
uppercase. Of forty-five Bible versions available today, only seven capitalize pronouns referring to Deity: the Weymouth 
(1890), Williams (1937), New American Standard Bible (1960), New King James Version (1982), 21st Century King James 
Version (1994), Literal Translation Version (1995), and Holman Christian Standard Bible (2001). 
 
Though capitalizing divine pronouns has been commonplace throughout the twentieth century, the practice seems to have 
been declining in recent years. The newer, more popular Bible versions, such as the New International Version (1973) and 
English Standard Version (2001), do not capitalize the divine pronouns. More and more Christian authors do not, either. 
Some explain their reasons. David Wilkerson said, “I’m a dyed-in-the-wool, old-fashioned King James reader. And this version 
uses lowercase pronouns when referring to deity, such as he, him, etc. Of course I always use uppercase letters when referring 
to Jesus, God, Christ, Holy Spirit. But you’ll find lowercase pronouns used all through the King James, rather than Victorian-
style uppercase. New American Standard uses the uppercase style, but I prefer the King James style.” In John Piper’s 
published works, he follows the publisher’s style guide, and most publishers prefer “lowercase pronouns referring to the deity: 
he, him, his, thee, thou, who, whose, thy, etc.” Piper’s preferred Bible version, the ESV, uses lowercase, which is consistent. 
 
Those who use uppercase generally consider the practice to be a sign of respect for God. Also, with regard to Bible 
translations, in some cases the antecedent to a pronoun is clear in Greek but not in English, so that by capitalizing the 
pronoun the reference is made more obvious. But critics see some problems with the convention. 
 
While it may today be considered a sign of respect to capitalize the divine pronouns, it was not so in ancient times. The 
original manuscripts did not make use of separate and distinctive pronouns for addressing Deity. While there are a few 
personal pronouns that are used only to address man, every pronoun used to address God is also used to address man. In fact 
there is not a single scriptural example, in either the Hebrew or the Greek, of a pronoun that is used exclusively to address 
Deity and not man as well. Also, by not capitalizing pronouns pertaining to God, Bible translators can preserve any ambiguity 
that might have been found in the original Scriptures, leaving the interpretation to the Holy Spirit and the reader, rather than 
to the translator. Capitalization can become a form of editorializing in Bible translations. For example, in prayer, if one 
“believes that what he says is going to happen, it will be granted him;” or, if one “believes that what He says is going to 
happen, it will be granted him.” (Mark 11:23) The meaning is changed considerably. 
 
Another problem with capitalizing all references to deity lies in the prophetic passages, particularly in the Psalms. Nearly every 
Psalm contains some direct or veiled reference to Christ. If these pronouns were capitalized the passages in which they are 
found would lose their practical, historical and devotional teaching. Psalm 22 and 55 apply to Christ, but they apply to David 
as well. In practice, such references are inconsistently capitalized. For example, the NASB renders Christ as “My Servant” in 
Isa. 53:11 but as “My servant” in Isa. 52:13. 
 
In the end, the decision to use upper or lowercase pronouns when referring to Deity is a stylistic consideration. Most style 
sheets, even for Christian publishers, suggest that the lowercase spelling be used. If the purpose of capitalizing pronouns is to 
maintain reverence for the name of God, then it may be commendable. But one could argue that it is the essence of 
Pharisaism to impose additional rules beyond what the scriptures require in order to raise oneself to a higher standard of 
holiness. Is it better to honor God with an uppercase letter or by one’s thoughts and deeds? But even so, it is not a capital 
offence to capitalize pronouns referring to Deity. For those who are accustomed to what may be a passing tradition, it is 
pleasing to the eye and heart. And frankly, it is doubtful that He would object. 
 
 
Scripture taken from the NEW AMERICAN STANDARD BIBLE®, Copyright © 1960, 1962, 1963, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1975, 1977, 1995 by The Lockman Foundation. Used 
by permission. 
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