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Bill Nye Vs Ken Ham Debate
Introduction
Bill Nye-Ken Ham debate is arguably the most significant debate to ever to happen concerning evolution and creation. This debate was held on 4th February 2014 in Kentucky, and it was championed by Nye who was a science educator and Ham who was the founder of the Youth Earth Creationist. As such, it is scarce for scientists to agree to debate creationists for several reasons (Answers in Genesis, 2014). Therefore, there was trepidation when Bill Nye agreed towards an invitation to debate with Ham on evolution and creationism for human beings. The Bill Nye-Ken Ham debate encompasses some themes such as beliefs, scientific literacy, adverse consequences, logic, Genesis flood narrative, and the human race that are fundamental in the attempt to understand evolution and creation better.
Summary
One of the main issues evident in this debate is the question concerning beliefs and faith as far as evolution and creationism is concerned. The fact that Nye was an atheist while Ham was a firm Christian made the debate lively and active. Nye attempted to present facts and evidence when he mentioned about an evolutionary universe, and he sounded very persuasive. On the same note, he occasionally criticized the beliefs that Christians have regarding the sacred texts such as the Bible. According to Answers in Genesis (2014), Ham defended his arguments by framing his justifications from the early chapters in Genesis. In other words, he used a ‘‘biblical perspective’’, which involved other aspects that are recorded in Genesis. The result of the science and belief argument is evident that both modern science and Christian faith are critically incompatible. 
Scientific literacy is also the central issue presented in the debate. Scientific literacy is mostly seen as Ham attempts to present his arguments in the distinction between historical and observational science (Answers in Genesis, 2014). In other words, the bases of his arguments are very fallacious although he goes on defending it. As such, all concepts in science are based on the inference from observations. Not everything is observable by scientists, yet their existence has been based on observation. According to Ham, the age of the earth has been calculated using the inference from present observations. Therefore, Ham’s efforts to complicate historical and observational science tend to violate the importance of scientific literacy. 
Again, the idea of the adverse consequences is an issue that is evident in the debate. The debate between evolutionists and creationists is regarded as a battle of philosophical perceptions and worldviews which is subject to many interpretations (Kaden et al., 2018). In this debate, Ham used the Bible as his reference throughout the debate since he was a firm Christian, unlike his opposition who was a scientist. Besides, this debate suggests that accommodating the beliefs regarding the naturalistic evolution is seen as a process that involves several stages. Moral relativism results to same-sex marriage as well as the fall of the sacredness of marriage, which is followed euthanasia or ‘‘getting rid of some people’’ and finally to abortion. On the same note, the debate is seen as a bone of contention among ethicists, scholars, and philosophers. As a result, there are different perceptions regarding marriage, death, and dignity among others. 
Another main issue brought out by this debate is the logic which is presented with the help of philosophy. Ham uses informal logical fallacies in his attempt to explain the perceptions regarding evolution and Christianity. As such, creationists love to justify their points using logical fallacies that are considered to be good or true since they are prevalent. In this debate, Ham embraces the use of logical fallacies when he blames the evolutionists of using logical fallacies in their arguments. According to Answers in Genesis (2014), Ham uses the fallacy of equivocation when he says that evolution should be treated as a religion in his attempts to compare aspects between racism and Darwinism, which signifies fallacy. 
Moreover, the Genesis flood narrative was the central issue of the debate. In this discussion, Nye presents some interesting arguments in an attempt to defend his beliefs. He argued the boat in Noah’s Ark would not float based on the parameters that were provided. On the same note, Nye also said that the different kind of animals that were in the ark would have required every day for the earth to have all the species presently known (Answers in Genesis, 2014). For Ham, he was still not convinced that no form of evidence that could make him change his views concerning creationism. 
Additionally, the human race is a common issue in the debate. The race is usually a centre of attraction in the debate between evolutionists and creationists as either side comes up with justifications to back up their arguments. In this debate, Ham has presented a kind of confusion in his attempt to relate race and the concept of evolution. The Linnaeus human beings are mostly known as singled out Homo sapiens (Kaden et al., 2018). This means that human beings are considered to be species since they are all inter-fertile. As such, the claim regarding race in this context is presented further confusion because it demonstrates as incoherent. 
Critique
The most convincing non-religious perspective that I have learned in college is geology. Geology involves obtaining substances from the earth surface using multiple methods with an aim to study their types, ages, use and relationships with other artefacts. In this context, geology is seen as a bone of contention between the two debaters as each one of them has outlined arguments regarding the perspective. In his argument to discourage and challenge geology as used in evolution, Ham says that basalt was believed to be 45 million years old while the wood which was found enclosed in it was found to be 45, 000 years old. This means that geology, which supports evolution, is based on many assumptions upon dating. Therefore, multiple dating methods tend to contradict themselves based on the number of years they have lasted. According to my standpoint, the perspective of geology should not be regarded as a reliable source to explain the concept of evolution. This is because this perspective is based on many assumptions that tend to contradict especially on the years. On the other hand, Bill supported the perspective of geology for he defended the fact that it is possible for basalt to slide on the wood. He also emphasized on the point that dating methods are reliable hence the need to depend on them. Therefore, Bill concluded that the world needs innovation or in other terms, science education. I think Bill’s argument is wrong since dating methods used to support geology cannot be relied on hence not dependable since they are on assumptions that vary. 
Also, I don’t think that anyone won the debate. Although no score can be used to determine or declare the winner, I think both Nye and Ham presented their ideas based on the philosophical pillars that governed them. On the same note, I do not see this debate as a situation that would make people argue on the basis of won or lost. Before the debate, Ham commented that he wished to passionately talk and defend what he believes and the same case should happen to Bill. Nye was successful in defending what scientists believe, which is observational science. The justification that ‘‘science which is based on the historical reconstruction, is valid as science which is based on direct and real-time observation as long as conducted properly’’, enabled Nye to sail through the debate. Based on the substance of the debate, scientists believed that Nye won the debate with a more significant margin since he used observational science which was logically correct. On the other hand, Ham was able to present his points appropriately. In this case, his context and content were characterized by the use of the Bible, religion, and beliefs as his reference points.  He was able to sail through the debate because he clearly understood and raised the awareness of the message that governs Christianity. Therefore, I believe that a debate of this nature is meant to present the evidence of the points of view concerning creationism and evolution but not to change the mind of the opponent.
Conclusion
As hinted, the aspects in this debate have permitted the audience to have a better understanding on the concepts of evolution and creationism. This debate presents many justifications based on historical and observational science in regards to the topics on creation and evolution. Upon reviewing the debate, it is evident that Nye has used logical fallacies that have attracted many debates and oppositions from scholars and religious leaders. This is because logical fallacies function with the belief that the majority of the things are popular although they may not be true. On the other hand, Ham clearly showed that he had a lot of knowledge in creationism through having a literal and profound interpretation of the Bible throughout the debate. On the same note, he used the Genesis creation account as he sought to represent the power and value of God’s world among His people with help of the Bible.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]This article was critical since it enabled me to complete this assignment since I was able to understand the relationship between religion and science as well as the meaning of evolution, new atheism and creationism in understanding the universe. As hinted in the article, knowledge is very fundamental to understand the difference between religion and science. Through the use of knowledge, it is possible to understand the bone of contention that exists between these concepts. For that reason, this article was very relevant in this assignment since I was in a better position to understand the philosophical foundations used in the debate on evolution and creationism. 
