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INTRODUCSTION

Hello, my name isrﬁent Hovind. I am a
creation/science evangelist. I live in Pensacola, Florvida.
1 have been a high school science teacher since 19%6. Itve
been very active in the creation/evolution controversy for
guite some time. As an evangelist, God has giveﬁ me the
cpportunity to preach and teach the wonderful story of H&s
marvelous creation over 400 times each year-ta churches,
schools (public and private), parent groups, youth groups,
on the radiﬁ,'and in university debates.

It is my burning desire to help Christians get back
to a simple faith in Giod?s Word., Satanis method has always
been to ipstill doubt in God?’s Word. The first sentence
that came from Satan that is recorded for us in the Bible
is: "Yea, hath God said?" He started by questioning God’s
Ha?d in the garden of Eden. It worked there so he has used
;t ever since.

In the twentieth century the major attack Satan has
launched has been against the first eleven chapters of
Genesis. He knows that the entire Hible stands arlfalls o
the walidity of these chapters. I believe that the BRible
is the infallible, inerrant, inspired, perfect Word of God.
I believe that %the Bible needs to be read and believed as
it stands. Christians are a%ten guilty of neglecting or
twisting the Hible +to fit their lifestyle or their

preconceived ideas.



In this bocok I'11 be covering, in & nutshell, the
creation/evolution controversy. I will explain why.it is.
sc important, the effects.that the theory of evolution has
had on ocur society, the creation alternative, and what we
should do abeocut the problem. I will try to answer guestions
that ﬁndern science has raised from a Scriptural viewpoint.

I am, without apology, & Bible-believina Christian.
I have been saved for twenty-two years by the blood of
Jesus Christ, God's 8San. I believe that God's wo}d is
infallible and flawless ;n every detail, If the Bible says
that something was created a certain way, then thét is Just
the way it happened. Now, as a science teacher, I want to
keep an open mind and understand why, how, and when Geod
created the earth, if those things can be known. There are
saome things we cannoct understamnd, and some things 1 believe
that we can.

I will be quick to point out that "there is
nothing new under the sun.” Most of my ideas are the
result of the ipput of hundreds of Godly meﬁ and women
through the years. I have attempted in this book to simply
explain the things 1 have learned through many years of
studying hoth science and the Eible.

In the last twenty-two years 1 have read hundreds
of books by creationists and evoluticnists alike on the
subject of origins. Many areat thinkers and scientists
have had an influence on me. I owe much tae many, but I

must in the final analysis, take the blame/credit for what



iz written in this book. Many things I can documgnt and
verify with the "experts" (whatever an expert is). GSome
things in this book 1 couldn't prove to anyone. 1 only ask
that you realistically look at the ideas presented and ask
yoursel f the simple question, "does this kéy cpen the laclk,
does this answer the question?" If it does—-it Just might
be right. .

Only God knows all the‘details of how it really
happened. 1 believe He has revealed many details about the
ariginal creation in His book the EBible. Everything else
we come up with down here is just aur theory.

My weekly radio broadcast has been instrumental in
answeriné a number of gQuestions about the creation/
evalution controversy. I have tried to answer questions as
thoroughly and scripturally as I know how. Each broadcast
dealt with a different topic. We have selected some of the
most. helpful topics and developed them into chapters toward
this book, The c=hapters, and consequently the subject
matter of the bowok, begins by discussing the history of
evaclution. Where did we get this crazy idea anyway? fhe
second chapter deals with the fact that evalution is a
religion and not a science, and therefore, should be
excluded fram public school curriculum. The third chapter
deals with the effects of evolution. What has the teaching
of evalution brought to the world in the way of gdad al g
harm? In the fourth chapter we deal with the subject of

time. How old is the earth? In the fifth chapter we



discuss the Big Bang theory. In the sixth chapter we give
informaticon about the Geologic Column, the foundation of
all gvalutinnary teaching. In chapter seven we answer
questicons about radic carbon dating. Chapter eight gives
the truth about cave men. Chapter nine discusses the "best
evidence" evoluticnists have for evolution, that is,
archaecpteryx. Chapter ten answers the gquestion, "Has
science created life in the laborétnry?" We tdak ten
chapters of the book to destroy the edifice of evolution,
and clear away the rvrubble so that we could build on arclean
foundation.

- Beveral legitimate guestiocns about the creation
account given in the Rible meed to be answered. Number
one, "Don’t all scientists believe in evolution?" 1In
chapter eleven we discuss scientists, past and present, who
Qere creationists. In chapter twélve, we answer a commonly
raised complaint, "Genesis 1 conflicts with Genesis =." In
chépter thirteen we give interesting evidence that
dinosaurs are mentioned in the Bible. 1 believe that
dinosaurs are not only in the Bible, but they have lived
with man all through his six thousand year history. 1In
chapter fourteen we deal with the guestion, "Are dinosaurs
extinct?" In chapter fifteen we discuss the human and
dinxsaur footprints found together in Glen Rose, Texas. In
chapter siuteen we give the creaticnists’ alternative
theory to explain the geclogic features of the sarth within

a six thousand year framework.



While all of the evidence is not in yet, 1 feel it
is still the best option to take God's word at face value.
The Bible has never been proven wroang yet, and I believe it

never will be.



THE HISTORY OF EVOLUTION

Where in the world did the idea come from that
things left to themselves can improve with time? Who
would start a crazy idea like that? This idea is the
opposite af.everything that we observe in the warld today.
For ihstance, all the highways in our nation today left to
themselves decay, deteriorate, and fall apart. @A house
left to itself will become a wreck. It takes work and
copnstant planning to make anything improve. Everything
tends toward disorder. The firgt and second laws of
thermodynamics are well establisﬁed scientific laws that
have never been observed in the universe to be broken. The
first law says that matter —annot be created nor destroyed
by ordinary means. We do not see anything being created
taday, and yet we do see an entire universe of created
material. This clearly indicates a Oreatocr. There are
people in the Qurld taday who wish to avoid the concept of
God., They do not like the idea of a 5od telling them what
to do. fherefnre, they have come wup with the most
dangeraué, damnable doctrine evéry imagined, evolution. I
Wikl d 1ihé in this chapter to trace the history of
evolutionary doctrine. Where did this dangerous doctrine
come from?

Evoluticon is purely a religiﬁn. There is no
scientific evidence at all to back wup any form of macro-—

evolution.



The technical definition of evolution means
"rhange." There is no question that things do change. All
change is directed either downward toward less arder if
left to themselves, or upward with a master—-mind behind it.
The cities that we live in have ‘evolved’! over the years.
The city where you are now probably did not even exist
three hundred years ago. A college professor tald me that
cities ‘evolve’ with time. 1 said te him, "I agree. 1If
you use this as ydur aefinition of ‘evolved? theh you are
including & design, a designer, and lots of work-—planned
intelligent progress, not chaos ordered by self.! Mot one
of the buildings. in your city built itself by the material
rising up out of the g?aund." It-did not happen that way.
It does not ever happen that way. It never will bhappen
that way. It reguires intelligence and a designer.

When 1 speak of evalution, I am not referving to
emall minor changes that naturally cccur as animals have to
make some adjustments to their envivonment. For instance,
if we released hundreds of rabbits in an area with cold
winters, only the animals with the heavier fur would
survive. BSo within a few years, the population would have
a little heavier fur than the earlier populaticons. These
small minor population shifts brought about by environment
are referred to as '‘micro—evolution.? There has been no
change in the genetic material of the rabbit. There has
only been a change in the ratio of the population. Yau

still have the same kind of animal. If that climate were



to change back to a milder climate, the population of
an;mals woeuld chanoae back to having a lighter fur.

Macro-evalution would be defined as changing into a
different kind of animal. There is no similarity between
micro-evoluticn and macrc-evolution. Many evoluticonists
will use micro—evolution to try to prove tha£ macy o~
evolution is true. We must guard curselves not to fall for
this false logic.

The ideé that evalutionists try to get across today
is that there js a caontinual upwafd progressicon.  They
claim that everything is getting better, improving, all by
itself as if there is an inner—-drive toward more per fection
and order. This is totally opposite of the first and
second law of thermodynamics. It goes against all
scientific evidence that has been accumulated. Yet, this
1ie is what many men believe today. We don't see it
happening anywhere in our universe today. We don’t see any
evidence aof this in the fossil record.

I would like to trace the history of evaolubion
beginning with the fall =f Satan from heaven, through the
last six thousand years,-ta modern—-day evalution, and
explain what those teaching this dactrine have planned for
the future.

To really understand the history of evolution, we
have to understand the author. Satan is the master-mind
behind this false doictrine. He was thrown ocut of heaven

because of his desire to exalt himself to gmdhaad. One of



the underlying reascns that evolution appeals to so many
people is because it appeals toc man’s pride. Isaiah 13:11
says, "I will cause the arvogancy of the proud to cease and
will lay low the haughtiness of the proud." God is against
pride, In Isaiah 14:;1i2-14 the Bible tells us of the fall
of Satan from heaven.

How art thoua fallen from heavén, 0O Lucifer, son

of the marning! how art thou cut down to the

ground, which didst weaken the nations!

For thou hast said in thine heart, I will ascend

into heaven, I will exalt my throne above the

stars of God: I will sit also upon the mount of

the congregation, in the sides of the narth.

I will ascend above the heights of the clouds; 1

will be like the most High.
Later on in the passage God says that He will cast down
Lucifer.

1 personally believe that Satan fell from heaven
about a hundred years after the cSreation of Adam and Eve.
1 believe that he had watched Adam and Eve have fellaowship
with their creator with pride and envy in his heart. He
had been God’'s choir divector since he was created. His
desire to be God was thwarted when God cast him out of
heaven.

Ezekiel 28 tells of Ezekiel taking up a prophesy
against Tyvrus. It is cbhvious from the context that the
king of Tyre is a picture or a type of Satan. Ezekiel
28:2-59, 17 says,

Son of man, say untx the prince of Tyrus, Thus
saith the Lard God; Because thine heart is lifted
up there we see the pride) and thou hast said, 1

am a aed, I sit in the seat of Gad in the midst
of the seas; yet thou art a man, and not Sod,



though thou set thine heart as the heart of God;
Eehold, thou art wiser than Daniel; there is no
secret that they can hide from thee;

With thy wisdom and with thy understanding thou
hast getten thee riches, and hast gotten geold and
silver into thou treasures;

By thy great wisdom and by thy traffick hast thou
increased thy riches...

Thine heart was lifted up because of thy hegauty,
thouw hast corvupted thy wisdom by reason of thy

brighteness: I will cast thee to the ground, I

will lay thee before kings, that they may behaold
thee.

Tyfus is a type of Satan who lifted his heart up. Fride is
mentioned repeatedly in the Bible as being one of the main
thinas that God hates. I have-noted several hundred
referenﬁes to pride that show God?’s attitude toward it. He
hates it!! Hére are several.
Lev. 26:19 "I will break the pride of your paower,"
I Bam. 2:3 "talk no more so exceedingly proudly”

Fsalm 10:2 “The wicked in his pride doth persecute
the poor"

Fsalm 10:4 "The wicked through the pride of his
countenance will not seek after Geod.."

Fsalm 73:& "FEride compasses them about as a
chainj..."

Fs. 101:5 "Him that hath an high look and a proud
heart will I nat suffer.™

Fe. 119:21 "Thouw hast rebuked the proud...®

Frov. &:16 "These six things doth the Lord hate...
a prowd Yook, M

Frov. 8:13  "Pride, and arrmgénty...do I hate."
Frov. 13:10 "Only by pride cometh contention.?®

Frov., 15:25 "The Lord will destroy the house of
the proud...” '



Frov. 16:5 YEvery one that is proud in the heart
is an abomination to the Lord..."

Prov. 16:8 "Pride goeth before destructicn..."

Frov. 21:4 "An high look, and a proud heart...is
sin. "

Is. 14:12-16& Satan’s fall "I will ascend.,..”

Jer, 9:23 "Let not the wise man glary in his
wisdom neither let the mighty man.
glory in his mi ; let not the rich
man glory in his riches..."

Obed. 2 "Pride...hath deceived thee."

Matt 23:6 ‘'Love the uppermost rooms at feasts.”

Matt. 23:12 "Whoscever shall exhalt himself shall
be abased.™

Mark 7:21 "From within...proceed evil thoughts...
pride..."

Luke 1:51 "He scattered the proud in the
imagination of their hearts.

Fom 1:22-30 "Frafessing themselves to be wise...
proud.. . "

I Cor. 8:1 "Enowledge puffeth upe..”
I Cor. 13:4 "Charity...is not puffed up..."

I Tim. 3:& "...lifted up with pride ye fall
into...”

IT Tim. 3:2 "Men shall be lovers of their own
selves...proud...”

James 4:6 "GEod vesisteth the proud.

I IJn. Z:1& "...pride of life..."

There you have Jjust a few of the many verses in the
Rible that deal with pride. God hates pride. In his
pride, Satan decided he would exalt himself and take over

the throne of God. This is where evolution started. It



started in heaven in the heart of Satan. 8Satan and a
number of angels that followed him were cast down to the
earth. Then we have the story repeated in the heart of
man. Man is trying to exalt himself. This is what
evoluticocn is tea&hing tqday, that man is the pinnacle, the
wltimate.

When Satan realized he could not fake over the
throne of God, he decided to destroy what Bod had created
insteédl Satan, in the form of a serpent, brought the
doctrine of evelution to the Garden of Eden. In Genesis
2:5 the serpent says to Eve, "...ye shall be as gods."
Fride is the same thing that Satan used to cause the fall
of man in the Garden aof Eden. 8Satan was Jjealols of Adam
and Eve and their close unicn with God. The same is true
today. Batan wants your attention any time you try to
sarve the Heavenly Father. When Adam and Eve fell for the
line that they could become as gods, the doctrine of
evolution was successfully introduced ta the world. HMan's
pride and egx had been appealed to and he was no longer
content with the status God had given him.

Where did it go from there? Genesis 4:3 says, "And
in process of time it came to pass, that Cain brought of
the fruit of the ground an offering unto the Loard." LCain
knew better., God wanted a blaaa sacrifice. God had shed
innocent blood to cover the sin of Adam and Eve, Cain knew
God wanted a bloody animal sacrifice, a lamb to be precise.

Cain thought that he could get favor with God by brinoing



the work of his own hands. Cain promoted the evolutionary
doctrine that man can progress by his own efforts. It was
Cain’s pride that caused him to disregard God’s commands to
bring a lamb. Instead he brought the fruit of the ground
which represents his own efforts to please God. When God
rejected his offer, he became angry at God. 8Since he could
not hurt God, he took out his anger on God's servant; his
brother. In pride, he slew his brother because his
brother's sacrifice was accepted. We are told later in the
New Testament thé reascon why Cain killed his brother. In I
John 2:12 we reéd, "Not as Cain, who was of that wicked
one, and slew his brother. And wherefore slew he him?
Eecause his own works were evil, and his brother’s
righteous. " This is still true today. Anyone that does
good in this ;arld iz hated by those that do evil. Cain’s
effarts to "a?é}ve“ closer to God met with disaster. Cain
was driven out from his family to wander in the world., His
déscgndants apparently continued fejecting God. Man full
of pride will seldom admit that he is wrong.

The evil in the world continued to get worse until
God had to destroy the inhabitants of the earth with a
flood.,  When the Flood was owver, Satan began to work on
NMoah's descendants.  The sinry of evalution continues in
Sen. 9:ZZ, "And Ham, the father of Canaan, saw the
nakedness of his father, and tald his two brethren
without.” Ham, instead of doing the wise thing of covering

up his father’s nakedness, went cut and laughed about it to



his two brothers, evidently. This resulted in a curse
being placed upon Ham’!s son, Caanan., Ham’s pride caused
him to try to make his father lcok bad. FPecople who are
always cutting down others are usually motivated by pride.
They think making somecne else look worse will some how

make themselves laook better.

The story continues in Genesis 10. The pecople had
been commanded by God to spread ocut and replenish the
earth.. Some decided instead to rebel against God's
author ity and exalt themselves. Genpesis 10:B~9 says, "And
Cush begat MNimrod; he began to be a mighty one in the
earth. He was a mighty bunter before the Lord: wherefore
it is said, Even as Nimrod the mighty hunter before the
Lord." The word ‘before! in that verse means "in the face
of the Lord", or "against the Lard.™ Nimrod’s vebellion
against the Lord caused him to begin ;anstructiﬁn of the

Tower of HBEabel. We see this towey mentichned in EHen.

11: 13z

Arnd the whole earth was of one language, and of
orie speech.

And it came to pass, as they Jjourneved from the
zast, that they found a plain in the land of
Shinar; and they dwelt there.

fAnd they said one to ancther, 5o to, let us make
brick, and burn them throughly. And they had
bricl for stone, and slime had they for mortar.
fnd they said, Go to, let us build us a city and
a tower, whose top may reach unto heaven; and let
us make us a name, lest we be scattered abroad
upaon the face of the whole earth.

And the Lord came down to see the city and the
tower, which the children of men builded.

and the Lord said, Eehold, the people is one, and
they have all one language; and this they begin
to dop and now nothing will be restrained from



them, which they have imagined to do.
Go to, let us go-down, and there confound their
language, that they may not understand one

another's speech.

So the Lord scattered them abroad from thence
upon the face of all the earth: and they left off
to build the city.

Therefore is the name of it called Babel; because

the Lord did there confound the language of all

the earth; and from thence did the Lord scatter

them abroad upon the face of all the earth.
This tower represented man’s desire to exalt himself to the
geat of God. The pride of the rebels caused the people to
want to discbey God. They wanted to stay together and
build big cities even though God had commanded them to
spread out and fill the earth.

Babylon was one of the first cities built after the
flood., It still exists today. The pecple reluctantly
spread out after God Jjudged them Ey confusing the
languages. At this point they spoke all different
languages because the Lord "confounded their speech.™ I'm. .
sure for several generations they told stories about how it
used to be in the ‘good old days? when there was Jjust one
big city and everyone was one happy family.

As we trace the history of evolution, it becomes
slightly confusing at this point because there are going to
be several different branches on the tree. I will faocus an
Just two of the main branches.

When the people left the Tower of Rabel, th;y tomd:
their false religion of evoslution with them. They still

hoped that they could exalt themselves to godhood.  For the

sake of the study, we shall call them the Eastern and



Western branches of evalution.,

In the Eurcpean community, actually in area of Asia
Minor and the country of Turkey, we have the Western branch
af evalution. In the countries of China, Japan, and India
the Eastern branch af evolutioa developed. The branches
actually developed simultanecusly.

The Flood was about 2400 RB.C. which makes it about
4400 years ago. The Tower of Babel was probably built
Wwithin the first three to five hundred years after the
flood., Let?’s Jjust assume that it was about 1900 B.C. when
the Tower of Babel was built. The pecple were scattered
from the Tewer. Many of the people, in their pride, still
tried to find some way to become their own god. This is
the basic motive behind evalution,

For the next several hundred vears follewing the
Tower of Babel, there were many evolutionary—-type myths
passed down from generation to generation. In the year 640
E.C. a fellow named Thales was born in Asia Minor. At some
point in his life he began the first of the modern
evoluticnary doctrines. He said that man had evolved from
animals, animals had come from plants, plants had come from
inorganic elements, and all of these had come from water.
Anaximander, one of the students of Thales, enlarged on
this thecry slightly. Anaximander lived from 611 to 547
B.&, He taught Fythagoras, who is famous for the

Fythagorean theocrem used in mathematics.



At this point, there was a split in the
evolutionary doctrine. One aroup became atheistic, and
said that there was no God. Pythagoras started the group
that became pantheistic. He said there had to be a God
based on theidesign he saw inm nature, but the god that he
saw was the god in nature. The idea of limiting God to the
natural elements is the unde}lying theme of pantheism. He
iived from 5B8C to 489 B.C. He believed that nature is
divine. |

There are basically three types of religions in the
world. The first type is atheism which says that theve is
po God., Fsalm 14:1 calls the pecople who believe there is
no Bod fools. The second type of religion is pantheistic
which says that nature is god. This group says that the
universe is in control of itself and knows what it wants to
accomplish. Fantheism imparts a divine nature to the
elements. The third type of religion says that God is
cutside of, above, and beyond His creation. He is not
limited by His creatisn in any way. This is the almighty
infinite God of the Bible.

Socrates was a pantheist Greek philosopher who
lived from 469 to 399 B.LC. éﬂcrétes did not leave many
writings, but his student‘PlatD wrote prolifically. Flato,
like hic teacher Bocrates, was definitely a pantheist. He
also believed that nature is god.  Munitz from his book

Theories of the Universe, pg. &1 says,




Flato alsco makes use of ancther analogical
pattern of thought in describing the universe as
an all-ipclusive Living Creature, one whose body
is perfectly spherical and whose soul animates
the whaole world., In addition to this World-Soul,
the various individual heavenly bodies are
regarded by Plato as divine beings.

Im the writings of Flato, we have a very definite
description of the great chain of being, or an order of the
world soul. He tauwght that thE'universé is & living
creature in itself. Flato's idea was not one of ascension
in evolution, but one of descending. He thought that it
went from God to man and on down to the atomic particles,
His idea of putting everything in a nice neat nrder came
from Socrates. Plato developed this further into the areat
chain «f being.

Democrates lived from 460 to 3682 B.C. He started a
school called the Atomist school. Democrates coined the
wxrd *atom.?’  He thought that the interplay of atomic
particles was all that was necessary to describe how the
universe got here (the same basic idea as is. taught in
modern evolution).

Next we come to a student of Flato named Aristotle.
He lived from 384 to 322 B.2. Aristotle developed the
"Scale of Being." He believed in reincarnation which
tmaches that after death you would return to earth as a new
being, either higher or lower, depending on how you behaved

during your present life. This is very similar to the

modern—day Eastern religions. He developed the idea of a



"world scul" more fully and passed it on to many more of
his students. Aristotle believed in & descending order of
nature. He believed in the "eternal cosmos" which says
that nature has always existed. He believed in spontanecus
generaticn which says that life arcse from non-life.
Aristotle is known for many scientific discoveries, and no
doubt, had a great positive impact on the world of science.
Ho@ever, his god was not the God of the BRible. -His god was
nature. |

Aristotle was tutor to a man named Alexander the
Great. Alexander the Great was the leader of the Greek
Empire of the third century E.C. He spread the teachings
of Aristeotle all arcund his empire.

These men are all part of the Western branch of the
gvoluticonary doctrine. The Eastern branch was also
developing during this same time. Feople had travelled
from the Tower of EBabel to the Eastern countries of India,
Fakistan, and China. Civilizations began developing there.

Beginning arcund S00 B.C., there were at least five
major religions that were-developing in the East. The
story gets a little confusing as we try to trace the
history of evolution. Here . in the Eastern branch we again
Have two basic philosophies of rveligion. One philosophy is
atheistic, saying that there is no god at all. The other
philosophy again was pantheistic, saying that nature is

god.



Hinduism became very popular arcund 600 H.C, It
probably began many years before that. This %eligion is
braken up into four branches. Vedanta is the most popular
branch. It teaches that the universe is a living soul.
Sikhism is & ancther branch that began arcund 1500 A.D.
Janism is a branch of Hinduism that says that there is no
god at all. Janism teaches the doctvine of Karma. This is
a system of reincarnation where people are coﬁstantly being
born back as a different creature depending upon how they
lived in this world, The final stage ﬁf this vreincarnation
is Nirvana, which is annihilation and you finally get to
stop coming back. You Just cease to exist. The fourth
branch is called Sankhya which is alse atheistic.

Ancther religion developing in the Eastern world
during this time was Confucianism. Confucius lived from
551 to 479 B.X.  He very strongly endorsed ancestor
worship. There was no god or after life in the system
developed by Confucius. It was simply a system of ethical,
pelitical, and pragmatic teachings. It was a very
atheistic rveligion that totally left God cut.

Zoroaster was the religion of the Fersians that
developed arcund &00 E;E. Darius and Zyrus, who were baoth
menticned in the Bible, were followers of Zoroaster. It is
guite possible that the wise men whio came to Eethlehem were
of this cult. There is no way o prove this for certain.
This religion believed that Satan and Sod were equally

power ful, thereby, limiting 5od. This shows that they did



not have the right view of God in their theolagy. This
Eastern religion is still prominent today.

The EBuddhist religiocn was alsa developing during
this time in the East. Buddha lived from Se2 to 4BC B.C.
Buddha means "the enlightened one." This religion
originated in India, and was later expelled from that
country. It later became very popular in China.
Eventually, it merged with the teachings of Confucius, and
became a sort of hodge—podge religion. It was a very
atheistic religicn. It.had a very rigid system of kKarma,
which was a cause/affect system. By that 1 mean, he
belieyed that your deeds in each incarmnation, as they
called it, were reflected in the nemt'reincarnatinn. There
ig mo mention in Buddhism nf‘the original creation.

The fifth major Eastern religion that began in that
time periocd was Taaism.faunded by Laa Tse. He lived from
E04 to 517'3.:. This religiocn was a rival of
Confusiusianism in China. "Tanism...was alsa an
gvyolutisnary religion, built araund'the concept of Ythe

Hay.'" (The Long War Against Sod, p. 2210 It was

basically pantheistic in philosophy. Tacism teaches that
nature is bi-palar. All of nature is divided into yin and
yvang. Yin is rvepresented by water on the one end, and yang
is represented by fire at the other end.

The five major Eastern religions that developed
during this time were Hinduism, Confucianism, Zaroasterism,

Ruddhism, and Taocism. Because of the atheistic and



pantheistic philnsaphies of these religions, and the lack
of importance placed on God, the entrance of communism into
these countries was very simple. When the evoluticnary
doctrine was taught in these countries, the pecple did not
have to change their religion in order to include it.
Evolution and communism blended in fine with the Eastern
religions. In about 1835, a man named Yen Fu translated
Thoﬁas Huxley's bool into Chinese. That was probably the
turning paoint in China. It led the way for communism to
take over so many of the orien?al countries.

At the time of Christ, it was almost universally
accepted as "scientific fact" that the world was infinitely
=old. The two philoscphies mentioned abave were very
prevalent during the development of the early church.

These are the philosophie; that were referved to in Col.
Z:8 where the Rible says "Beware lest any man spoil you
through philasophy and vain deceit.” As the Apostle Faul
was preaching on Mars Hill, he began his sermon by talking

sbout the infinite creator, the God that made the worlds.

Then Faul stood in the midst of Mars' hill, and
said, Ye men of Athens, 1 perceive that in all
things ye are too superstiticus.

For as I passed by, and beheld your devoticns, 1
found an altar with this inscription, TO THE
UNKNOWN 50D, Whom therefore ye ignorantly
worship, him declare I unto you.

God that made the world and all things thevein,
seeing that he is Lord of heaven and earth,
dwelleth not in temples made with hands; (Acts
17:22-24)

This immediately agot the pecple’s attenticn. We are in



the same situation today. In order to reach peaple that
have been heavily influenced by evolution, we must first
begin with the foundation, the creation. We can’t
immediately quote John 3:16 because it sounds like a
fareign language to them. They have been so brainwashed
away from God by eveluticonary philosophy that we must begin
with the basics. We must slowly pry open their closed
minds by getting them to answer the question, "Wha is the
Creator who made the world? "

Almost immediately after the time of Christ,
spveral groups developed around Christianify that claimed
to be Christian. Some had pure motives and samé had impure
metives. Those with impure motives desired to dilute and
destroy the Christian teaching. For example, one of the
groups that developed was from Alexandria, Egypt. There
was a school in Alexandria that had teachers that tried to
reinstate Aristotle’s philaosophy into Christianity. St
Blément, who lived from approximately 150 o 215 A.D.,
taught in this Alexandrian schosl. He started one of the
early compromises that tried to bring the Almighty God of
the Rible down to the pantheist God of pature. You see the
God of creation is above and outside of the creatiaon
whereas the god of pantheism is in his creation and is
limited by the creation. instead 2f him being over the
universe, he fs like a major cog in the machiﬂery but not
the man running the machinery. Clement had a very clear

intention of making God a pantheist God. Evolution is just



part of a long war against God., The main idea is to bring
God down of f His throne. BSatan has always wanted to do
that and he hasn’t given up vet.

Many in the Alexandrian school were of this
philosophy. They actually re-copied parts of the Bible two
be more in line with their beliefs and made what are known
today as the Alexandrian manuscripts. These have been
discredited and rejected by most Bible-believing Christians
because there are differences in these manuscripts and the
other manuscripts of the Rible. Many of the Alexandrian
manuscripts are older than the manuscripts used by the
Rible-believing Christians, yet older does not mean better.
It would only make sense that if a manuscript were accepted
azs authentic by the believers that it would be used aover
and over until it was worn out.  Then a new copy would be
made. It would be checked extensively by the priests to
verify that all had been copied correctly. They would even
count the number of letters to verify that all was correct.
Then the old copy would be destroyed. This process was
repeated many times as manuscripte became unusable. Those
manuscr ipts that were not accepted would not be used, and
therefore, would last langer. The Alexandrian manuscripts
are the source of many af the modern—day translaticons.
Instead =f going to the "original' manuscripts, the modern
translators have been using the Alexandrian This results

in a perverting and watering down of the Scriptures.



Another very influential man in the Alexandrian
school was & man by the name of Origen. He was barn
approximately 183 A.D. and died 256 A.D. Drigen had a very
vehement desire to put the evolutionary theory of pantheism
into Christianity. He egpecially thought that Genesis |
and 2 needed to be thanged.. He taught that they were an
allegory, a myth. He said these two chapiers were Jjust a
story to try to éxplain some of the processes God used and
that they were not to be taken literally. The idea of
Genesis | and 2 not being literally scientifically accurate
and true praobably has ocne =f its major roots in the
teachings of Origen. He is a key man in the history of
evolution.

The next man in this history of evolution is a man
by the name of Augustine. He was bovrn approximately 3863
A.D. and died about 430 A.D. He is called St. Augustine by
the Catheolic church. Augustine still plays a vital part in
the Catholic church doctrine. He would be the equivalent of
- a theistic evolutiocnist today.

About £20 A.D., Mohammed, the founder of the
religion of Islam, hated the palytheism that.was around him
at the time. One of his goals and desires was to develap a
monotheistic religion. He developed an unusual mixture
between Ehristianity and Judaism. He eventually became
very anti-Christian. He wanted a limited God of nature, a
pantheisti- type of god. The qod af Mohammedism is not the

God of the Bible by any stretch of the imaginaticn. It is



a little pantheistic god of nature. Because of this, the
Islam religion accepts evolution very readily as a
scientific fact because it fits so well with their
teaching. In the COunt?y.Gf Turkey ¢ which is almost
totally dedicated to Mohammed?) evolution is ﬁaught as fact.

in 12285 A.D., & man was born named Thomas Aguinas.
He was called "the angelic doctor." He continued
Augustine’s idea of the pantheist God. He was very
influential in reviving Aristotle’s teaching in the
Catholic church. As a matter of fact, it became a law in
the Cathalic church that you must teach ﬁristntle's
doctrine as far as the origin of the universe or you would
be treated as a heretic,

In the early 1600's, SHalileo invented the
telescope. He looked at the moon and noticed the rugoed
surface of the moon. He then said that the moon was not
smooth like Aristotle said it was. Aristotle had said back
in 400 B, C. that the moon was like a perfect smooth sphere,
a crystal ball to reflect the sunlight. Galilex even
nublished a book that stated that the moon was not smooth.
Aristotle was also contradicted by Galileo on his theory of
gravity. Aristotle had said that heavier wbjects fall
faster than lighter objects. Galiles proved that to be
wraﬁg. In the mid 1600'=, Galileos, under penalty of death
by the Catholic chqrch, had to vrecant his awful heresy of
teaching that the moon was not smooth. He had dared to

sugaest that the doctrines of Aristotle as taught by the



church could be qung! He wrote a second book to say that
he was wrong and that the moon was perfectly smooth. The
priests even refused to lock through Galileco's telescope
because they said that it was demon possessed. The hold of
Ar istotle’s philosophy on the minds of the pecple of that
time was so strong that scientific progress was hindered.
We face the same thing tocday. The faulty teaching of
evalution is hindering scientific progress,

Thomas Afuinas was no doubt a very sincere man.
However, he was since;ely wrong. He was a very inmnfluential
person in the Fenaissance which is called the "Great
Awakening. He is often called the father of the
Fenaissance, This was a time for getting people to think
again. They began to be sceptical of religion in general
and éhe Catholic Church in particular.

The next influential character we come to in ocuy
tracing ﬁf the history of evolution is Benoit de Maillet.
He was born in 1656 and died about 1738. He was very
anti-Rible and tried to influentce anyone he could te not
believe the Rible. He was very full of occcult ideas. He
wrote a book which was his name spelled backward,
Telliamed. He was a very avid atheist, evalutiocnist, and a
materialist. He believed in a great infinite age of the
earth. He was very influential in furthering the ideas of
gvolution, particularly in the country of France;

Anocther man at this time was Maupertis, born 1698,

and died 1732. He was a physicist and a mathematician, and



was a close friend of Voltaire. BRoth of these men hated
Christianity with a passion and wanted to do anything they
could to discredit the Bible.

Voltair, born 1694 and died in 1798, was a deist
and was an capen enemy of Christianity. UWhen he was five
years of age, he memorized "The Skeptics Foeem", and on his
death bed he said, "I am abandaneq by God and man. I shall
go to hell." He is also quoted as saying, "If God did nat
exist, it would be necessary for man to invent him." Many
pecple in colleges today use this quote to pull people away
from Christianity. Voltair is alsc quoted as saying, "i
wish I had never been born.” He is alsc said to have
scoaffed at Sir lsaac Newton. Newtson had been meditating on
Daniel 1Z:4 which says, "But thmu,-D Daniel, shut up the
words, and seal the book, even to the time of the end: many
shall run to and %ra, and knﬁuledge shall be increased.”
Mewton said that he believed that somedéy man would go more
than S0 ﬁiles per hour. WVoltair picked up on éhis and
laughed. He then fravelled around preaching about the
ridiculous ideas in the Bible o put such thoughts into
Newton’s head. WVoltair had a deist friend as a young man
named Abbe de Bhafeuneuf, & bachelor and. probably a
homosexual . Dufing the French Revoclution, Vaoltair tried to
éstablish a ten—-day work week inétead af a seven—-day week
Just to try to get people away from the seven days of
creation, This, of course, was a miserable failure. This

is just an example of what he tried to do to get pecple



away from the Bible and from Christianity.

Another Frenchman during this time of turmeil of
the 1600 and 1700's was a man named Comte de
Bfoan(1707—17BB}. He was the director of the French
botanical Gardens for fifty years. He was also a prolific
aukhor., He wrote a 44 volume series on science called
Higt: v of Nature. This is full «f evolutionary ideas.

:1d his writing before the French Revoluticon, he
was very careful not to do things that woeuld offend the
Patho urech. He was very influential in spreadinog the

Avine of evelution around the warld,

Ancther man that is very important as we tréce the
history of evolution is Erasmus Darwin, the grandfather of
Charles Darwin. He was born in 1731 and ﬁied in 1802. He
was an extremely fat person. In fact,-he was s fat they
had to cut a curve in the dining voom table so that he
could get up to the table. He was a medical doctor. He
was also very immoral. He had twelve legitimate children
and two illegitimate children. He was known to have had
many affairs. He was a great admirer of the French
philosapher, Roussesu, who was the chief philosopher of the
French Eevolution. Darwin was a deist, not an atheist, but
was a strong opponent of Christianity. In 1794 he wrote a
book called Zoonomia, which contained many of the |
evolutionary ideas that were later claimed by Charles, his
grandson. The United States and England were not yet ready

to accept the evolutionary ideas because there was still



such a strong Christian influence. About 55 years later,
his grandson, Charles, would get credit for modern ideas of
evalution. Erasmus Darwin founded the Lunar Scociety in
Birmingham, England in the late 17007s.

I think it is not a coincidence that people Wwho are
atheists or evolutionists frequently have a wicked
lifestyle or at least a lifestyle against the plain
teachings of the Bible. Therefore, evolution is an easy
way for them to justify their lifestyle. The problem is
ane of philosophy, not one of science. They don’t want
there to be a GHod because of their wicked lifestyle. That
is their real praoblem.

The next man with an influential part in this

higtéry of evmlutiaﬁ was Jean—Baptiste de Lamarcl:, born in
1744, died in 18%2%. Lamarck wrote two famous books on
zoology, one in 1809 and one in 1815, He was a French
atheist. He was appointed by the French Revalutionary
government. He was very bitterly anti-Rible and anti-
Christian. He hated the Hible, e;pe;ially the creation and
the flood stovy. He was determined to give pecple an
alternative explanation for how the earth got here beside
the creation and the flood., He alsc was an immoral man.
He had =ivw illegitimate children by three different women.
He taught a theory that giraffes had longer necks because
they would stretch their necks to reach the leaves higher
o the trees. Those that were not able to stretch would

simply die cut in times of drought. Then the long necks



giraffes would pass that trait on to their children. This
is known as the "inheritance of acgquired characteristics.™
There ié no biclogist today that believes this theory.
Acquired traits are pot inherited because they have no
effect on the Qenetic.matter. Lamarck died in poverty and
Was uﬁwanted when he died.

One of the men greatly influenced by Lamarck was a
man named Charles Lyell. Lyell was born in 1797 and died
in 1875. He is called the father of modern gealogy. He
was a lawyer, not a scieﬁtist. He developed what is called
the "geologic column.” Thie column is still tauwoht in
every earth science classroom today. The whole idea of the
geologic column is bésed on uniformitarianism, or the
present is the key to the past. This is menticned in I1I
Fater 2 where it says in the last days scaffers are agoing
toe come and they will say all things continue as they were.
It goes on to say in II FPeter 3 that they are willingly
ignaorant of the creation and the flood., The fleood explains
geology. The present processes do not explain geolaogy.

The Colorado River did not form the Grand Canveon.  The'
Grand Canyan was formed as the flood went down. Lyell tack
the old philoscophy of naturalism and applied it to earth
history. Sadly, manf of the creationists of his day
accepted his philoscophy. They thought it was time to
updafe the Bible and some how make the Biblical account of
creation include ecns of time. Lyell cleverly trapped

Christians of his day with his erronecus teaching. He



wrote a book called Frinciples of Geology. It was this
book that influenced Charles Darwin while he was on his
vayage on the HMS Beagle many years later. Lyell was
Darwin's friend and urged him to publish his book, Origin
of Species. Lyell had a determination to destroy the idea
of the Biblical flood in the minds of pecple. He promoted
the teaching of Hutton., Each of these men Just built on
each other’s sinking foundation. There was a maovement in
the early 1B00's to disarm the monarch system of
government. They saw that the Bible taught that you should
obey the king and therefore, the EBible stood in the way of
democracy. They thought that by disproving the Bible they
would be able to disarm the monarchists. They had
political goals, npot scientific goals, far teaching
uniformitarianism. Lyell often ridiculed what he called
"Mosaic geclogy.” He was very shrewd and therefare, never

openly attacked the EBible. Henry Marvis in his book Lang -

War Against Seod, pg. 65 says, '"Lyell's dominating
mzxtivation was his desire to undermine the authority of the
Biple." |

The next man we come £o in tracing the history of
eviolution is a man by the name of Charles Darwin. Darwin
was born in 1809 and died in 1B8Z. He is most famous for

twx books that he authored. The second onpe was The Descent

of Man. The first one, and most famous, is The Drigin o

Species by Means of Natural Selecticn. This boak alsc had

a subtitle called "The Freservation of the Favored Races in



the Struggle for Life." He taok a five year voyage in the
i830's on the HMS Beagle. During that voyage, he read
extensively Lyell’s book. This greatly influenced him to
think that the earth was millions of years old.  When he
returned from his voyage, he was encouraged by Lyell o
publish a book., Darwin wrote for many years, but never
published the bocok. Lyell realized‘that a man named
Wallace was going to beat Darwin to the punch in publishing
such a beook on evolution., Lyell encouraged Darwin to go
ahead and publish his book. Darwin publiéhed it in 1859.
The Industrial Revolution was well under way and pecple
were 1amking for some way to justify the cruelty that
accompanied this revolution.,  (CZhild labor, sweat houses,
gtc.? Darwin'’s bock was just what the world needed to
Justify the cruel ruthless tactics of the industrial
revolution. DParwin had a theology degree. He became a
deist, and later, very proudly an atheist. There are many
gtories of him repenting on his death bed, but there still
iz much confusion on the issue.

The next key character in the history of evolution
i=s Karl Mafx. ¥arl Marx was bovrn in 1818 and died in 1883,
He is known as the father of Communism. EKEarl Marx was very
much influenced as a yothgster by a man Auguste Comte.
Comte, along with Herbert SBpencer, James Frazier, Edward
Taylor, and some octhers, were ardent Darwinists. They
strongly promoted Darwin’s teachings, particularly those on

the avolution of reliogion, They began teaching back then



that even monotheism (the belief in one God) was the result
of evoluticon., They said that man used to believe in many
.gods and gradually declined to Jjust one ged. They taught
that religion actually evalved. This is a false teaching
thét is still promoted today in universities.

Marx was a very egotistical man. He had a definite
hatred for God and the Bible. He was boarn inte a rich
family. He was a good friend of Friedrich Engeis, a
socialist leader in England. They believed that strugagle
is the means of development. Because of this belief, they
thaought that class struogle was gaood. By the time Darwin’s
book was published, Marx had already written several baoks
and developed his revolutionary ideas. Even though Marx
was rich, he claimed to take the cause of the poor class.
By the way, in every Communist country today, there are
still anly twx classes——the extremely rich and the
extremely poor. Communism does not solve the problem that
it claims it is qcing to soclvey it only worsens the
problem. Because of the idea of develocpment by clacs
struggle, Marx readily accepted Darwin's book when it was
published in 1859. By December of 1853, .just  two months
after Darwin's book was published, Marx and Engels were
corresponding concerning Darwin'’s book. They said that it
was exactly what they had been waiting for to justify thejr
class struggle. Marx strongly emphasized that
envivonmental influence, like Lamarck had discussed, (the

baelief that certain traits that are acquired can be passed



on genetically to the next geheratian), could affect the
rate of evolution in humanity. He said that if the
envivocnment were changed, people would evolve faster. He
thought that evolution could be controlled or accelerated
then by handling factors in the environment. Marx wrote
two very.fammus bocks that radically changed the world:
The Communist Manifesto and Das Eapital. Marx wrote in a
poem one time, "I wish to avenge myself against the one who
rules above..." and he has certainly accomplished that.
Because of Marx’s doctrine of Communism, belief in God was
cutlawed, Bibles were outlawed, and millions of people have
lost their lives in various countries around the world., On
Judgment Day, Marx will be responsible for the lives and
blood of mill?ons of peaple. Marx, with his bitter hatred
toward E@od, developed Communism.

Let’s go on in the "Who's Who! in the evoluticnary
Bzlls We will continue in chronological order by théir
birthdates, because the tangled web becomes rather
difficult to decipher. Each of these men were working with
zach other or near each other. Sometimes they were not
aware of athers working in the samé field. Sometimes they
were very tlose companions.

The next man we come to is Al fred Russell Wallace.
He was born in 1828 and died in 1913. He was a
contemporary with Darwin. He came up with several theories
such as the survival of the fittest., This was used by the

capitalists in the 1B800's to Jjustify the annihilation of



anyone who did net "fit in." For instance, Rockefeller,
Carnegie, and some of thase early tycoons, were ruthless in
their business practices because they based their business
practices on evolution. They said only the fittest can
survive, so we will be the strongest and take over. With
Rockefeller’s Standard 0il company the way they used to
@onapmlize the 6arket was by buying out all of the stations
in a particular town. Any stations éhaf refused to sell
were literally "driven out of business." For instance, if
the price of gasocline was twenty cents a gallon,
Rockefeller would instruct his people to sell it faor
fifteen centes a gailmn for a few months, Jjust long encugh
to put the competitor cut of business. When the other
station would goo cut of business, he would have & corper on
the market and Jack his prices back up. The idea of
evalution actuwally bad its modern beginning with Wallace.
Darwin iz given the credit {for it, but Wallace actually
publ ished his book first, nearly a year earlier. He
emphasized a strugole for existence, the survival of the
fittest, and natural selection. Wallace had very littlse
education. He served at an apprenticeship for & while. He
read Thomas Fayne’s bok, The Age of Eeason, as a teenager
and became very skeptical in matters of religion. He
blended right in with ideas of socialism, Marwism, and
anarchism. He was heavily influenced by Malthus' book, and
he believed in spiritism and the =occult, Wallace was é

pantheist, whereas Darwin became more and more of an



atheist. They kind of split over the idea of whether there
was really a God. Because of Wallace's spiritist,
pantheist, and cccultist teaching of evolution, he could
really be considered the founding father of the New Age
movement. He lived in Malaysia for about eight years, and
watched the spiritist rituals that those people per formed.
He developed many of his theories in that setting. The New
Age movement is nothing more than the old rebellicn against
God and the belief in evolutiaon, with a little Hindu and
Buddhist religion miwed in with it.

Let?’s continue our journey thrauéh the history of
evoluticon., The next man we come to is Thomas Huxley. He
was born in 1825 and died in 1895. Huxley was called
"Darwin’s bulldcg." He actively promoted Darwin's work

after his publication of Briqin =f Species. He was very

strong in his beliefs, and aniious for Christianity to be
overthrown. Thomas Huxley did not claim to be an atheist.
He claimed 4o be an agnostic. He is the ope that actually
made up the term "agnostic." He said that if there is a
Sod, it doesn’t matter. God had ne part in his life. He
was an Ernglish biologist and & writer. He taught that

ethizs and morals had al=zao evaolved. He even wrote a book

in the 18007s called Evolution and Ethics., He was very
much & racist. Evolution lendes itsel f readily to racism,
which can be seen by the follaowing gquotes from Darwin and

Husl ey,

At some future pericd, not very distant as



measured by centuries, the civilized races of man
will almost certainly exterminate and replace the
savage races throughout the world. At the same
time the anthropomorphous apes...will no doubt be
exterminated. The break between man and his
nearest allies will then be wider, for it will
intervene between man in a more civilized state,
as we may hope, even than the Laucasian, and some
ape as laow as a baboon, instead of as now between
the negro or Australian and the gorilla. (The
Descent of Man, A. L. Burt Co., 1874, p. 178)

No rational man, cognizant of the facts,
believes that the average negro is the equal,
still less the supericor, of the white man, And
if this be true, it is simply incredible that,
when all his disabilities are removed, and our
prognathous velative has a fair field and no
favor, as well as no oppresscy, he will be able
to compete successfully with his bigger-brained
and smaller—jawed rival, in a contest which is to
be carvied on by thoughts and not by bites. (Lay
Sermons, Addresses and Feviews, Appleton, 1871,
p. Z02 '

Darwin's noticn that the varicus races were at different
evolutionary distances from the ape, with Negroes at the
bottom and faucasian at the top, was not unigue to him, but
rather was almost universal among the evolutionary
zcientists of the nineteenth century. Motice Humley’é
argument that blacks could not compete intellectually with
‘the Caucasians under equal and fair ceonditions. FRaciem
started, or was qreatly enhanced by Darwin and Thomas
Husley. Huxley is the grandfather of two men who were also
famous in evoluticnary cirvcles today, Sir Julian Huxley and
Aldous Huxley. Thomas Huxley had been witnessed to an
several occasions. Here is one guate from the Encyclopedia
of Illustrations, #6230, entitled "Huxley's Sunday Tallk,"

by J. B. Dengis,



A friend of mine was once on a parliamentary
commission with Praf. T. H. Huxley. They
happened to stay at a little country inn aver
Sunday. Huxley said to my friend, "I suppose you
are going to church this morning?" "I amj; I
always go to church." "I know you do," said
Huxley, "but suppose this morning you sit down
and talk with me about religion——simple
experimental religion.” "I will," said my
friend, "if you mean it."

They sat down together, and my friend cut of a
deep and rich experience told him of the Cross of
Christ and pardoning love, and after three hours
tears stood in Huxley’s eyes, and he put out his
hand and said, "If only 1 could believe that, 1
would be willing to give my right hand." What do
you call that but intellectual imprisonment?

The next individual on our Jjournpey through the
history of evolution is Erpest Haeckel. He was born in
18234 and died in 19139. He was a German biologist and
philascpher. He develaped the "Biogenetic Law," or the
"Recapitulation Theory." This theory teaches that the
human embryo inside the mother's womb goes through the
different stages of evolution, fraom fish to reptile to
-mammal to human. This bas long since been disproven. It
is now kpown that there is no recapitulation. This theory
is used for the justification for abartion.  The human
embrya, the abortionists say, is not fully human vet and it
is okay to kill it because it hasn’t yet reached the human
st age. I'm nat saying that abortion started with
evolution. I am saying that evolution does serve to give,
in the abortionist’s mind, some scientific Jjustification to
abortion.

Haeckel was a advocate of Lamarck?’s theery, that

acquired characteristics could be inherited. He invented



all sorts of sketches or fabricated pictures that showed
the different embryos of animals, including man, and how
they were so similar. He later confessed that these were
lies. These sketches were reproduced and are still
digblayed in some tewtbooks. Haeckel became ocne of
Gérmany’s ideolcgists for racism, nationalism, and
imperialism. Fracbably more than any other man, Haeckel is
responsible for the influence on a young man who was to
come later and radically change the world, Adolf Hitler.
In reading Haeckel’s ideas and experiments, Hitler decided
that the strongest race was the one tﬁat was to survive.
Hizs imperialism led o his belief that the Gevrmans were to
take over the world. Much harm as come to the world by
this man, Ernest Haeckel.

In the mid iBS50's, there was a'revival of the
Buddhist cult. It was co—founded by Colonel H. S, chatf.
The goal of this was to unify the Buddhist. The name of
this revival was Theosophy. The Theosophy cult was also
founded by Madam Helena Elavatsky. The second statement in
their platform of doctrinal beliefs says, "The universe was
evaolved, not created, and it functions according to law.”
We are seeing a great revival of the Mew Age cult today.

Sigmund Freud is the next man in the great
influence for evolution and against Biblical Christianity.
He was born in 1856 and died in 1939. He was an ardent
follower of Darwin. In 1913, he was convinced that

Darwin’s and Lamarck’s theories were right. He believed



that acquired traits could be inherited. He thought that
mental discrders were simply leftover behaviors that had
been appropriate in earlier stages of evolution. He alse
believed in the Recapitulation Theory. Freud is kncwn as
the father of modern psychology. Many of the teachings and
practices of psychology taaay are based on Freud’s
observations that man is just an animal and needs to be
treated as an animal.

The next man we come to is Sir Julian Huxley. He
was bqrn in 1887 and died in 1975. He was the first
Dirvector General of UNESCO tUnited Nations Educaticonal,
Srdientific and Cultural Organizatiocnl). He was also one of
the founders of the American Humanists Association in 1933,
He was a pantheist and believed that nature is the gzd that

is to be worshipped. He iz quated as saying, "Darwin's

theory - is no longer & theory, but a fact." He is also
quoted as saying, "No supernatural designer is needed." He
believed that evolution could answer all of the problems.

He was a leader of the New Age Movement until his death iﬁ
1975, It is reported by his nuree that on his deathbed; as
he looked uwp to heaven with a blank stare, he said, "So it
is true.,"

His brother, Aldous Huxley, born in 1894, and died
1963, was a leader in the modern drug culture. He was an
atheist, a philosopher, and & strong advocate of
hallucinmgénic drugs. Huxley is largely responsible for

the drug culture that developed in the sixties. He was cne



of the first intellectuals to cpenly promate taking druas
as a way to expand your mind and your experience.

There are number of pecple on the list in the
twentieth century who have had an influence for evolution
and against God. Henry Fairfield Osborne, an American
anthropologist, was a leading evolutionist and an avid
racist. During the first half of this century, he was the
directcr of the American Museum of Natural History. He
believed that the varicus stages of childhood for a
Caucasian were said to represent the lower races and how
high they had attained in evclution. For instance, he said
that the blacks are at the bottom, then the yellow races,
then the whites are at the top. Let me guote from
Dsbovne's book, The Evolution of Human Rates, Natural
History magazine, Jan/Feb 1%2%, p. 129,

The Negroid stock is even more ancient than

the taucasian and Mongolian, as may be proved by
an examinaticon not only of the brain, of the
hair, of the bodily characters, such as the
teeth, the genitalia, the sense organs, but of
the instincts, the intelligence. The standard of
intelligence of the average adult Negro is
similar to that of the sleven-year—-old youth of
the species Homo sapiens.

Evolution has brought the world =0 much trauble.
This is one of the key toole that Satan is using here in
the end times to bring the world under his dominicon.
Shintoism is the state religion of Japan. It is a mixture

of Buddhism and ancient polytheistic myths about Japanese

pexple. Shintoism teaches that the Japanese are



descendants of the gods and are destined fo rule the world.
They teach that the Empercr is from the 'sun god, the
highest god. It was Shintoism, based on evolution, that
‘was respongible for Japan’s actions in World War I1I. They
were determined $o take over and rule the world, Jjust like
Hitler was doing in Germany. Both of them were motivated
by a desire to help evalution along. This goes right back
to the Garden of Eden where Satan said, "Ye shall be as
gods.” From the very beginnina, man has had a desire to
take over the throne of God and Satan promotes that desire

by the teaching of evaolution.



THE RELIGION OF EVOLUTION

It has long been my cgﬁtentian that evolution is
just ancther religion. There is no empirical evidence to
back it up so it is certainly not a part of science. The -
evoluticonists say that man made God instead of God making
man. Who is right? In this chapter I would like to
discuss the evolution of religimn.nr_the religion of
evolution, which is it? The public schools have been
teaching for the last fifty years that religion has
evolved. We have been taught that man started off
believing in many gods, worshiping the rocks, stars, etco,
the cave man philosophy, and that he gradually developed
monotheism (the belief in one Godld.  Yet archaeology seems
to tell us that Jjust the opposite is true. It tells us
that man has always been a monotheist and worshipped one
Hod. All of the ancient cultures seem to teach us just the
apposite of what we are being taught in ocur public schools
Eodav.

Religicn has not evolved., Man did not create God;
Hod created man. Since evolutiocn is just a religion, it
should not be taught in public schools at taxpayers expense
unless all religions are going to be taught.

In 1362, the Supreme Court ruled that if a parent
or child objects to certain materials being taught in the
public schools, the child cannot be removed from the class

because that would vioclate his constitutional rights. The



ceurt further decided that the objectionable course or
material would have to be removed. This case invalved the
question of prayer and religion. The precedent can be
applied to sex education or any other questicnable
material. The ruling also said that no government building
or facilityrmay be used to coammit inhibiticons ar
hostilities to godly religicn. There may soame reading this
who may remember when prayer when was taken out of the
public school system. I was only in the fifth grade and did
not understand what was going on. Madeline Murvray 0O'Hare
did not want her son made to pray in the public schaoal.,

She said that it was objectionable to her. She claimed
that that was an obvious case of the government advancing a
religian at the taxpayers expense. 5She was very successful
;n getting prayer taken out of the public school system.

Of course, 1 don't like what Madeline Murray 0O'Hare
stands for ar what she did, but it does bring up an
interesting point. If evolution is Jjust a religion, then
it also should be taken out of the public schowols. I would
like to see some leagal action taken te get evolution taken
ot Df,the'public~schaal system on the grounds that it is
Just a religichn. The first step is to appreoach the schoaol
board and veguest that they remove the objecticnable
materials. BStep two is to go to the people who supply the
funds for the school, the county commission. Step three is
to take the issue to court.

There are basically faur options in this issue.



The first opticn is to teach evolution only and ignore
creaticn or any other theories of the origin of the earth.
This is whatAis going on now in the public schoal system.
The apticn at the other end of the scale would be to teach
only creation, This is what was going on in 1925 in
Dayton, Tennessee. Tennessee had passed a law that made
the teaching of evolution a crime. A young bioloay teacher
in the small.tuwn of Dayton was eﬁcauragéd to create a test
case by teaching evolution in spite of the law. The
teacher was arrested and tfied. The now famous atheist
lawyer Clarence Daryow came in as defense for the side of
the teacher and evolutian. Darrow said that it was unfair
to teach only one side of the issue. -He said that it was
the height of bigotry to prevent students from leérning
both sides of this issue. Even though Darrow laost the case
and the teacher was fined %100, his plea for equal
treatment was headed. 8lowly the schoxls began to teach
the theory of evolution with the truth of creation.

He are now at the other end of the spectrum. The
tides have totally shifted and we are now teaching only
evolution., This is Scopes in reverse. The same bigotry
that they obJjected against they now condone since the tales
are twned. Even though they can, most public schoaol
teéchers don't mention creation. They have been told that
it is against the law to talk about creation because it is
a religious subject. Evolution is religious alsco.

There are two middle—-ground options available in



this issue. The first would be to teach both evolution and
creation in the public schocl classrooms. This was passed
as law in the state of Louisiana, but was never enforced
because people contested that law. This was contested
because the idea of creation has religions connotations and
therefore, they contested, it should not be taught in the
public schoal system. They immediately claim the
"separation of church and state."' This ideal is'nat found
in the Constitution. It is found in Jefferson’s writings.
Even if this true, the courts decided that teachers have
the right to give any number of theories on the origin of
the earth.

The next option is to leave both of these beliefs
out of the public school system. I taught high schocl
SEience and mathematics. I know that you can teach
students many things without menticning origins and where
we came from. It is possible to leave the issue totally up
ta the home or to the church.

The public school systeﬁ is vright now using opticon
number one, teaching dogmatically evalution. They would
never dream of switching to option fouwr of teaching only
creaticn. 8ince option two of teaching both has not
warked, I believe we are left with opticon three. I believe
we should just leave boath beliefs out of the public schoal
system. Madeline Murray O'Hare had a very vaiid paint. It
is not right to use tax dollars to promote religion, any

religion, in the public school system.



Webster defines a religion as "a belief in a divine
ar super—human power o powers to be cbeyed and worshipped
as the creator of the universe." What created the
universe? Was it blind chance; evolution? 1f so, then
blind chance is their creator and they worship chance.

Time and matter become the agods of the eveolutionist., If
you begin taking away time fraom the evo{utianist by saying
that the. earth is young, that is like takiﬁg a pacifier out
=f a baby’'s mouth. If Webster’s definition of religion is
correct, then evolution is definitely a part of religion,
not science. I taught science for many years, and I am not
against real science. However, we have entered the realm
of vreligion when we begin saying that the sarth came inta
being out of nothing.

There is a wealth of information on this subJject.
Let me share what a few evelutionists have said about
evalution. Sir Arthur Keith, an avid evolutionist, said,
"Evzluticon is unpreved and unprovable. We believe it
because the mﬁly alternative is special oreation and that
is unthinkable." This reveals quite a bit about the
evxluticonists. They believe it only because they do not
like the option of special creation. L. H. Matthews, the
evoalutionist who wrote the preface to the 1371 edition of
.Darwin’s bok, said, "Belief in the theory of evolution was
exactly parallel to the belief in special crveation with
evolution merely a satisfactory faith on which to base our

interpretation of nature.” Evolution is a faith, a

60



religion. Fierre Grasse, the French biclogist, said,
"Srientists should destroy the myth of evolution." L, H.
Lipsome, the British physicist said, "In fact, evoluticon in
a sense became a scientific religion. Almost all
szientists have accepted it and many are prepared to bend
their cobservations te fit in with it."

Evolution without a question is a religion. It is
a religion af humanism. Either mén is the ultimate king of
the world, or God is the uwltimate king of the world.
Humanism is the religion of man being the ultimate.

Humanist Manifesto One says, "Humanism is a philosophical,

religicus, and moral point of view as old as human
civilization itself." They admit right up front that it is
religious. They go on to say, "In 19332 a group of 34
liberal humanists enunciated the philosophical and
religious principles that seemed to them fundamental. They
drafted Humanist Manifesto One,.which for it's time was a
radical document. This document was cohcerned with
expressing a general religious and philasaphical oublaook
that rejected Orthodnm and dogmatic positions and provided
meaning and directian, unity and purpose to human life. it
was committed to reason, science, and demowracy." It goes
o to say that "if no deity will save us, we must save
curselves. " Humaniem without a gquestion is religious.
Humasanists admit to this fact., Here are a few different

statements from Humanist Manifesto I % II that further

illustrate the religious nature aof evolutionism: (the



numbers correspond to the actual statement number fraom

Humanist Manifestc I and II by Prometheus Beooks edited by

Faul Kurtz) The first statement is "religious humanists
regard the universe as self-existing, not created." They
arge calling themselves "religious humanists." Humanism is
a religion. Here in the foundational document of humanism,
we see that they regard the universe as self-existing and
not created. In octher words, they believe in evolution.
Matter has always been here and the earth created itsel f.
The seccond statement is "humanism believes that man is a
part of nature and that he has immerged as a result of a
continuwous process. " Again referving plainly to evolution.,
It could be easily proven that the foundation of humanism
is evolution and humanism is a refigian. Therefore, the
teaching of evolution in the fam*supported public school
system is the fostering and furthering of a religion. The
only religion being promoted at the taxpavers expense is
the religion of humanism. We need to put a stop to that.

The third statement in the Humanist Manifesto says "holding

an organic view of life, humanists find that traditional
dualism of mind and body must be rejected.” With the
phrase "an organic view of 1ife", they are saying that
evolution is the way we got here. The fourth statement
zays, '"'We are prbducts of a gradual development." "Gradual
development" again refers to evalution. The eighth

statement in the Humanist Manifesto says "Religious

humanism considers the complete reslization of human



personality to be the end of man’s life and seeks its
develocpment and fulfillment in the here and now.” Again,
they refer tc their philosophy as "religious humanism.
The ninth statement says, "In place of the old attitudes
involved in worship and prayer, the humanist finds his
emotions evpressed in a heightened sense of persanal life
in a cooperative effort to promote social well-being." The
twel fth statement says, “Heligioué humanists aim to foster
the creative in man and encourage achievements that add ta
the satisfactions of life." The thirteenth statement
Eegins "Religious humanism maintains that all associaticns
and institutions exist for the fulfillment of human life.?®

. The last paraagraph of Humanists Manifesto One says "So

stand the theses of religious humanism.”" That is the qist

mf the Humanist Manifestc.

We go on now the the Humanist Manifesto Twa written
by Faul KEurtz and Edwin Wilson. It says "salvationism
£till appears as harmful.” FEead this carefully. The idea
here is to teach pecple that Christians are the enemy and
that we are standing in the way of progress. 1 believe we .
as Christians need to be aware =f this message. Most of
the programs on television are examples of Hollywood'’s
definite desire to discredit Christianity. You will not
see a preacher portrayed as a God-fearing man. You will
sme him portrayed as a wild~eyed fanatic killing people, or
etealing money from the church or some other evil deed.

You will never see the truth in the Hollywood movies abcout



Christianity. There is a deliberate war being waged
against religion in general and Christianity in particular.
Other religicns such as Hinduism and Buddahism are taught
as being okay, even in the public schools. But the idea of
bringing in Christianity is utterly despised.

The Humanist Manifesto Two goes on to say "any

account of nature should pass the test of scientific
evidence. In our Jjudament, the dogmas and myths of
traditional religion do pot do s, If they really mean
that "the acoount of nature should pass the test of
scientific evidence", they should examine and see if
evelution will pass the test of scientific evidence. In
order for something to be scientific, it has to be
observable. Anything outside the realm of cbservation is
not scientific., For something to be scientifiz, it must be
tgstable. There is no.observation to back up evelution and
rno test has devised to demonstrate it. If evolution
oceurved in the past, it should have been preserved for us
in the fossil record. We have trillion of fossils, yvet we
have absolutely no evidence of evolution wccurving in the
past. There is nothing going on in the present that gives
evidence of evoluticn.

Stephen J. Gould and Myles Eldredge, two %ammus
evolutionists, said, "At thé higher level of evoluticnary
transition between basic morphological designs, gradualism
has always been in trouble though it remains the official

positicn of most western evoluticnists.  Smaocth



intermediates between basic kinds are almost impossible to
censtruct. Even in thought experiments, there is certainly
no evidences for them in the fossil record. Curious

mosaics like archaecpteryx do not count.”" In his review of

Steven Stanley’s book Macro—Evolution, D. 8. Woodruff said,

"Fosgil species remain unchanged throughout most of their
hisfnry and the record fails to record a single example of
a transition." There is nao evideﬁce in the fossil record
for evolution. In a Newsweelk article entitled "Is Man a
Subtle Accident?", November 3, 198G, it is said, "The
missing link between man and ape, whose absence has
comforted fundamentalist since the days of Darwin, is
merely the most glamcocrous of a whole hievarchy of phantom
creatures. The more scientists have searched for the
tramnsitional forms that lie between species, the more they
have been frustrated." There have been no missing links.
The entire chain is missing!

Evolution is a religion. It does not fit the
criteria of science. It is not observable. There is no

cbservation for evolution in the past or in the preszent.

Stephen J. Gould says in Natural History The Return o

Hope ful Monsters, "The fossil record with its abrupt
transitions offers no support’ for gradual changé. All
palezntzlogists know that the fossil record contains
precious little in the way of intermediate forms.
Transitions between major groups are characteristically

abrupt.” If the definition of science is observation,



clasgification of data, and experimentation, where is the
cbservation for eveolution? Evalution is a religious faith.
If the evoluticonists want to believe in evolution, they are
free to do so. We live in America which is a free country.
We are free to choose what we want to believe. What 1 am
upset about is the fact that their faith is being taught as
scienca in the public school system at my eupense as a
taxpayer. That upsets me greatly!

Fomans 1:Z1 says, "Eecause that, when they
knew God, they alorified him neot as God, neither
were thankful: but became vain in their
imaginations, and their foolish heart was
darkened, Professing themselves to be wise, they
became fools, And changed the glory of the
incorvuptible God into an image made like to
corvruptible man, and to bird, and four footed
beasts, and creeping things. Wherefore Goed also
dave them up to uncleanness through the lusts of

~their own hearts, and to dishonor their own
bodies between themselves. Who changed the truth
af God into & lie, and worshipped and szerved the
creature more than the Creator, who is blessed
for ever. Amen. For this cause GSod gave them up
unto vile affections; for even their women did
change the natural use into that which is again
nature. And likewise also the men, leaving the
natural use of the woman, burned in their lust
cne toward another; men with men working that
which is unseemly, and veceiving in themselves
that recompense aof their error which was meet,
And even as they did pot like to retain Gad in
their knowledge..."

This lacst statement says it all. Evalution is a
deliberate attempt to eliminate Eod. It is time for
thinking people (o dethrane evolution and get some commsn
genge back in the science class.

I write letters to the editor very frequently.

Here is one published some time ago that sums up my



feeiings on the subject.

Evoluticon isn't science

FRemember the story of tailars who kept asking
for more silk and gold to make a rayal suit feor
the king? The deceitful men were pocketing the
goods and giving the king imaginary clothes.
Anyone who couldn't “"see" the splendor of these
"clothes" was cbviously not intelligent.

Tece even dare to suggest that His Highness was
not gorgecusly arrayed was to invite a barrage of
ridicule and scorn. And so the entire kingdom
was duped into silence until a small "ignerant"
bay cried out, “"The kind hath no clathes!"”

It is still true today that a few scoundrels
can cajole the masses into silence about the
cbvious using ridicule and derisicn. For
example: It is obvious that evoluticocn didn't,
doesn’t and won't happen. Design demands a
designer. Frags don't turn into princes, and
"Bib bangs" make big messes not neat, orderly
universes. There are no facts to suppors
gvzlutionism. It stands voyally naked.

Over 90 percent of the "ignorant" masses
believe that the world was created by GHod.
Thousands of taxpayers in this county resent
their tax money supporting the humanist religion
of evolution in ocur schools. In spite of this,
tatie Enight (stience currviculum supervisor in
Egcambia County? told me that only one pevrson is
ohiecting to the teaching of evalution in cur
schools.. .M,

How long will we let them steal ocur gold and
aive us nothing in return? They steal our kids?
class time and brain power prometing this fairy
tale of evolution while they keep asking for more
gold. ‘

Feview the books this year, and voice your
complaint. Textbooks are being selected now.

Let’s get back to teaching real science and stop
letting them tell us that evolutionism must be
included.

It is not science and is not even remately
related to science., Even though the socialist
tailars insist I'm the one who is blind and give
evolutionism royal treatment, I still say, "The
king tevolution) hath no clothes!"
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THE EFFECTS OF EVOLUTION

Evolution is praobably one of the most important
subjects facing us today because of the world view and
lifestyle that it breeds. A person’s belief that he is a
creaticn of God involves a particular world view that will
make him live a certain way. If he believes that he is a
creation of chance, that there is no God, then that will
produce a lifestyle or world view that will have certain
consequences on his life.

Who cares anyway? Why is this subject sa
important?

I'd like to begin by saving that the subject'is
very dear to my heart. I'm baoth glad and sad ta be able to
discuss the topic of creation/evolution in the Bible. I'm
alad because I love the Rible and the God of the Bible and
I'm Eﬂnored to be able to share my faith in God'!s
incredible boal. I'm glad because we have freedom in this
country that allows us to discuss topics like this. Many
other countries do not even allow a discussion an this
subject. You have to accept the state ocpinion. America is
headed that way, I fear. But I'm glad that right now in
America we have the freedom to discuss the contradictary or
conflicting religions of creation and evelution., I'm glad
because discussions of this type will force people to také
a stand on the issue. You either believe one side or the

other. There is no middle ground in this case.



But I am very sad because many other countries
don’t allow this type of discussion on creation and
avalution. Many millions of my brothers in the faith have
given their lives and fortunes for the Blessed BRoak, the
Bible. I'm sad because it lcoks like many more will have
to do the same in the next few years, the way things are
going. I'm also sad because those who reject the words of
this Rlessed Bock are missing the agreatest joy known to
man, fellowship with God. They are alsa missing the real
reason §nd purpose of life. If the words of the time~
tested Book are true, those whao reject them and the
forgiveness they offer are doomed to face God and give an
account of their sin before their Creator. Goed will be
their .Judge, on that day, whereas He will be my Father an
that day. This tapic is persocnal for me; it's not Jjust
academic. If somecne says that the Bible is a myth and is
naot true, or that the doctrine of evolution is true, and
the Genesis account of creation is false, they are
attachihg the very feundation of my faith. Jesus said that
the creation of Adam and Eve was "the beginning." (Matt.
19:4) It would be like saying that my Father is a liar.
Calling Genesis a myth, or creaticn a myth is like saying
slanderous things about my mom or dad or wife aor family.
It will be hard for me not to get emoctionally involved in
this topic.

We need to remember Aristole’s dictum. Aristctle

said



I1f a document is being quesfioned, the benefit of
the doubt is given to the document itself, not
arrogated by the critic to himself. One must
ligten to the claims of the document under
analysis and not assume fraud or error unless the
author disqualifies himself by contradictions or
kpown factual inerrancies.

There are basically two choices in this argument.
Choice number one.is that the material universe that we see
made itself out of nothing for no reasopn. Then, through a
l1ong process of evolution the different animals and man
deveiaped as we see them today.

Choice number twoc is that there is an‘infinite,
all-power ful, all-wise God who creéted this universe that
we see for some special reasons. There are those who try
to make a middle ground position called theistic—evalution.
This says that God created_the matter and helped evolution
aloeng at critical points like the ocrigin of life and things
like that. That is an indefensible position.

The choices are either the universe made itself or
Sod made it. Both are in the realm of religion. Pempie
that believe in evolution want to make you think that what
they believe is a scientific féct. Nothing could be
farther from the truth. These peocple are either extremely
cptimistic or Just beld-faced liars. Evolution is npat a
scientific fact. It actually is not even a good thecory.

It is just a hypothesis.

Actually, evoclution fits inta the realm =f

religion,. Webster?’s definition of religion says "belief in



a divine or super—human power to be cbeyed and worshiped as
the creator and ruler.of the universe." If this process of
evolution created and rules the universe, then that is the
super—-human power that the evolutionists worship. Many
people down thrcough the years have admitted that evolution
is Just a religion. GSeome still won't today because they
don't understand the subject. For instance, Sir Arthur
Keith, the British biologist, said "Evolution is unproved
and unproavable. We believe it because the only alternative
is special cfeatiwn, and that is unthinkable." L. H.
Matthews, the man who wrote the preface to the 1971 edition

af Charles Darwin’s book, The Origin_of Species, said, "The

belief in the theory «f evolution was exactly parallel to
belief in special creation, with evolution merely a
satisfactory faith on which to base our interpretation of
nature."” It is a faith. FPierre Grasse, a French
biologist, said, "Scientists should destray the myth of
evolution. " The British physicist, L. H. Lipsaome, said,
"In fact, evolution became in a sense, a scientific
religion. Almost all scientists have accepted it, and many
are prepared to bend their observations to fit in with it.”
Evolutionists can ramt and rave all they want and say that
avﬁlutian is a proven fact, when actually there is not one
bit «f scientific evidence to back up macro—evolution. Ry
that I mean maJjor changes between kinds of animals.,
Micro—evolution ;g_smg;lllittle.;hangesnyhere there

is no change from one kKind of organism to andther.



Actually, evolution would be a bad term to use. Micro-
evelution is only variations within the kind. It proves
foresight of the Creator in providing His c¢reatures with
the ability to adapt——-within limits——to their environment.
I don’t guestion that variation exists, 1 Just interﬁret

the evidence as part of God's desiagn.

1’11 give you Jjust one example to help you
understand the difference. Let's suppose we let loose five
hundred canaries on an island. The only focd for the
canaries to eat on that island are nuts with a relatively
tough shell around .them. Only the canaries that had =a
tough beak would be able to eat the nuts and survive. The
others would starve to death. Therefore, those that had
the taugher beaks would be able to veproduce the next
geheratinn. If we came back tao that island in about twao
hundred years, we would find that all of the canaries on
the island have tough beaks. That is not evolution. That
is simply variation. You would gtill have canaries. The
trait of having a tough beak was in the genetic structure
to begin with. Nething new has been adQed. We have anly
selected a certain portion of the population to survive.
That is variation, not evolution. Those canaries will
never, given all the time you want, will never change into
elephants, or dinosaurs, or trees, or tomatoes. If they
did, that would be macro-evolution. Micre-evolution is

small little variations between the species that have been



in the genetic structure by. It has nothing whatscever to
do with the terms that are used today. about evolution.
Let me guote Jjust a few more things here. In

Scientific America, May, 1984, Allen Goode said,

The inflationary model of the universe provides a
possible mechanism by which the cbservable
universe could have evolved from an infinitesimal
region. It is then tempting to Qo one step
further and speculate that the entire universe
evaolved from literally nothing.

You can 'speculate" and say that it’s possible all
you want, but that is a religion. That's your faith.
DPaon’t tell me that is science. You canpnot prove that. If
you want to believe that, that is fine. This is America.
You can believe whatever you want to believe,-but don’t
tell me that is science, and don’t use my tax dollars to
teach other kids in the public schools that that is
science. That?’s nonsense. If you think that it is really
important to teach evolution to the young people, then go
start yourself a private schaol, charge tuition, and teach
evelution to those who want to pay to come and learn it.
But it is deceitful, wrong, and wicked to use the public'’s
tax money to promote this religicon of evolution in our
public schools., We've got to put a stop to it.

et me quote just a few more here. David Kits, in

"Paleontwology and Evelutionary Thought" magazine, said,

"Evolution, at least in the sense that Darwin speaks of it,

cannct be detected within the life time of a single

observer." It cannot be detected. It is not part of



science. It is Jjust a religioen. Here is a gquote from

Myer’s book Systematic and Origin of Species, "Darwin never
really did discuss the origin of species in his On _the

Origin of Species". Collin Patterson, the curator at the

British museum of natural history said, "No one has ever
produced a species by mechanisms af natural selection. No
one has gotten near it."

The mechanisms for eveolution that they try to tell
us works so well are mutations and natural selection. No
cne has ever praducéd a new species by . those means.
Evolution is & religion., If einutianists want to believe
it, that is fine. But that is Jjust their faith. I want to
believe that God created it and that is my faith, and I
readiiy admit it.

Many say "We can't mix religion and the public
schogls.” In the first place, that is a faulty argument.
The public schools desperately need socme religion. They
were started by religious institutions. There is nothing
wrong with putting owr vreligion in the public scheonls.

The second argument that many pecple say is "Well,
you can't mix church and state.” That is nat found
anywhere in the canstifutimn. That is in Jefferson’s
writings, "The Separatiocn of Church and State." The'
constitution says that the government can make no law
respecting an establishment of a religion or hindering the
free exercise theresof. Teaching our young pecple that we

evolved from monkeys in hindering the religion of-



Christianity. 1It’s causing them to doubt their faith, and
it needs to be eliminated. The first amendment goes
against the teaching of evolution. It is a hindrance to
religious activity. Evolution is just a religion. We must
establish early in the discussion that the
creation/evolution question cannct be scientifically
resolved because both are religious faiths. They are
dagmas. They are what you believe.

Feople came in to this argument having already
decided what they want to believe based on their lifestyle.
If a person has a wicked lifestyle and wants to get rid of
God some how, then it is only natural that be would choose
the evolutionary idea to try to leave God out.

By way of giving Just a little movre fact that
evolution is Jjust a religion, and not scientific, Steven J.
Gould, & noted evolutionist, said in

The fossil record with its abrupt transitions,
cf fers no support for gradual change. All
paleontologists know that the fossil record
contains precious little in the way of
intermediate forms. Transitions between major
groups are characteristically abrupt. <(KJV: GET
BDOK TITLED
Evolution is their faith; they believe it because that is
what they want to believe. In Newsweek magazine, "Is Man a
Subtle Accident?", (Nav. 3, 12807,
The missing link between man and ape, whose
absence has comforted fundamentalists since the
days of Darwin, is merely the most glamorous of a
whole hierarchy of phantom creatures. The more

scientists have searched for the transiticnal

forms that lie between species, the more they
have been frustrated.



There are no transitional forms between species
because that is not the way we got here. Gould and
Eldridage in Palecbicaraphy (KIV; GET TITLE?, said,

At the higher level of evoluticnary transition
between basic merphological design, gradualism
has always been in trouble. Though it remains
the official position of most western
evolutionists, smooth intermissions between
different animals are almost impossible to
construct. Even in thought experiments, there is
certainly no evidence for them in the fossil
record. Curious mosaics like Archaeopteryx do
not count.

In his review of Steven Stanley’s book Macro-—
evolution B. 5. Woodruff, said, "Fossil species remain
unchanged throughcut most of their history and the record
fails to contain a single example of a significant
transition." There aren’t any examples.

Don't fall for the statement that evoluticn is a
proven fact. It is absolutely naot. It is their religion
versus my religian. I will gquickly admit that what I have
is a faith. I cannct prove creation and youw cannat prove
evolution. If we approcach it on the common ground that
both ideas are religious, it will make a 1ot more sense.
It is not science versus religion. Don't let them use that
phrase when they talk about the —ontroversy of creation
versus evolution. It is not science versus religion; it is
religion versus veligion. Both of them are simply
religisus beliefs.

The effect of these religious beliefs has always



been of interest to me. If we teach our kids in public
schools that they are merely animals, then they will act
like animals. We should not be surprised. If we teach kids
in school that they are a creation of God, that God is
their creator, and will some day be their Jjudge, we can
evpect their behavior to be different because of their
basic philosophy. '

The teaching of evolution is important because,
numbey one, it affects our socciety. Many people down
through history in the name of evolution, have had some
dramatic éffects on our society. Adolf Hitler, for
instance, was an avid evolutionist. In order to comprehend
Hitler's reasoning, one must go back to evolution to
understand why he did the things that he did, and thought
the way he thought. Hitler slaughtered the Jews and hated
the blacks because he was an evalutiocnist. He thought it
was his duty to aid evalution in improving the human race.
He taught and believed that each =of the different races in
the world were actually different gspecies of man, and that
it was the Jjob of the superiocr species (Germany) tio
annihilate the infericor gpecies. In the name of eveoluticon,
Hitler clased down the Christian schools in Germany in the
early 13320's. He beqgan indactrinating the people heavily
with the idéa of the "German supericr race", saying the
because of evolution they had evolved further and it was
their duty to rule the world.

Let me give you a guote here. SBir Arthur Keith, in



his beok Eveluticn and Ethics, (1947), page 10, said,

The leader of Germany is an evolutionist, not

enly in theory, but as millions know to their

costs, in the rigor of its practice. For him,

the national "front" of Europe is only the

evoluticonary "front;" he regards himself, and is

regarded, as the incarnation of the will of

Hermany, the purpose of that will being to guide

the evolutionary destiny of its people.
Hitler was an evolutionist and it was the crazy doctrine of
evolution that is fundamentally responsible for World War
ITI.

In Japan, the same thing was going on with the

Bhintu religion. This teaches that the Japanese people
gvelved from gods and it was their destiny to rule the
world., Japan and Germany got together and we had an awful
time in World War II.

Yes, the controversy and debate of
evolution and creaticon has a tremendous influence on our
society.

Joseph Stalin was another evolutionist. I guote
here from the Impact article, published by the Institute
for Creation Fesearch in El Cajon, California, Octaber,

1987, Impact Article #1722, entitled "Stalin’s Brutal

Faith."

One of the men that had a profound impact on
Joseph Stalin when he was Jjust a young person was
the man Charles Darwin and his book The Origin_ of
Species. At a very early age, while still a
pupil in the ecclesiastical school, Comrade
8talin developed & critical mind and
revolutionary sentiments. He began to read
Darwin and became an atheist.




GF. Glurdjidze, a friend of Stalin’s relates, "I |
began to speak of God. Joseph heard me ocut, and
after a moment of silence, he said, "You know,
they are fooling us. There is no god.”

I was astonished at these words. I had never
heard anything like it before.’

"How can you say such things so-so!? 1 exclaimed.
"*I1711 lend you a book to read; it will show you
that the world and all living things are guite
di fferent from what you imagined, and you will
see that all of this talk about God is sheer
nonsense, ' Joseph said.
PMhat book is that?! 1 enquired.
"*PDarwin, You must read it,' Joseph impressed
N Me.
A few pages later, another individual was reflecting on
Stalin's youthful pursuits, and he added the following,
v+« In order tao disabuse the minds aof our seminary
students of the myth that the world was created
in six days, we had to acquaint ourselves with
the gecloagical origin and the age of the earth
and be able to prove them in argument. We had to
familiarize ourselves with Darwin’s writings.
Jaseph Stalin, in the name of evolution and to help purify
the Russian race, was responsible’ for killing sixty millian
=f his own people during his reign of terrer. We are still
digging up mass graves of pecple that were slaughtered by
Stalin.
Communism also has its roots in evaolution., Let me
guote some more here from the Impact Article, 1732,
"Stalin's Brutal Faith," "As early as December 12, 1859,
only two maonths after the Origin of Species was publ ished,

Frederick Engles wrote ta Karl Marx, "Darwin, whom I am



just now reading, is splendid." About a year later,
December 19, 1860, Karl Marx, the father of communism
responded, "During my time of trial these last few weeks, 1
have read all sorts of things, among others, Darwin's book
=f natural selection., Although it is developed in the
crude English style, this is the book which contains the
basis in patural history for ocur view." To.one Ferdinand
l.aBalle, he wrote on January 16, 18&1l, "Darwin's book is
very impartant and serves me as the basis in natural
science for the class struggle in histery." Zirkle that
Mar % wanted to dedicate "Das Capital® to Darwin. Harvard’s
Stephen J. Gould, an intense énd madefn spokesman for
evalution, corvobarates that he saw Darwin’s copy of Marx's
first copy inscribed by Marx, describing himgelf as a
sincere admirer of the English naturalist, Darwin. Someone
credits Vladimar Lenin with the fallowing commentary on
Darwin, "Darwin ﬁut an end to the belief that the
animal /vegetable species bare no relation to one another
gxcept by chance and that they were created by fGod and are
hence immutable."” Communism has its roots in evolution.
The effects that evolution has had on cur society,
Just with the three that I1've mentioned herve, Hitler,
Stali;, and Commupnism, are incredible. The human lives
that have been lost cannoct be calculated. Nor can the
money that has been spent fighting communism and Nazism be
calculated. It staggers the imagination to think of the

effects that evolution has had on our society. Creation

770



versus evolution is an extremely important discussion and
debate. We are setting the trap for ycung people by
teaching them evolution in school. We are destroying our
own future by presenting this ridiculous doctrine as a
gscientific fact. The effect on society alone is
tremendous.

The philosophy of origins th#t a person choogses
also has an effect on many other decisions he or she makes.
The people that are divided on whether they believe that
aborticn is right or wrong are generally divided into the
same groups that form over the issue of creation and
evolution. If a person believes that we are a creation of
God, then of course, abortion is wrong. If a person
believes that evolution is true, that we.Just evolved with
blind chance, then abortion would be fine. The abortion
issue really needs to be argued on creaticn/evolution
areund first. The same cpuid be said for many octher issues
of life like euthanasia, drugs, teen sex, homosexuality,
ét«:.

Secondly, IAthink evulgtign nat only affects aur
society, it affects our modern science. One of the things
that we t}y to teach étudents is what is called the
"scientific method." There are basically four steps
involved in the scientific method., There are basically
four steps in the scientific method: observation,
experimentaticn, classification of data, and conclusion.

It is extremely important that scientists learn to use the



"gscientific method, " particularly observation and
evperimentation. They need to learn how to be good
scientists;

We take our science classes and try to teach them
the unobservable thing of evolution. Evolution has never
been cobserved in the present; it has never been observed in
the past. There is no record in the.fossil record fo%
evolutican. There is no observation for this doctrine and
it does not belong in science. It is part of a religion.
There is no experimentation for evolution. Do an
evperiment, show me evolution happening. All they have
been able to show so far are genetic changes that have been
neutral or negative. There has never béen an'increase in
genetic matter or genetic structure.

We have developed, for instance, through the fruit
fly experiment, that went for many years, flies with no
eyes, flies with red eyes, flies with rumpled wings, flies
with no wings, bBut never anything but ancther fly. It was
always a fly that was less likely to survive in the wild.
How well could a fly that couldn®t fly survive?

Evolution teaches that things gradually increase,
and yet there is no experimentation to back it up. No one
has ever done one experiment to prove any phase of macro-
evalution at all.

The effect that evolution has on science, I think
is devastating., America is rapidly losing ground in the

world market in our science students.  We are turning out



students that many other countries are able to beat in
academic scores and academic knowledge because we waste so
much class time and textbook time on this dumb idea of
evolution, It cannot be proaved. There is no observation.
There is no experimentation. It does not belong in the
science classrocom. It has a tremendous effect on our
scientific program. It hinders right thinking. We teach
students, "Hey, you are noing to be a scientis£. Now only
' believe what you can cbserve.” But yet we teach them
evolution, which we cannot cbserve. That is absurd. We
waste a tremendous amocunt of money trying to prave
evolution.

On the tvrip to the moon, they were so concerned
that there might be some type of bacteria ;ife on the moon.
They spent extra money to isoclate the moon-rocks when they
agot them in the spacecraft, and when they got them back on
garth, They will do the same with all the octher planets.
They will say, "Dh, there might be life there. We need to
protect those rocks." One of the astronauts offered to eat
some of the moon dust on the way back to prove that there
was no life ocn it and that it was perfectly sterile. Bring
back a Mars vock or a Jupiter rock, 1711 eat it or lick it.
There is no life on the other planet. Life doesn’t evalve.
There is no evidence for evolution and ;t wastes a lat of
oLy mongy because they?ve got the wrang thinking., They
thought the moon was millions of years old, so they put

giantriandihg'badérﬁn the éﬁéteﬁfaf%. fﬁeirwaétéd a lot of



money because they thought the cosmic dust would be so deep
on the moon. The cosmic dust layer indicated that the moon
was only six or seven thousand years old. We will discuss
this in further detail later in the book.

Christians need to stand up for what is right. I
believe God’s Word is the truth, and all real scientific

evidence validates it.



TIME—WHAT 1S IT AND HDW QLD
IS THE EARTH?

Believe it or not, cne of the most important
subJjects that needs to be addressed in the creation-—
evolution controversy is the subject of time. How old is
the earth? Is the earth and universe six or seven thousand
years old as.the Bible seems to indicate, or is it billions
af years old as the evolutionists. claim? 1If the earth is
not old, if it is only six or seven thousand years ald, as
I centend that it is, that ends the argument for evolution.
There can be no evolution in such a short time frame. Time
is absclutely essential to the evolutionists, If a person
starts trying to prove the fact that the earth is only six
oar seven thousand years old, the evolutionists get
extremely defensive. They will bring up many different
questicons such as: What about carbon dating? What abouf
the dinosaurs? What about cave men? What about the
geclogic featﬁres of the earth, etc. I will try to answer
these questions as well as many others later in this book,

First we will look at the subject of time. Lack of
billiens of years is the Achilles’ heel ta evolution. If
there isn’t a lot of time, the argument is absolutely over.
Time is essential to the evolutionist. Their entire
argument is built on the premise that there is plenty of
time.

How old is the earth? .First of all, let’s discuss

"lWhat i=s time anyway?" Time is a measurement that we use



as humang here on earth to measure the rate at which things
decay. Time is a human element that does not affect God.
It's difficult for us to understand how there can be na

" time in heaven. How can there be ancther dimension? We
tend to think that this is April 28, 1990 (ar whatever date
it is)Y in heaven. This is the must common mistake peaple
make when thinking about God. God is not limited by time.
There is no time at all in heaven. God is the same
vesterday, today, and forever because He is in a different
dimension then we are. Right away somecrie will say, "Now
that Jjust doesn’'t make sense. Everything is affected by
time." Be careful with statements like that. You are
trying to put human limitaticns on God. God does not have
any human limitations. We are the ones locked in time and
space, not God. Heaven and eternity are not things we ran
comprehend while we are locked in flesh. An example of
this would be the story where FPaul was stoned tq death

autside the city of Lystra. Faul went to heaven where he

ast a foretaste of eternity. He saw Heaven!!!
God said, "I'm sarry, Faul, you must go back down to earth.
I'm not done with you vet." Sa, Paul went back down as

they were draggiﬁg his body out of the city to throw it on
the garbane heap. He crawled into that body again and
arose from the dead. He said fourteen years later, "I knew
a man in Ehrist above fourteen years ago, (whether in the
bndy; or whether out of the body, I cannot tell; God

knoweth;?) such an one caught up to the third heaven." (11



Coar. 12:2) He said that there he saw things that were not
lawful for him to utter. 1 believe what happened there was
that he saw things that he could not describe to his
listening audience because they were still bound in their
human bodies. If you were talking to a blind man and you
were going to try to explain to him the different colors of
the rainbdw, you would be wasting your time. ‘He cannot_
understand the differences. You cannot explain sounds or
music to a person who has been deaf all of his life. You
just won't get the information into his mind., There are
five entrances into the human mind. We call thogse the five
senses. We think that God is limited to those five. There
may be thousands or millions of things beyond our
comprehension. To say that it is 1930 in heaven 'is to put
human limitations on God. I think that is a very foolish
thing to deo.

What time is it in heaven? Let's imagine that you
are in a helicopter abuove the Grand Canyon. As you hover
up there, f(we'’ll imagine‘that you have the capacity tao
hover for days and days at a timeld, you notice thrnugﬁ your
telescmpe that some people are launching a raft at
beginning of the canyon. About thirty minutes later,
another group of people launch & raft. Thirty minutes
later, a third group of peﬁple launch a raft. Every thirty
minutes a new group of pecple starts their Jjourney through
the Grand Canyon on a raft. None of the gqroups can see

each other because of the twists and bends of the river as



it goes through the Canyon. They cannot see the group in
front of them or behind them. As far as they are
concerned, they’re all alone. However, you, in your
helicopter, are able to see all of the groups at the same
time. You can see the one at the beginning of the race
that left four days ago, and you can see the group that is
Just now leaving.

Each one of the groups has a different perspective
of the canyon. Each one of them sees a different section
of the canyon. They are locked into position. They
cannot decide to Jump ahead fifty miles or to jump back
fifty miles. They have to go with the flow, so to speak.
You are in the same position heré on e2arth as far as time
goes. We are lockeq into 1991 right now. We will be here
for a year, then we will be locked into 1992. We cannot
speed it up or slow it down regardless af.what'we da.
However, God is not in owr time with us., He is above time.
God is the one in the helicopter, so to speak. He can see
the beginning and the end and the middle all
simultaneocusly. That is absclutely beyond our
comprehension. We daon’t understand that_at all, but by
faith we have to believe that because God revealed Himself
to us as being outside of time. He is omniscient, knows
all things. He is omnipresent, present everywhere and at
all timeé. God could right now from His vantage point in
héaven, see Adam and Eve in the garden. He could see the

end of the world, or see Christ on the cross, or any of the



histaric%l events between this roughly six thousand year
history of the earth. To say that God is locked into time
is a serious mistake that people need to avaoid.

Someaone once asked me the guestion, "What did God
dio for all of thase billions of years before He made the
earth?" That questicn indicates the faulty logic that God
is locked into time like we are. You must avoid that if
you are to understand anything about God. God created
time. He started it about six thousand years ago and will
let it rup until He is finished with whatever it is He
wants to do. When we gét ta heaven, there will be no time.

We will not be in heaven for billions of years.
There will not be any years at all. There are many songs
that allude to time in heaven. For instance, "“When we’ve
been there ten thousand years." I'm sorvy, but we will not
be there for ten thousand years. We will be there forever,
which is a totally new dimension. I cannot explain it,
because 1 don't.undarstand it. I Just have to believe it.
I do know that it says in I Corinthians 2:9 that God has
things that we are not capable of understanding, things
that are beyond our comprehension. There are new things
for us to learn. Right now we are not able to understand

what heaven is like because of cur limitations.




For instance, look &t the illustration of the
electromagnetic spectrum. The section that we can see with
ouy eyes we call the "coler range." These are basically
siy colors of the rainbow: red; ovange, yellow, agreen,
blue, and violet. The spectrum goes beyond that in both
directions forever. On the red side of the scale it goes
down to infrared. You and I cannot see infrared with aur
eyes. That does not mean that it.-doesn’t exist. It Jjust
means that we cannot see it. The spectrum goes bevond
vioglet to ultravioclet. We cannot see ulitraviolet. We have
a limited'VECEptor, cur eye. It is able to pick up just
thié brief range of colers from red toc viclet. Suppose
that God decided to give us eyes that would be able to see
the entire magnetic spe&trum. We could then see radio
waves, radar, television, or microwaves. I don’t mean pick
them up with an instrument. I mean actually see them with
our eye. I don't know if that is going to happen ar not,
but it could be that in heaven there will be brand new
colars. I don't mean brand new shades or combinations of
these calors that we are used to. I mean brand new colors.
If I went %o heaven for five minutes and saw brand new

calovs, and came back down to earth, and you said "Kent,

where have you been?" I would say, "Well, I've been to
heaven for five minutes." You would say, "What’s it like?"
I would say, "I can't explain it to you." You would think

something was wrong, Just like I'm sure people thought FPaul

was crazy after he came back down from heaven and said, "I



saw things it is not lawful for a man to utter." HWe need
to gef a new set of eyes and a new set of ears. We need to
new sensory argans if we are to understand everything that
God has for us. God has given us very limited capacities
down here on earth. We can understand and see a few
things, but God is by no means limited by cur five senses
and their limited range.

As I was thinking on this subject, I wrote a poem
to try to explain this, comparing blind men and atheists.

Twz blind men arqued well into the night

about the great question, "Is there really sight?"
Said one to the other (and guite fervently)

"There cannot be calors or else we could see!

So take ved and green and blue off the lisst.

If I cannct see them, they must no exist.

A crazy man told me the sky is bright blue.

I listened intently but I caught no clue

cf anything out there to alter my mind.

I'’m not deaf you know, I here perfectly fine.

Be quiet and listen, and then you will know

that colors aren’t real. How dare they say sa? .
They tell me that grass is some sort of green.

It looks like the rest of the world that 1've seen!
It tastes a leot different than Jjelly or cheese

(if I smell it too long it sure makes me sneeze).
It feels a lot different that ice cream or snow

but to say that it’?s agreen? 1'd have to say nc.

I will not believe it until I have seen.

There isn't a difference 'twixt red, blue or green!!
And so the men argued with all of their might,

and I couldn’t show them that they were not right.
They cannot see colors because they re blind!

But I couldn'’t get the truth in their mind.

Until they are agiven the great gift of sight;
never, not ever, will they see the light.

Two atheists arqued (on university sod)
about the great guestion “Is there a God?"
Said one toc the other (and quite fervently?
"There can't be a God or else we could see.
So take that old Rible and iEoad off the list.
If I cannot see Him, He must no exist.

Be guite and listen, and then you will know
that God is not real, how dare they say so??



A crazy man told me God lives up in Heaven.

I used to believe that when I was Jjust seven.

But now that I'm oclder and wiser you see,

I will not believe it. You can’t prove it to me.
I cannot sense God with sight taste or smell.

I do not believe in Heaven or Hell!

1’ve never heard God or felt Him at all.

If He's vreally up there, I wish He would call."®

1 said, "Listen fellows, you're spiritually blind.
You've only five entrances into your mind.

That limits youyr input. I wish vou could see.

You can’t fathom God or eternity.

There are lotgs of things that really are real.

It doesn’t disprove God because you can’t  'feel?."
So you two can argue the rest of the night.
There’s no way to show you that you are not right.
When you get to Heaven (or Hell if you please)
you’ll understand God as you fall on your knees!

I wish you could see Him or hear Him somehow.

But that isn't possible where you are now.

To deny His existence is really absurd.

Yaou’ll have to believe Him and trust in His Word.

That is the way I see it. We have to admit by
faithrthat God exists because we are limited in our senses.
A blind person believes by faith that there are colors. He
has nevér seen them, but he believes by faith that they
exist because everycne has told him about them. I believe
by faith that there is a 5ed. 1 believe that there is no
time in heaven.

Feople ask, "Where was God before the creation?

How long did God wait before the Garden of Eden, before He
created man?" Well, you are back into the same argument.

God didn't wait any time at all. There wasn’t any time and
I can’t explain it other than to say, that’s the way it is,.

It's been explained like this. Once upon a time
there was a time when there was no time. God didn’t wait a

long time befcre creating Adam and Eve. He started time



when He created the earth. To answer the question, "What
did God da for billions of years?" There weren’t billions
of years before or after the creation. After this is over,
we will go back to a different dimension (beyond cur
current capacity to understand) called eternity;

Back to the guestion, how old is the earth? According
to the Bible times qgiven in Genesis 5, 11, and the
chronologies given in many cther places in the Bible, the
date for the creation was abnuf 4000 B.C. By adding up the
fact that Adam was 130 years old when Seth was.born, and
how old Seth was when his son was born, and so on, we can
come ﬁp with a fairly accurate time. That would be about
si% thousand years ago. I'm not one of these fellows that
says that Adam was created on April 7, at 4:00 p.m. I
don't Hﬁaw the exact date. I would say that 4000 B,C. is
probably within a couple of hundred of years. I contend
that the earth is si% or seven thousand years old. There
may be some slight error., For instapce, was Adam 130 and a
half years old when Seth was born? Are the dates rounded
«ff to the nearest year? Was it on his birthday when his
son was born? Did they use a year like we us? Did they
use a solar year——365 and a guarter days? Did they use a
Hebrew calendar-—-360 days? There are some slight
possibilities for some minor changes, but nothing that
accounts for billions of years. There is no question that
the Rible clearly teaches that the earth is voung. Almost

all Eible scholars of the past were peersuaded that the



earth was young.

What happened? Why did Christians abandon the
teaching that the earth is only 6Q00 yrs. old?

Many of the Christians in the late 1BQ00's, after

Darwin's bock The Origin of Species came out, began to try

to compromise the historic position of the church to adjust
ta Darwin's theory. They tried to blend the evoluticnary
thecory with the Bible. They began to say that maybe there
were billions of years in the Bible. Beveral compromise
positions were created. One of these is known as the Gap
theory. They tried to insert a gap between Genesis 1:1 and
fenesis 1:Z. 1 believed the Gap theary for quite some

2a I had a Scofield Bible as a new Christian., It is an
=xcellent Bible, but his notes are not inspired. Scofield

3 that there was & gap between verse one and verse two.
In that gap, they claim that Satan fell from heaven and the
rarth was destroyed. In that supposed gap, we are told to
put the great ages that the evalutianists proclaim as
incontestable fact. We are told that there was a
"pre—adamic” civilization that included all the dincsaurs.
We are told that this civilization was destroayed when Satan
fell from Heaven.

There are a number of problems with that theory.

The first problem is: It would be deceitful for God tﬁ
*hide' millicons of years in & gap like that and not make it
known in other scriptures. Secondly, it would be against

other scriptures in the Rible which indicate that a gap of



millions or billicns of years couldn’t be there. The éible
says a few verses later, in Genesis 1:5, "the evening and
morning were the first day.” Many‘mcdern translations of
the Bible change the word ?the?’ to 's! tao try to avercome
this conflict. If there was-a lot of time before verse
five, then verse & is telling a lie. Alsao, it'says in
Exodug 20:12 that God created the earth in siw days.
'Anather prablem with the Gap theory is the fact
that it is contradicting Romans 5 where the Bible says that
there was no death unti]l Adam sinned. If there was some
kind of pre—-Adamic civilization with dinosaurs and giant
men, or whatever they want to put in this suppﬁséd aap,
they had to die when Sataﬁ fell from Heaven and the earth-
tbecame’ without form and void (as they read verse 2). The
dincsaur fossils are still here on earth. We have the
skeietmns, s they did die. That would mean that the Rible
is a lie in the New Testament wherg it says that there was

no death until Adam sinned.

Probably the most sericus cantradiction the Gap

[n}
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theary proponents must overcome is the plain testimony
Jesus Himself. In Matthew 19:4 Jesus plainly said that the

creation of Adam and Eve was the beqginning. Was Jesus not

aware of the 'gap'! or was He lying to His follawers? I
absxlutely do not believe in the Gap theory.

If there is indeed a gap between Genesis 1:1 and
1:Z where SBatan fell, it would be only a gap of a‘few

hours. This is because verse five says it was the first



day. Tﬁere is no reason to try to put billions of years in
the Bible's framework.

The theistic evelutionists have said that the.six
days of creation were actually epics, ages, or eons of
years., II Peter 3:8,, "A day with the Laord is as a thousand
years, and a thousand years as a day with the Lord," is a
commonly used verse to justify this compromise. This
doctrine is silly if you actually analyze the argument.

One reason the Day'ﬂge theory would be silly iz to lock at
the seguence in which God created all things. If you look
at the sequence of creation, you would see why this
argument is not reasonable or scientific. God created the
. plants on day three befare He created the sun on day four.
If you think plants are going to survive for billions of
years without the sun, you need to study more biclogy. I
believe God did that on purpose-to make us realize the days
of creation were twenty-four hour days. He made the
plants, hevbs, trees, aﬁd grass on one day and on the next
day He created the sun. The problem is further complicated
when we realize that the insects to poliinate the plants
were not created until day five. The Day Age Theory is
ancother unnecesséry_attempt by worried Christians to try to
please the evolutionists.

Let?’s look at another analogy regarding the age of
the garth. Let’'s suppose you were to go out and find a
sunken ship with a bow of coins on that ship. When you

cpen the boyx of coins, you find dates on the coins from all



different ages. 1If thefe is a ceoin in the box from 1850,
right away you are limited to say that the ship sank after
i850. If you find a coin in the box from 1B20, that
doesn’t mean that-the ship sank around 1820, because yau
alsc have an 1850 coin in there. You are limited to the
youngest date in the box. It may have sunk well after
that, but it cannot have sunk before that. If there is a
1850 coin in the box and it is nat a forgery, then the ship
didn't sink in 1I849. The same analegy is true when trying
to determine the age of the earth. '

There are many different ways that scientists try
to test the age of the earth. There are probably five ar
sixw hundred ways to try to show the age of the earth. 1%
is a very difficult thing to do conclusively. If a few of
the methods to date the earth give old ages, but others
give an age that is only a few thousand years old, as many
do, then you have a dilemma. You must decide which you
want %o accept. Because many scientists want to believe
erlutimn, fhey will, of course, select the few that seem
to indicate great ages and ignore the evidences that
indicate a yaoung age of the earth. Taking only evidence
that supports a preconceived idea and rejecting all other
evidence is not very intelligent or scientific.

I will give Jjust a few of the ways to show that the
earth and soalar system are young. 1 have a list put cut by
Henry Morris, of the Institute for Creation Research, a

list of seventy-six things that show the age of the earth



to be very young. Here are just a few of the evidences of
a young sarth given by Dr. Morris: 1. The influx of
cosmic dust to the earth indicates that the earth is less
than 10,000 yrs. old. Most of this dust has washed into
the seoil. This cosmic dust that comes from ocuter space,
contains a high percentage of nickel. Scientists have
searched and searched for the nickel content in the earth’s
crust. The amount of nickel is not great encugh to account
for billions of years. It only accounts for several
thousand years. For instance, the influx of Helium 4
intao the atmosphere indicates scomething less than 175
thousand years. 2. Radiometric decay produces helium which
has %o escape inteo the atmosphere. By measuring the helium
content in the atmosphere, we conclude that there could not
have been radicactive decay for billions of years because
" there isn’t enocugh helium in the atmosphere. The
percentage of helium in the atmosphere indicates a very
yaung earth. Evaluticnists are searching for a way for the
helium to escape into cuterspace to eliminate this evidence
for a young earth, sa far no method has been found.
Ancther evidence that the earth is young is the
fact that there are still metecrs and comets flyinag through ,
space. We know that comets and meteors bre;k up and decay
as they pass thrmugh the solar system. We have never seen
one formed, that is, get bigoer or larger. We have seen
many break up and fall apart. fAs comets circle arcound the

solar system they come close to the earth or different



planets. The gravitational forces of these planets break
‘pieces off the comets and they fraagment or fall apart. How
long could a comet circle through our solar system before
it would disintegrate or run into a planet? Several
astronomers have said that ten thousand vears is the
longest a comet could survive geing through ouf sol ar
system time and time again (like Haley'’s Comet does every
seventy years) before it would disappear. If this fiqure
is correct, why do we still have comets? The fact that we
have comets at all indicates that the earth is still very
young. Scientists that have analyzed this problem have
come up with the "Comet Bank Theory." They speculate that
somewhere in outer space there is a bank of comets. Every
once iﬁ a while something will check some ocut and
distribute them throughaout the universe. I'm making fun of
them of course, this is not exactly what they believe.
They say that the comets are supplied from another source,
they don't know what the source is, but we keep getting
comets because of this "Comet:Bank.”" The very existence of
short period comets is one of the proofs of a young earth.
Ancther evidence that the earth is young is fact
that the earth's spin is gradually diminishing. The
diminishing spin is very mipor, Jjust a second a century we
are losing. Dne second per day per century is nay
gsignificant in a short time frame of only a few thousand
years. If you interpret that cver of billions of years,

however, it would mean that the earth was spinning so fast



that no 1ife could have been possible dug to the shorter
days, centrifical force, earth quakes and high winds
created. The declining spin of the earth is another fact
that indicates a young earth.

The earth’s magnetic field is declining. Dr.
Thomas G. Barnes, a prafessur.of physics at the University
of Texas in El Paso, claims that the earth’s declining
magnetic field is a power ful ‘indication that the earth is
extremely young. He is considéred by many to be one of the
world?’s experts on the subject. His studied opinion
is that this bit of scientific data would limit the earth’s
age to less than 25,000 years. -

If we'can.prave that the earth is young, only six
ar seven thousand years old, that really ends the argument
of evolution. Evelutionists will fight tooth and nail to
be able to hald to the faulty idea that the earth is
billionms and billions of years old. When a number of
scigntific attempts to establish some kind of age for the
earth prove that the earth is really very young, reasonable
people should accept the facts. Of course, evolutionists
would jump at anything that would indicate that the earth
is billions and billions of years old becauwse it is such a
vital part of their thecory.

Someone would say, "What about stars? We know that
they are billions of light years away." 1 dan'’t want to
sound, like a crackpet, but actually we don’t know that

stars are billions of years away. There are two, maybe



three methods af determining how far é@ay the stars are.
One of these methods is just simple trigonometry. However,
when you get to extremely minute angles, it is very
difficult to measure anything less than a couple of arc-—
seconds accurately. You cannot measure distances
accurately more than sixty to one hundred light years away.
Not sixty to one hundred million light years, Just sixty to
one hundred light years. The other methcod that used is
called the "Red Shift" method. We will discuss this in
more detail later.

How old is the earth? I believe that the earth is
only six to seven thousand years old. I taught high schocol
science for fourteen years, and far three years taught
college level science. I'm convinced that much of our
modern science, esﬁecially relating to evolution, is amn
absclute Jjoke. We are in the same position as the people
in the déys before Columbus, when people were teaching that
the marth was flat, or when they taught the doctrine of
humors or draining blood to cure illnpesses, and many other
wrong conclusions of science. They were very wrang.
Science has a long history of being dogmatically wrong.

I believe that one of the areas in science and the
Bible.that needs to be re-studied is the critical issue of
the age of the earth. This will prove tc be the undoing of
the doctrine of evalution.

The hypothesis of evoluticon has had pre-eminence in

our public teaching for about the last thirty to forty



years, Darwin’s book published in 1860 really started the
controversy goina. There have been graups teaching
evolution for several thousand years. The Egyptians taught
a form of evolution, saying that life evolved from the
slime along the Nile River. Today we trace ocur modern
evolutionary movement to Parwin. Darwin'’s back became
almost universally accepted within ten years of its release
in 1860. Toward the end of the nineteenth century, it was
extremely difficult to combat this teaching of evolution.
Archaeological finds were not complete and Darwin claimed
that there were thousands of intermediate sﬁecies between
the major kinds that we find toeday. He said that it was a
matter of time before these missing links were dug up. It
has been 130 years now, and the missing links are still
missing. I believe that the earth is young and Darwin's’
theaory is not only unscientific, it is absolutely stupid.
T believe that all of this complicated life in this
complicated universe came about Jjust by the random shaking
=f molecules demands an awful lot more faith than I have.

I believe that the earth was created in six literal
days, not 9065 or epics of time like the Living Bible says
in the notes given in Genesis 1. It says that each day was
a pericd of time. There is no evidence of that and Ken
Taylor needs to re—examine the evidence for that., 1
believe that the current teaching of evolution that is
geing on in cur public schools and public universities has

spawned a great number of social evils. For instance,



Communism is a direct offshoot of evolution.

1f a frog turns inte a prince instantaneously, we
call that a miracle or a fairytale. But, if that frog
turns intc a prince very slowly, taking three or four
hundred millions years to make the transition, we will
teach that in our universities as scientific fact.

Let me give you just a few evidences that the earth
is young. First of all the coral reefs that are arowing
off of the coast of Australia is arowing at a certain rate.
Feople have said that the growth of the coral reefsraught
to show us how old the earth is. With study, they discover
that under certain conditinns, caral grows extremely fast.
Other under conditions, they grow very sloawly. So the rate
of growth is very difficult to determine. To prove that it
happened at a constant rate. Right after the Flood, as all
of the water went down, all of the decayed plant matter
would have made the water very high in minerals and decayed
plant and animal life would have been high in nutrients to
make anything to grow. Food would have been readily
available with all of the rotting carcasses of the
vegetation and the animals. The coral could have grown
much faster under these conditicns, then it would have
slowed down to its current rvrate. Feople who have studied
caral reefs say that they could have been formed in four to
five thousand years with no proeblem. If the earth is older
than that, why aren’the the coral reefs much larger? Their

rate of growth indicates a young age foar the earth.



The Bristle Cone pine trees, the red trées, and the
sequoia trees in California. The guides in California say
that there is no reason that any of these trees shaould ever
die. Apparently, they will live until some disease attacks
them. If they are protected from disease, they will Just
keep on growing, adﬁing a ring every year. 0One way, of
course, to tell how old a tree is is to drill a core sample
and count the rings. The Bristle Cone pine tree grows
.extremely slow. By the time a tree is one hundred years
¢ld, it is not quite one inch in diameter. To count a
hundred rvings in a half inch is difficult and must be done
with a microscope. Counting rings_is a little more
difficult than Jjust sawing the tree down and locking at it.
the Bristle Pine trees indicate an'age of about four
thousand years maximum. If the earth is millions of years
old, why don'’t we have a fifty thousand year old Bristle
Cone Pine tree someplace ar a half a million year old? The
age =f the coldest living thing in the biasphere, the |
Bristle Cone Fine, indicates a young age for the esarth.

The evalutionists don’t look at that one because that
doesn't support their theory.

The pressure in oil wells in Texas is ancther
indication that the earth is young. I lived five years in
Texas. i saw a flame shooting up in the sky one night and
went over to investigate. There were some men burning of f
the natural gas as they were drilling an oil well. I began

asking them guestions, talked about the oil there in



Longview, Texas, they told me that they have a blowout
protectar that they put about a thousaqd feet down in the
around in case they drilled into a pocket of pressure. I
asked them what kind of pressure they were talking sbout,
how much pressure is the oil under down there in the
around. When drilling down about 35 hundred feet, often
the oil has twenty'thousand pounds of pressure per sguare
inch. If you have ever pumped up a bicycle tire to seventy
or eighty pounds of pressure, you understand that it is
pretty hard to do. That pressure would crack the roack in
the strata because after a period of time the rock could
only withstand the pressure for so long. Some scientists
spent quite a bit of time studying different rock strata
that @il is found in and the strata tﬁat the oil is found
under, and try to determine how long the oil could
withstand the intense pressure that it was under. HMelvin
Cook did gquite a,bit of study on this. The studies
indicated that the oil could not have been under that
pressure for more than ten thousand years. The fact that
the =il is still under that pressure indicates that it has
been down there less than ten thousand years. 0Often when
they first began drilling ovil wells in the early 1930's,
dhey would hit that pocket of pressure and it would blow
everything up éut of the ground. The thirty or forty
thousand feet of pipe would Jjust be shot up out of the
ground like spaghetti because of this intense préssure. I

would like to ask the evoluticonists if he has sompe kind of



answer to the fact that if the earth is indeed million of
years old, why is the oil still unde; such incredible
pressure? Why hasn’the it disipated into the rock, and
fmrhed cracks, and leaked out through the years?

Another evidence that the earth is young instead of
millions of years old is the sediment in the ncean; A
friend of mine out in California brought me a slab of what
‘locked like a piece of polished marble, about the size of a
small tabletop. He said, "Mr. Hovind, I brought this to
you because I thought you.might be interested in it." 1
asked him what it was and he said that it was a slab of
ccean floor. He said that he went down, blew the sediment
away with a Jjet of high speed water, and then cut a slab of
the rock out of the océan flaor. The sediment in the ccean
is only & certain thickness. The thictkmess of the sediment
could be accumulated in about thirty or forty thousand
years at the current rate that sediment is being deposited.
If the earth is millions of years old, why isn’t the
sediment thicker? This a guestion that evolutionists can't
answer or avoid, because they only locking for evidences
that would seem to indicate a great age of millions ar
billions of years. Anything that would seem to be
troublesome to their ridiculous theory they simply avoid.
The ocean sediment indicate a young age for the earth. Of
course, the rate of the deposition of sediment islalways a
factor that must be considered. Right after a world-wide

flood, gquite & bit of sediment would accumulate Jjust right



there. That is why if you get an age of twenty—five or
thirty thousand years at our curvrent rate of deposition, it
is possible that the first seventy percent was accumul ated
in a few years after the flood. Then the rate of
deposition would have dropped to where today it would look
like thirty thousand years, but actually could be accaunéed
for in four thousand years.

The erosion of the continents indicates a young
earth. Aﬁ the current rate of erosicon we are losing a lot
of around to the oceans. New Orleans, for instance, is
built on sediment that has come daown from Illincis. The
major river systems have been tested fairly carefully a
numbey of times to see how much sediment they are bringoing
out every year, how much material is being $transported. At
the current rate of ercsiocn the continents would ercde down
to sea level in fourteen million years. The mountains
would be gone and the entire earth would be a swamp. I
the evolutionist is going to say that we have 140 million
vears since the time of the dinosaurs, that is enough time
for the earth to ercde away ten times. 8o they come up
with the theory of the continental liftinag, plate tatonics
{(the plates shifting around), the subduction of the earth,
the Mid-Atlantic Ridge, all of these may have some
validity; but the rate of ercsian proves that the earth is
not 140 millian yeafs old. My explanation would be that
most of the ercsion, the formation of mountain ranges and

Gr and Canyon, was formed after the Flocod as the water went



down. Then the current of erosion would be misleading, and
the earth would be only four %o five thousand yearslald
since the Flood happened. The rate of erosion is a good
evidence for a young earth.

The moon is receding. As ycu measure the distance
to the moon, it can be seen that every year . the ﬁcon qgets a
‘little bit further away. If you calculate that backward in
time, you should be able to calculate approximately when
the moon beéan to leave or was captured in our orbit. I do
not believe that tﬁe moon was captured. Some people say
that the moon started as a part of the Pacific Ocean and
was pulled out of that area. That was taught for many
years and is still believe by some. They try to use that
to explain all of the volcances in Hawaii, saying that the
crust is very thin because the moon was pulled ocut. The
rate that the moon is receding, travelling away from the
earth, indicates a very young age for the earth. Thomas G.
Barnes, a professor of physics at the Uhiversity_of Texas-—

El Paso, said,
It takes but one procf for a young age for the
moon or the earth to completely refute the
doctrine of evoluticon.
That initial statement is worth thinking about. "If there
iz one procf." That is really a1l you need, Jjust one
procof. He goes on ta say,

One can see through simple laws of physics that the

mcon shouwld be receding from the earth. From the saﬁe




laws, one can show thaf the moon could never have survived
a nearness to the sarth less than 11,500 miles.

If the moon were any closer the tidal forces on the
earth on a satellite that size would cause extreme damage
to the satellite or to the earth, like the rings of Saturn.
Sa the moon was never closer than 11,500 miles is Rarnes?
contention. The present speed of recession of the moon is
known., If cone multiplies the recession speed by the
presumed evoclutionary age, the mcon should be much farther
from the earth tham it is, even if it started out from the
earth.

There ic as yet no tentable alternative explanation
that would yield an evolutiopary age of focur billion years
of the maon. Here is as simple solution as science can
praovide that the moon is not as old as stientists claim.
This is a very serious problem. HMany physﬁcists that
believe in evolution understand the praoblem. For instance,
Dr. Louis Blitter, professor of geophysicist at
Massachusetts Institute for Technology, said, "The time
scale of the earth/moon problem still present a major
problem." Well, it doesn't present a major problem for me.
He understands the the earth/moon system is a serious
problem. The mcon is recéding and does not indicate a
rgreat age for the sarth. The age of the whole solar system
is a real problem to the evolutionists. Lord Kelvin used
the changing spin rate of th; earth and with his

mathematics proved that because of the changing spin the



earth could not be billions of years old. He s#id that the
parth had to be down in the range of thousand of years,
There are many Christians who try to pacify the
evolutionigsts. They came up with several different
alternatives. One was the "Day Age Theory". This said
.that the days mentioned in Genesis are really pericds of
time or evolutionary ages. This is where.many of the
modern translations of the Bible go bad because they change
slight little phrases in Genesis 1. Get ocut different
tranélatinns and compare how they treat Genesis 1. The
¥ing James Version says, "it was the first day.” It uses
the definite article the. Many cother versions of the Eible
use the article a. They will say that this was a first
day, and a second day. That little subtle‘change is Jjust
an attempt to allew for the "Day fige Theory." Ken faylors’
Living Bible, I don’the garbage heap. want to be too
negative because there are many good things about it, in
Genesis has an attempt to pacify the evolutionists by
trying to include billiocns of years into the Bible
framewaork., They do that by perverting the Scripture. The
Scripture teaches that it was the first day, and it was six
literal days, not six periods of time. God told Moses
later in Exodus 20:12 in the Ten Commandments "for in six
days God created the heavens and the earth." Moses would
have been a liar. Jesus ocbvicusly taught in a young earth
and an instantaneocus creaticon. He talked about Adam and

Eve being created, "God created them, male and female.”" So
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Jesus would be a liar also if evolution were true.

There are some evidences that the earth is youna.
Most cultures that are found in the world tell of a wo;ld—
wide flmod in the last five to six thousand years. The |
populaticn of the earth today doubles regularly. If yau
vere to draw up the population growth on a chart you would
see that it goes back to zero about five thousand years
agoa. If man has been here millions of years like
evalutianiéts teach, where is the population? The whole
population growth can be studied by anyone and it will he
found that the population aof the earth dates a young age
for the sarth of four to five thousand years. Since the
Flood started with eight people.- All of the ancient
writings that we have show a youna age of the earfh. Why
don't we have pecple writing about kings that lived fifty
thousand years ago? - Why is it that all of recorded history
happened in the last four thousand yeérs? |

These honest guestions deserve an honest answer. 1
believe we have been lied to about the age of the earth.
Satan, the father =f all lies, has come up with this one to

try to make a fool of Jesus Christ. Jesus said in Matthew

i¥:4 that the creation of Adam and Eve was the beginning.

I believe Jesus was right.
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